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Abstract

We consider the stochastic geometry model where the location of each node is a random
point in a given metric space, or the existence of each node isuncertain. We study the prob-
lems of computing the expected lengths of several combinatorial or geometric optimization
problems over stochastic points, including closest pair, minimum spanning tree,k-clustering,
minimum perfect matching, and minimum cycle cover. We also consider the problem of esti-
mating the probability that the length of closest pair, or the diameter, is at most, or at least, a
given threshold. Most of the above problems are known to be#P-hard. We obtain FPRAS
(Fully Polynomial Randomized Approximation Scheme) for most of them in both the existen-
tial and locational uncertainty models. Our result for stochastic minimum spanning trees in the
locational uncertain model improves upon the previously known constant factor approximation
algorithm. Our results for other problems are the first knownto the best of our knowledge.
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1 Introduction

Background: Uncertain or imprecise data are pervasive in applicationslike sensor monitoring, location
based services, data collection and integration [12, 15, 39]. Consider a sensor network deployed in the wild
to monitor the living habits or migration of certain animals[33, 41]. Since sensing instruments are not
perfect, the data collected are often contaminated with a significant amount of noise [14, 41]. For another
example, the locational data collected by the Global-Positioning Systems (GPS) often contains measurement
errors [34]. Moreover, many machine learning and prediction algorithms also produce a variety of stochastic
models and a large volume of probabilistic data. Thus, managing, analyzing and solving optimization
problems over stochastic models and data have recently attracted significant attentions in several research
communities (see e.g., [35, 39, 40]).

In this paper, we study two stochastic geometry models, the locational uncertainty model and the exis-
tential uncertainty model, both of which have been studied extensively in recent years (see e.g., [2, 3, 4, 7,
25, 26, 29, 30, 31], some of which will be discussed in the related work section). In fact, a special case of
the locational uncertainty model where all points follow the same distribution is a classic topic in stochastic
geometry literature (see e.g., [8, 9, 10, 27, 37]). The main interest there has been to derive asymptotics for
the expected values of certain combinatorial problems (e.g., minimum spanning tree). The stochastic geom-
etry model is also of fundamental interest in the area of wireless networks. In many applications, we only
have some prior information about the locations of the transmission nodes (e.g., some sensors that will be
deployed randomly in a designated area by an aircraft). Sucha stochastic wireless network can be captured
precisely by this model. See the recent survey [21] and more references therein.

Stochastic Geometry Models: In this paper, we focus on two stochastic geometry models, the locational
uncertainty model and existential uncertainty model.

1. (Locational Uncertainty Model) We are given a metric spaceP. The location of each nodev ∈ V is
a random point in the metric spaceP and the probability distribution is given as the input. Formally,
we use the termnodesto refer to the vertices of the graph,points to describe the locations of the
nodes in the metric space. We denote the set of nodes asV = {v1, . . . , vn} and the set of points
asP = {s1, . . . , sm}, wheren = |V| andm = |P|. A realizationr can be represented by ann-
dimensional vector(r1, . . . , rn) ∈ Pn where pointri is the location of nodevi for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. LetR
denote the set of all possible realizations. We assume that the distributions of the locations of nodes
in the metric spaceP are independent, thusr occurs with probabilityPr[r] =

∏

i∈[n] pviri , wherepvs
represents the probability that the location of nodev is points ∈ P. The model is also termed as the
locational uncertainty modelin [25].

2. (Existential Uncertainty Model) A closely related modelis theexistential uncertainty modelwhere
the location of a node is a fixed point in the given metric space, but the existence of the node is
probabilistic. In this model, we usepi to denote the probability that nodevi exists (if exists, its location
is si). A realizationr can be represented by a subsetS ⊂ P andPr[r] =

∏

si∈S
pi
∏

si /∈S
(1− pi).

Problem Formulation: We are interested in following natural problem in the abovemodels: estimating the
expected values of certain statistics of combinatorial objects. In this paper, we study several combinatorial
or geometry problems in these two models: the closest pair problem, minimum spanning tree, minimum
perfect matching (assuming an even number of nodes),k-clustering and minimum cycle cover. We take the
minimum spanning tree problem for example. LetMST be the length of the minimum spanning tree (which
is a random variable) andMST(r) be the length of the minimum spanning tree spanning all points in the
realizationr. We would like to estimate the following quantity:

E[MST] =
∑

r∈R

Pr[r] ·MST(r).
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However, the above formula does not give us an efficient way toestimate the expectation since it involves
an exponential number of terms. In fact, computing the exactexpected value (for the problems considered
in this paper) are either NP-hard or #P-hard. Following manyof the theoretical computer science literatures
on approximate counting and estimation, our goal is to obtain fully polynomial randomized approximation
schemes for computing the expected values.

1.1 Our Contributions

We recall that afully polynomial randomized approximation scheme (FPRAS)for a problemf is a random-
ized algorithmA that takes an input instancex, a real numberǫ > 0, returnsA(x) such thatPr[(1−ǫ)f(x) ≤
A(x) ≤ (1 + ǫ)f(x)] ≥ 3

4 and its running time is polynomial in both the size of the input n and1/ǫ. Our
main contributions can be summarized in Table 1. We need to explain some entries in the table in more
details.

Problems Existential Locational

Closest Pair (§2)
E[C] FPRAS FPRAS

Pr[C ≤ 1] FPRAS FPRAS
Pr[C ≥ 1] Inapprox Inapprox

Diameter (§2)
E[D] FPRAS FPRAS

Pr[D ≤ 1] Inapprox Inapprox
Pr[D ≥ 1] FPRAS FPRAS

Minimum Spanning Tree (§4) E[MST] FPRAS[25] FPRAS
k-Clustering (§3) E[kCL] FPRAS Open

Perfect Matching (§5) E[PM] N.A. FPRAS
kth Closest Pair (§B.1) E[kC] FPRAS Open

Cycle Cover (§6) E[CC] FPRAS FPRAS
kth Longestm-Nearest Neighbor (§7) E[kmNN] FPRAS Open

Table 1: Our results for some problems in different stochastic models.

1. Closest Pair: We useC to denote the minimum distance of any pair of two nodes. If a realization has
less than two nodes,C is zero. ComputingPr[C ≤ 1] exactly in the existential model is known to be
#P-hard even in an Euclidean plane [26], but no nontrivial algorithmic result is known before. So is
computingPr[C ≥ 1]. In fact, it is not hard to show that computingPr[C ≥ 1] is imapproximable
within any factor in a metric space (Appendix B.2).

We also consider the problem of computing expected distanceE[C] between the closest pair in the
same model. We prove that the problem is #P-hard in Appendix B.2 and give the first known FPRAS
in Section 2. Note that an FPRAS for computingPr[C ≤ 1] does not imply an FPRAS for computing
E[C] 1.

2. Diameter: The problem of computing the expected length ofthe diameter can be reduced to the closest
pair problem as follows. Assume that the longest distance between two points inP isW . We construct
the new instanceP ′ as follows: for any two pointsu, v ∈ P, let their distance be2W − d(u, v) in
P ′. The new instance is still a metric. The sum of the distance ofclosest pair inP and the diameter
in P ′ is exactly2W (if there are at least two realized points). Hence, the answer for the diameter can
be easily derived from the answer for closest pair inP ′.

1To the contrary, an FPRAS for computingPr[C ≥ 1] or Pr[C = 1] would imply an FPRAS for computingE[C] since
E[C] =

∑
(si,sj)

Pr[C = d(si, sj)]d(si, sj) =
∫
Pr[C ≥ t]dt =

∑
(si,sj)

Pr[C ≥ d(si, sj)](d(si, sj)− d(s′i, s
′

j)).
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3. Minimum Spanning Tree: ComputingE[MST] exactly in both uncertainty models is known to be
#P-hard [25]. Kamousi, Chan, and Suri [25] developed an FPRAS for estimatingE[MST] in the exis-
tential uncertainty model and a constant factor approximation algorithm in the locational uncertainty
model.

EstimatingE[MST] is amendable to several techniques. We obtain an FPRAS for estimatingE[MST]
in the locational uncertainty model using the stoch-core techinque in Section 4. In fact, the idea in
[25] can also be extended to give an alternative FPRAS (Appendix C). It is not clear how to extend
their idea to other problems.

4. Clustering (k-clustering): In the deterministick-clustering problem, we want to partition all points
into k disjoint subsets such that the spacing of the partition is maximized, where the spacing is defined
to be the minimum of anyd(u, v) with u, v in different subsets [28]. In fact, the optimal cost of the
problem is the length of the(k − 1)th most expensive edge in the minimum spanning tree [28]. We
show how to estimateE[kCL] using the HPF (hierarchical partition family) technique inSection 3.

5. Perfect Matching: We assume that there are even number of nodes to ensure that a perfect matching
always exists. Therefore, only the locational uncertaintymodel is relevant here. We give the first
FPRAS for approximating the expected length of minimum perfect matching in Section 5 using a
more complicated stoch-core technique.

All of our algorithms run in polynomial time. However, we have not attempted to optimize the exact
running time.

Our techniques: Perhaps the simplest and the most commonly used technique for estimating the expectation
of a random variable is the Monte Carlo method, that is to use the sample average as the estimate. However,
the method is only efficient (i.e., runs in polynomial time) if the variance of the random variable is small
(See Lemma 1). To circumvent the difficulty caused by the highvariance, a general methodology is to
decompose the expectation of the random variable into a convex combination of conditional expectations
using the law of total expectation:E[X] = EY

[

E[X | Y ]
]

=
∑

y Pr[Y = y]E[X | Y = y]. Hopefully,
Pr[Y = y] can be estimated (or calculated exactly) efficiently, and the random variableX conditioning on
each eventy has a low variance. However, choosing the eventsY to condition on can be tricky.

We develop two new techniques for choosing such events, eachbeing capable of solving a subset of
aforementioned problems. In the first technique, we first identify a setH of points, called thestoch-core
of the problem, such that (1): with high probability, all nodes realize inH and (2): conditioning on event
(1), the variance is small. Then, we chooseY to be the number of nodes realized to points not inH. We
compute the (1± ǫ)-estimates forY = 0, 1 using Monte Carlo by (1) and (2). The problematic part is when
Y is large, i.e., many nodes realize to points outsideH. Even though the probability of such events is very
small, the value ofX under such events may be considerably large, thus contributing nontrivially. However,
we can show that the contribution of such events is dominatedby the first few events and thus can be safely
ignored. Choosing appropriate stoch-core is easy for some problems, such as closest pair and minimum
spanning tree, while it may require additional idea for other problems such as minimum perfect matching.

Our second technique utilizes a notion calledHierarchical Partition Family (HPF). The HPF hasm
levels, each representing a clustering of all points. For a combinatorial problem, for which the solution is a
set of edges, we defineY to be the highest level such that some edge in the solution is an inter-cluster edge.
Informally, conditioning on the information ofY , we can essentially bound the variance ofX (hence use
the Monte Carlo method). To implement Monte Carlo, we need tobe able to take samples efficiently con-
ditioning onY . We show that such sampling problems can be reduced to, or have connections to, classical
approximate counting and sampling problems, such as approximating permanent, counting knapsack.
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1.2 Related Work

Several geometric properties of a set of stochastic points have been studied extensively in the literature under
the termstochastic geometry. For instance, Bearwood et al. [8] shows that if there aren points uniformly and
independently distributed in[0, 1]2, the minimal traveling salesman tour visiting them has an expected length
Ω(
√
n). Asymptotic results for minimum spanning trees and minimummatchings onn points uniformly

distributed in unit balls are established by Bertsimas and van Ryzin [10]. Similar results can be found in
e.g., [9, 27, 37]. Compared with results in stochastic geometry, we focus on the efficient computation of the
statistics, instead of giving explicit mathematical formulas.

Recently, a number of researchers have begun to explore geometric computing under uncertainty and
many classical computational geometry problems have been studied in different stochastic/uncertainty mod-
els. Agarwal, Cheng, Tao and Yi [4] studied the problem of indexing probabilistic points with continuous
distributions for range queries on a line. Agarwal, Efrat, Sankararaman, and Zhang [5] also studied the same
problem in the locational uncertainty model under Euclidean metric. The most probablek-nearest neighbor
problem and its variants have attracted a lot of attentions in the database community (See e.g., [11]). Several
other problems have also been considered recently, such as computing the expected volume of a set of prob-
abilistic rectangles in a Euclidean space [43], convex hulls [2], skylines (Pareto curves) over probabilistic
points [1, 7], and shape fitting [32].

Kamousi, Chan and Suri [25] initiated the study of estimating the expected length of combinatorial
objects in this model. They showed that computing the expected length of the nearest neighbor (NN) graph,
the Gabriel graph (GG), the relative neighborhood graph (RNG), and the Delaunay triangulation (DT) can
be solved exactly in polynomial time, while computingE[MST] is #P-hard and there exists a simple FPRAS
for approximatingE[MST] in the existential model. They also gave a deterministic PTAS for approximating
E[MST] in an Euclidean plane. In another paper [26], they studied the closest pair and (approximate) nearest
neighbor problems (i.e., finding the point with the smallestexpected distance from the query point) in the
same model.

The randomly weighted graphmodel where the edge weights are independent nonnegative variables
has also been studied extensively. Frieze [18] and Steele [38] showed that the expected value of the mini-
mum spanning tree on such a graph with identically and independently distributed edges isζ(3)/D where
ζ(3) =

∑∞
j=1 1/j

3 andD is the derivative of the distribution at0. Alexopoulos and Jacobson [6] devel-
oped algorithms that compute the distribution ofMST and the probability that a particular edge belongs to
MST when edge lengths follow discrete distributions. However,the running times of their algorithms may
be exponential in the worst cases. Recently, Emek, Korman and Shavitt [17] showed that computing the
kth moment of a class of properties, including the diameter, radius and minimum spanning tree, admits an
FPRAS for each fixedk. Our model differs from their model in that the edge lengths are not independent.

The computational/algorithmic aspects of stochastic geometry have also gained a lot of attention in
recent years from the area of wireless networking. In many application scenarios, it is common to assume
that the nodes (e.g., sensors) are deployed randomly acrossa certain area, thereby forming a stochastic
network. It is of central importance to study various properties in this network, such as connectivity [19],
transmission capacity [20]. We refer interested reader to arecent survey [21] for more references.

1.3 Preliminaries

Before describing our main results, we first consider the straightforward Monte Carlo strategy, which is an
important building block in our later developments. Suppose we want to estimateE[X]. In each Monte
Carlo iteration, we take a sample (a realization of all nodes), and compute the value ofX for the sample.
At the end, we output the average over all samples. The numberof samples required by this algorithm is
suggested by the following standard Chernoff bound.
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Lemma 1 (Chernoff Bound)Let random variablesX1,X2, . . . ,XN be independent random variables tak-
ing on values between 0 andU . LetX = 1

N

∑N
i=1 Xi andµ be the expectation ofX, for anyǫ > 0,

Pr [X ∈ [(1− ǫ)µ, (1 + ǫ)µ]] ≥ 1− 2e−N µ
U
ǫ2/4.

Therefore, for anyǫ > 0, in order to get an(1 ± ǫ)-approximation with probability1 − 1
poly(n) , the num-

ber of samples needs to beO( U
µǫ2

log n). If U
µ , the ratio between the maximum possible value ofX and

the expected valueE[X], is bounded bypoly(m,n, 1ǫ ), we can use the above Monte Carlo method to esti-
mateE[X] with a polynomial number of samples. Since we use this condition often, we devote a separate
definition to it.

Definition 1 We call a random variableX poly-boundedif the ratio between the maximum possible value
ofX and the expected valueE[X] is bounded bypoly(m,n, 1ǫ ).

2 The Closest Pair Problem

2.1 EstimatingPr[C ≤ 1]

As a warmup, we first demonstrate how to use the stoch-core technique for the closest pair problem in the
existential uncertainty model. Given a set of pointsP = {s1, . . . , sm} in the metric space, where each point
si ∈ P is present with probabilitypi. We useC to denote the distance between the closest pair of vertices
in the realized graph. If the realized graph has less than twopoints,C is zero. The goal is to compute the
probabilityPr[C ≤ 1].

For a setH of points and a subsetS ⊆ H, we useH〈S〉 to denote the event that among all points
in H, all and only points inS are present. For any nonnegative integeri, let H〈i〉 to denote the event
∨

S⊆H:|S|=iH〈S〉, i.e., the event that exactlyi points are present inH.
Thestoch-coreof the closest pair problem is simply defined to be

H =
{

si | pi ≥
ǫ

m2

}

.

LetF = P \ H. We consider the decomposition

Pr[C ≤ 1] =

|F|
∑

i=0

Pr[F〈i〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] =

|F|
∑

i=0

Pr[F〈i〉] · Pr[C ≤ 1 | F〈i〉].

Our algorithm is very simple: estimate the first three terms (i.e., i = 0, 1, 2) and use their sum as our final
answer.

We can see thatH satisfies the two properties of a stoch-core mentioned in theintroduction:

1. The probability that all nodes are realized inH, i.e.,Pr[F〈0〉], is at least1−m · ǫ
m2 = 1− ǫ

m ;

2. If there exist two pointssi, sj ∈ H such thatd(si, sj) ≤ 1, we havePr[C ≤ 1 | F〈0〉 ] ≥ ǫ2

m4 ;
otherwise,Pr[C ≤ 1 | F〈0〉] = Pr[H〈0〉 | F〈0〉] + Pr[H〈1〉 | F〈0〉]. Note that we can compute
Pr[H〈0〉 | F〈0〉] andPr[H〈1〉 | F〈0〉] in polynomial time.

Both properties guarantee that the random variableI(C ≤ 1), conditioned onF〈0〉, is poly-bounded2,
hence we can easily get a (1 ± ǫ)-estimation forPr[F〈0〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] with polynomial many samples with
high probability. Similarly,Pr[F〈i〉 ∧C ≤ 1] can also be estimated with polynomial number of samples for
i = 1, 2. The algorithm can be found in Algorithm 1.

2I() is the indicator function. Note thatE[I(C ≤ 1)] = Pr[C ≤ 1].
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Algorithm 1 : EstimatingPr[C ≤ 1]

EstimatePr[F〈0〉 ∧ C ≤ 1]: TakeN0 = O
(

(m/ǫ)4 lnm
)

independent samples. SupposeM0 is the1

number of samples satisfyingC ≤ 1 andF〈0〉. T0 ← M0
N0

.
EstimatePr[F〈1〉 ∧ C ≤ 1]: For each pointsi ∈ F , takeN1 = O((m/ǫ)4 lnm) independent samples2

conditioning on the eventF〈{si}〉. Suppose there areMi samples satisfyingC ≤ 1.
T1 ←

∑

si∈F
piMi/N1.

EstimatePr[F〈2〉 ∧ C ≤ 1]: For each point pairsi, sj ∈ F , takeN2 = O((m/ǫ)4 lnm) independent3

samples conditioning on the eventF〈{si, sj}〉. Suppose there areMij samples satisfyingC ≤ 1.
T2 ←

∑

si,sj∈F
pipjMij/N2.

Output: T0 + T1 + T24

Lemma 2 Steps 1,2,3 in Algorithm 1 provide(1 ± ǫ)-approximations forPr[F〈i〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] for i = 0, 1, 2
respectively, with high probability.

Theorem 1 There is an FPRAS for estimating the probability of the distance between the closest pair of
nodes is at most1 in the existential uncertainty model.

Proof: We only need to show that the contribution from the rest of terms (where more than three points
outside stoch-coreH are present) is negligible compared to the third term. SupposeS is the set of all
present points such thatC ≤ 1 and there are at least 3 points not inH. Supposesi, sj are the closest pair in
S. We associateS with a smaller setS′ ⊂ S by making 1 present point in(S ∩F) \ {si, sj} absent (if there
are several suchS′, we choose an arbitrary one). We denote it asS ∼ S′. We use the notationS ∈ Fi to
denote that the realizationS satisfies(F〈i〉 ∧ C ≤ 1). Then, we can see that fori ≥ 3,

Pr[F〈i〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] =
∑

S:S∈Fi

Pr[S] ≤
∑

S′:S′∈Fi−1

∑

S:S∼S′

Pr[S].

For a fixedS′, there are at mostm different setsS such thatS ∼ S′ andPr[S] ≤ 2ǫ
m2Pr[S

′] for any suchS.
Hence, we have that

∑

S:S∼S′

Pr[S] ≤ 2ǫ

m
Pr[S′].

Therefore,

Pr[F〈i〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] ≤ 2ǫ

m
·

∑

S′:S′∈Fi−1

Pr[S′] =
2ǫ

m
· Pr[F〈i − 1〉 ∧ C ≤ 1].

Hence, overall we have
∑

i≥3 Pr[F〈i〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] ≤ ǫPr[F〈2〉 ∧ C ≤ 1]. This finishes the analysis.
�

Note that the number of samples is dominated by estimatingPr[F〈2〉 ∧ C ≤ 1]. Since there areO
(

m2
)

different pairssi, sj ∈ F . We takeN2 independent samples for each pair. Overall, we takeO
(

m6

ǫ4
lnm

)

independent samples.
Locational Uncertainty Model: The algorithm for the locational uncertainty model is similar to the one for
the existential uncertainty model. Here we briefly sketch the algorithm. For ease of exposition, we assume
that for each point, there is only one node that may be realized at this point. In principle, if more than one
node may be realized at the same point, we can create multiplecopies of the point co-located at the same
place.

For any nodev ∈ V and points ∈ P, we use the notationv � s to denote the event that nodev is
realized at points. Letpvs = Pr[v � s], i.e., the probability that nodev is realized at points. For each point
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s ∈ P, we letp(s) denote the probability that points is present (p(s) = pvs, v is the unique node which
may be realized ats). LetH〈i〉 denote the event that exactlyi nodes are realized to the point setH.

We construct the stoch-coreH = {s | p(s) ≥ ǫ
(nm)2

}. LetF = P \ H. Then we rewritePr[C ≤ 1] =
∑

0≤i≤n Pr[F〈i〉 ∧ C ≤ 1]. We only need to estimate the first three terms.

Estimating Pr[F〈0〉 ∧ C ≤ 1]:

1. If there exist two pointss, t ∈ Hwith d(s, t) ≤ 1which correspond to different nodes, thenPr[F〈0〉∧
C ≤ 1] ≥ p(s)p(t) ≥ ǫ2

(nm)4 by the definition of stoch-core , we can simply estimatePr[F〈0〉∧C ≤ 1]

by takingO( (nm)4

ǫ4 lnm) independent samples using the Monte Carlo method.

2. If no such two pointss, t ∈ H exist,Pr[F〈0〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] = 0.

Estimating Pr[F〈1〉∧C ≤ 1]: We first rewrite this term by
∑

v∈V ,s∈F Pr[F〈1〉∧C ≤ 1∧v � s]. For a node
v ∈ V and points ∈ F , we denoteBs = {t ∈ H : d(s, t) ≤ 1}. If Bs contains any point corresponding
to a node other thanv, we can use Monte Carlo for estimatingPr[F〈1〉 ∧ C ≤ 1 | v � s] since it is at least

ǫ
(nm)2

. Otherwise, computingPr[F〈1〉 ∧C ≤ 1 | v � s] is equivalent to computingPr[F〈0〉 ∧C ≤ 1] in the
instance withoutv (sincev is at distance more than 1 from any other nodes).

Estimating Pr[F〈2〉 ∧ C ≤ 1]: We rewrite it as
∑

v,v′∈V ,s,s′∈F Pr[F〈2〉 ∧ C ≤ 1 ∧ v � s ∧ v′ � s′]. We
estimate each term in the same way as the former case. We do notrepeat the argument here.

Analysis: Similar to the existential uncertainty model, we can show that the contribution of
∑

3≤i≤n Pr[F〈i〉∧
C ≤ 1] is negligible. The argument is almost the same as before. SupposeS is a realization such thatC ≤ 1
and there are at least 3 points not inH. Supposevi, vj are the closest pair inS. We associateS with
S′, whereS′ is obtained by sending nodev in S (exceptvi, vj) located inF to a points ∈ H such that
pvs ≥ 1

2m . We denote it asS ∼ S′. Then for a fixedS′, there are at mostnm different setsS such that
S ∼ S′ andPr[S] ≤ 2ǫ

n Pr[S
′] for any suchS. The rest arguments are the same.

Theorem 2 There is an FPRAS for estimating the probability of the distance between the closest pair of
nodes is at most1 in the locational uncertainty model.

The number of samples is dominated by estimatingPr[F〈2〉 ∧ C ≤ 1]. Since there areO
(

n2
)

different
pairs of nodesv, v′ ∈ V andO

(

m2
)

different pairs of pointss, s′ ∈ F , we separateF〈2〉 into O
(

n2m2
)

different terms. For each term, we takeO
( (nm)4

ǫ4 lnm
)

independent samples. Thus, we takeO
(

n6m6

ǫ4 lnm
)

independent samples in total.

2.2 EstimatingE[C]

In this section, we consider the problem of estimatingE[C], whereC is the distance of the closest pair of
present points, in the existential uncertainty model. Now,we introduce our second main technique, the
hierarchical partition family (HPF)technique, to solve this problem. An HPF is a familyΨ of partitions of
P, formally defined as follows.

Definition 2 (Hierarchical Partition Family (HPF)) LetT be any minimum spanning tree spanning all
points ofP. Suppose that the edges ofT are e1, . . . , em−1 with d(e1) ≥ d(e2) ≥ . . . ≥ d(em−1). Let
Ei = {ei, ei+1, . . . , em−1}. The HPFΨ(P) consists ofm partitionsΓ1, . . . ,Γm. Γ1 is the entire point set
P. Γi consists ofi disjoint subsets ofP, each corresponding to a connected component ofGi = G(P, Ei).
Γm consists of all singleton points inP. It is easy to see thatΓj is a refinement ofΓi for j > i. Consider two
consecutive partitionsΓi andΓi+1. Note thatGi contains exactly one more edge (i.e.,ei) thanGi+1. Let
µ′
i+1 andµ′′

i+1 be the two components (called thesplit components) in Γi+1, each containing an endpoint
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of ei. Letνi ∈ Γi be the connected component ofGi that containsei. We callνi thespecial componentin
Γi. LetΓ′

i = Γi \ νi.

We observe two properties ofΨ(P) that are useful later.

P1. Consider a componentC ∈ Γi. Lets1, s2 be two arbitrary points inC. Thend(s1, s2) ≤ (m−1)d(ei)
(this is becauses1 ands2 are connected inGi, andei is the longest edge inGi).

P2. Consider two different componentsC1 andC2 in Γi. Let s1 ∈ C1 ands2 ∈ C2 be two arbitrary
points. Thend(s1, s2) ≥ d(ei−1) (this is because the minimum inter-component distance isd(ei−1)
in Gi).

Let the random variableY be smallest integeri such that there is at most one present point in each
component ofΓi+1. Note that ifY = i then each component ofΓi contains at most one point, except that
the special componentνi contains exactly two present points. The following lemma isa simple consequence
of P1 and P2.

Lemma 3 Conditioning onY = i, it holds thatd(ei) ≤ C ≤ md(ei) (hence,C is poly-bounded).

Consider the following expansion ofE[C]:

E[C] =
m−1
∑

i=1

Pr[Y = i]E[C | Y = i].

For a fixedi, Pr[Y = i] can be estimated as follows: For a componentC ⊂ P, we useC〈j〉 to denote the
event that exactlyj points inC are present,C〈s〉 the event that onlys is present inC andC〈≤ j〉 the event
that no more thanj points inC are present. Letµ′

i andµ′′
i be the two split components inΓi. Note that

Pr[Y = i] = Pr[µ′
i+1〈1〉] · Pr[µ′′

i+1〈1〉] ·
∏

C∈Γ′

i

Pr[C〈≤ 1〉].

Each term can be easily computed in polynomial time. The remaining is to show how to estimateE[C | Y =
i]. SinceC is poly-bounded, it suffices to give an efficient algorithm totake samples conditioning onY = i.
This is again not difficult: We take exactly one points ∈ µ′

i+1 with probabilityPr[µ′
i+1〈s〉]/Pr[µ′

i+1〈1〉].
Same forµ′′

i+1. For eachC ∈ Γ′
i, take no point fromC with probabilityPr[C〈0〉]/Pr[C〈≤ 1〉]; otherwise,

take exactly one points ∈ C with probabilityPr[C〈s〉]/Pr[C〈≤ 1〉].
By Lemma 3, conditioning onY = i, takingO(m

ǫ2
lnm) independent samples are enough using the

Monte Carlo method. Since there arem levels, we takeO
(

m2

ǫ2 lnm
)

independent samples in total. This
finishes the description of the FPRAS in the existential uncertainty model.

Locational Uncertainty Model: Our algorithm is almost the same as the existential model. We first con-
struct the HPFΨ(P). The random variableY is defined in the same way. The only difference is how to
estimatePr[Y = i] and how to take samples efficiently conditioning onY = i. First consider estimat-
ing Pr[Y = i]. We can consider the problem as the following bins-and-balls problem: we haven balls
(corresponding to nodes) andi bins (corresponding to components inΓi). Each ballv is thrown to bin
C with probability pvC =

∑

s∈C pvs (note that
∑

C pvC = 1). We want to compute the probability that
each of the first and second bins (corresponding to the two split components) contains exactly one ball,
and for other bins each contains at most one ball. Consider the following i × i (i ≥ n) matrix M with

MvC =

{

pvC =
∑

s∈C pvs, for v ∈ [n] andC ∈ [i];
1, otherwise

. It is not difficult to see that the permanent

Per(M) =
∑

σ∈Si

∏

v

Mvσ(v)
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is exactly the probability that each bin contains at most oneball. To enforce each of the first two bins
contains exactly one ball, simply consider the Laplace expansion ofPer(M), expanded along the first two
columns, and retain those relevant terms:

Pr[Y = i] =
∑

k∈[n]

∑

j∈[n],j 6=k

Mk1Mj2Per(M
⋆
kj)

whereM⋆
kj is M with the 1st and 2nd columns andkth andjth rows removed. Then, we can use the

celebrated result for approximating permanent by Jerrum, Sinclair, and Vigoda [23] to get an FPRAS for
approximatingPr[Y = i]. In fact, the algorithm in [23] provides a fully polynomial time approximate
sampler for perfect matchings3. This can be easily translated to an efficient sampler conditioning onY = i
4. Finally, we remark that the above algorithm can be easily modified to handel the case with both existential
and locational uncertainty model.

Theorem 3 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected distance between the closest pair of nodes in
both existential and locational uncertainty models.

kth Closest Pair: In addition, we consider the problem of the expected distance E[kC] between thekth
closest pair under the existential uncertainty model. We use the HPF technique, and construct an efficient
sampler via a dynamic programming. The details can be found in Appendix B.1.

3 k-Clustering

In this section, we study the k-clustering problem in the existential uncertainty model. According to [28],
the optimal objective value fork-clustering is the(k − 1)th most expensive edge of the minimum spanning
tree. We consider estimatingE[kCL] under the existential uncertainty model.

Denote the point setP = {s1, . . . , sm}, where each pointsi ∈ P is present with probabilitypi. We
construct the HPFΨ(P). Let the random variableY be the largest integeri such that at mostk − 1
components inΓi contain at least one present point. LetΓ′

i = Γi \ νi. Note that ifY = i then at most
k − 2 components inΓ′

i contain present points while the special componentνi contains at least two present
points, since both componentµ′

i+1 andµ′′
i+1 contain at least one present point. By the property P1 and P2

of HPF, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 4 Conditioning onY = i, it holds thatd(ei) ≤ kCL ≤ md(ei) (hence,kCL is poly-bounded)..

Proof: SinceΓi+1 contains at leastk nonempty components, any spanning tree must have at leastk − 1
inter-component edges. Any inter-component edge is of length at leastd(ei), so is the(k − 1)th expensive
edge. Now we show the other direction. Assume w.l.o.g. that all pairwise distances are distinct. Consider
a realization satisfyingY = i and the graphical matroid which consists of all forests of the realization.
SupposekCL = d(e) for some edgee. Let Ee be all edges with length no larger thane in this realization.
We can see thatrank(Ee) = n − k + 1 whererank is the matroid rank function andn the number of
present points in the realization. Hence, any spanning treecontains no more thann− k + 1 edges fromEe.
Equivalently, the(k − 1)th most expensive edge of any spanning tree is no smaller thankCL. Moreover,
sinceΓi has no more thank − 1 nonempty components, there exists a spanning tree such thatthe(k − 1)th
most expensive edge is an intra-component edge inΓi. The lemma follows from P1. �

Consider the following expansionE[kCL] =
∑m−1

i=1 Pr[Y = i]E[kCL | Y = i]. Recall that for a
componentC ⊂ P, we useC〈j〉 to denote the event that exactlyj points inC are present,C〈s〉 the event

3The approximate sampler can return in poly-time a permutationσ ∈ Si with probability(1± ǫ)
∏

s Msσ(s)/Per(M).
4We can also use the generic reduction by Jerrum, Valiant and Vazirani [24] which can turn an FPRAS into a poly-time approx-

imate sampler for self-reducible relations.
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that onlys is present inC andC〈≤ j〉 (C〈≥ j〉) the event that at most (at least) thanj points inC are
present. For a partitionΓ onP, we useΓ〈j,≥ 1〉 to denote the event that exactlyj components inΓ contain
at least one present point. Note that

Pr[Y = i] = Pr[µ′
i+1〈≥ 1〉] · Pr[µ′′

i+1〈≥ 1〉] · Pr[Γ′
i〈k − 2,≥ 1〉].

Note thatPr[µ′
i+1〈≥ 1〉] andPr[µ′′

i+1〈≥ 1〉] can be easily computed in polynomial time. The remaining
task is to show how to computePr[Γ′

i〈k − 2,≥ 1〉] and how to estimateE[kCL | Y = i]. We first present a
simple lemma which is useful later.

Lemma 5 For a componentC and j ∈ Z, we can computePr[C〈j〉] (or Pr[C〈≥ j〉]) in polynomial
time. Moreover, there exists a poly-time sampler to sample present points fromC conditioning onC〈j〉 (or
C〈≥ j〉).

Proof: The idea is essentially from [16]. W.l.o.g, we assume that the points inC ares1, . . . , sn. We denote
the event that among the firsta points, exactlyb points are present byE[a, b] and denote the probability of
E[a, b] byPr[a, b]. Note that our goal is to computePr[n, j], which can be solved by the following dynamic
program:

1. If a < b, Pr[a, b] = 0. If a = b, Pr[a, b] =
∏

1≤l≤a pl. If b = 0, Pr[a, b] =
∏

1≤l≤a(1− pl).

2. Fora > b andb ≥ 1, Pr[a, b] = paPr[a− 1, b− 1] + (1− pa)Pr[a− 1, b].

We can also use this dynamic program to construct an efficientsampler. Consider the pointsn. With
probability pnPr[n − 1, j − 1]/Pr[n, j], we make it present and then recursively consider the pointsn−1

conditioning on the eventE[n− 1, j − 1]. With probability(1− pn)Pr[n− 1, j]/Pr[n, j], we discard it and
then recursively sample conditioning on the eventE[n− 1, j]. Pr[C〈≥ j〉] can be handled in the same way
and we omit the details. �

Computing Pr[Γ′
i〈k− 2,≥ 1〉]: Now, it is ready to show how to computePr[Γ′

i〈k− 2,≥ 1〉] in polynomial
time. Note that for each componentCj ∈ Γ′

i, we can easily computeqj = Pr[Cj〈≥ 1〉] in polynomial time.
Since all components inΓ′

i are disjoint, using Lemma 5 (consider each componentCj in Γ′
i as a point with

existential probabilityqj), we can computePr[Γ′
i〈k − 2,≥ 1〉].

To take samples conditioning onY = i, we first samplek − 2 components inΓ′
i which contain present

points. Then for thesek − 2 components andµ′
i+1, µ

′′
i+1, we independently sample present points in each

component using Lemma 5. By Lemma 4, for estimatingE[kCL | Y = i], we need to takeO
(

m
ǫ2
lnm

)

independent samples. So we takeO
(

m2

ǫ2 lnm
)

independent samples in total.

Theorem 4 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected length ofk-th expensive edge in the minimum
spanning tree in the existential uncertainty model.

4 Minimum Spanning Trees

We consider the problem of estimating the expected size of minimum spanning tree in the locational uncer-
tainty model. In this section, we briefly sketch how to solve it using our stoch-core method. Recall that the
term nodes refers to the verticesV of the spanning tree and points describes the locations inP. For ease of
exposition, we assume that for each point, there is only one node that may realize at this point.

Recall that we use the notationv � s to denote the event that nodev is present at points. Let pvs =
Pr[v � s]. Since nodev is realized with certainty, we have

∑

s∈P pvs = 1. For each points ∈ P, we let
p(s) denote the probability that points is present. For a setH of points, letp(H) =

∑

s∈H p(s), i.e., the
expected number of points present inH. For a setH of points and a setS of nodes, we useH〈S〉 to denote

10



the event that all and only nodes inS are realized to some points inH. If S only contains one node, sayv,
we use the notationH〈v〉 as the shorthand forH〈{v}〉. LetH〈i〉 denote the event

∨

S:|S|=iH〈S〉, i.e., the
event that exactlyi nodes are inH. We usediam(H), called the diameter ofH, to denotemaxs,t∈H d(s, t).
Let d(p,H) be the closest distance between pointp and any point inH.

Finding stoch-core: Firstly, we find in poly-time the stoch-coreH as follows:

Algorithm 2 : Constructing stoch-coreH for EstimatingE[MST ]

Among all pointsr with p(r) ≥ ǫ
16m , find the furthest two pointss andt.1

SetH ← B(s,d(s, t)) = {s′ ∈ P | d(s′, s) ≤ d(s, t)}.2

Lemma 6 Algorithm 2 finds a stoch-coreH such that

Q1. p(H) ≥ n− ǫ
16 = n−O(ǫ)

Q2. E[MST | H〈n〉 ] = Ω
(

diam(H) ǫ2

m2

)

.

Furthermore, the algorithm runs in linear time.

Proof: For each pointr that is not inH, we knowp(r) < ǫ
16m . Therefore, we have that andp(P \H) < ǫ

16 .
andp(H) ≥ n− ǫ

16 . Consider two cases:

1. Pointss andt relate to different nodes. In this case, we have that

E[MST | H〈n〉] ≥ d(s, t)Pr[∃(v, u), v 6= u, v � s, u � t] = d(s, t)p(s)p(t) ≥ d(s, t)
ǫ2

256m2
.

2. Pointss andt relate to the same nodev. In this case, conditioning on the event that a different nodeu is
realized to an arbitrary pointq, E[MST | H〈n〉] ≥ d(s, q)Pr[v � s] + d(t, q)Pr[v � t] ≥ d(s, t) ǫ

16m .

In either case,H satisfies both Q1 and Q2. �

Estimating E[MST]: Let F = P \ H. We rewriteE[MST] by
∑

i≥0 E[MST | F〈i〉] · Pr[F〈i〉]. We only
need to estimateE[MST | F〈0〉 ] · Pr[F〈0〉] andE[MST | F〈1〉 ] · Pr[F〈1〉].

Algorithm 3 : EstimatingE[MST | F〈0〉 ] · Pr[F〈0〉]
TakeN0 = O

(

nm2

ǫ4
lnn

)

random samples. SetA← ∅ at the beginning.1

For each sampleGi, if it satisfiesF〈0〉, A← A ∪ {Gi}.2

T0 ← 1
N0

∑

Gi∈A
MST(Gi).3

Lemma 7 Algorithm 3 produces a(1± ǫ)-estimate for the first term with high probability.

Proof: Based on the eventF〈0〉, the length ofMST is at mostndiam(H). Due to (Q2), we have a poly-
bounded random variable and can therefore obtain a(1 ± ǫ)-estimate forE[MST | H〈n〉 ] using the Monte
Carlo method withO

(

nm2

ǫ4
lnn

)

samples satisfyingH〈n〉 (by Lemma 1). By the first property ofH, with
probability close to 1, a sample satisfiesH〈n〉. So, the expected time to obtain an useful sample is bounded
by a constant. Overall, we can obtain a(1 ± ǫ)-estimate of the first term with usingN0 = O

(

nm2

ǫ4
lnn

)

samples with high probability. �

Lemma 8 Algorithm 4 produces a(1± ǫ)-estimate for the second term with high probability.
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Algorithm 4 : EstimatingE[MST | F〈1〉 ] · Pr[F〈1〉]
SetB ← {s | s ∈ F ,d(s,H) < n

ǫ · diam(H)}. LetCl(v) be the event thatv is the only node that is1

realized to some points ∈ B.
Conditioning onCl(v), takeN1 = O

(

nm2

ǫ5 lnn
)

independent samples.2

LetAv ← {Gv,i | 1 ≤ i ≤ N1} be the set ofN1 samples forCl(v).
Tv ← 1

N1

∑

Gv,i∈Av
MST(Gv,i) (estimatingE[MST | Cl(v)])3

T1 ←
∑

v∈V

(

Pr[Cl(v)]Tv +
∑

s∈F\B Pr[F〈v〉 ∧ v � s] d(s,H)
)

.4

Analysis: Note that the number of samples is asymptotically dominated by estimatingE[MST | F〈1〉 ] ·
Pr[F〈1〉]. For each nodev ∈ V, we takeN1 independent samples. Thus, we need to takeO

(

n2m2

ǫ5
lnn

)

independent samples. Now, we analyze the performance guarantee of our algorithm. We need to show that
the total contribution from the scenarios where more than one node are not in the stoch-core is very small.
We need some notations first. SupposeS is the set of nodes realized out of stoch-coreH. We useFS to
denote the set of all possible realizations of all nodes inS to points inF (we can think of each element in
FS as an|S|-dimensional vector where each coordinate is indexed by a node inS and its value is a point
in F). Similarly, we denote the set of realizations ofS̄ = V \ S to points inH byHS̄. For anyFS ∈ FS

andHS̄ ∈ HS̄, we use(FS ,HS̄) to denote the event that bothFS andHS̄ happen andMST(FS ,HS̄) to
denote the length of the minimum spanning tree under the realization (FS ,HS̄). We need the following
combinatorial fact.

Lemma 9 Consider a particular realization(FS ,HS̄), whereS is the set of nodes realized out ofH. |S| ≥
2. Let d = d(vS , uS) = minv∈S,u∈S̄{d(u, v)} wherevS ∈ FS , uS ∈ HS̄. The realization(FS′ ,HS̄′)
is obtained from(FS ,HS̄) by sending the nodevS to H, whereS′ = S \ vS . ThenMST(FS ,HS̄) ≤
4MST(FS′ ,HS̄′).

Proof: We have

4MST(F ′
S′ ,H ′

S̄′) ≥ 2MST(F ′
S′ ,H ′

S̄′) + 2d ≥ MST(F ′
S′ ,HS̄) + 2d ≥ MST(FS ,HS̄)

The second inequality holds since the length of the minimum spanning tree is at most two times the length of
the minimum Steiner tree (We considerMST(F ′

S′ ,HS̄) as a Steiner tree connecting all nodes inFS′ ∪HS̄).
�

The only remaining part for establishing Theorem 5 is to showthe following essential lemma.

Lemma 10 For anyǫ > 0, if H satisfies the properties in Lemma 6, we have that
∑

i>1

E[MST | F〈i〉] · Pr[F〈i〉] ≤ ǫ · E[MST | F〈1〉] · Pr[F〈1〉].

Proof: We claim that for anyi > 1, E[MST | F〈i + 1〉] · Pr[F〈i + 1〉] ≤ ǫ
2E[MST | F〈i〉] · Pr[F〈i〉].

If the claim is true, then we can show the lemma easily by noticing that, for anyn ≥ 2,
∑

i>1 E[MST |
F〈i〉]Pr[F〈i〉] ≤ ∑n−1

i=1

(

ǫ
2

)i
E[MST | F〈1〉]Pr[F〈1〉] ≤ ǫE[MST | F〈1〉]Pr[F〈1〉]. Now, we prove the

claim. First, we rewrite the LHS as follows:

E[MST | F〈i+ 1〉] · Pr[F〈i+ 1〉] =
∑

|S|=i+1

∑

FS∈FS

∑

HS̄∈HS̄

(

Pr[(FS ,HS̄)] ·MST(FS ,HS̄)
)

,

Similarly, the RHS can be written as:

E[MST | F〈i〉] · Pr[F〈i〉] =
∑

|S′|=i

∑

FS′∈FS′

∑

HS̄′∈HS̄′

(

Pr[(FS ,HS̄)] ·MST(FS′ ,HS̄′)
)

.
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For each pair(FS ,HS̄), let C(FS ,HS̄) = Pr[FS ,HS̄ ] ·MST(FS ,HS̄). Consider each pair(FS ,HS̄) with
|S| = i + 1 as a seller and each pair(FS′ ,HS̄′) with |S′| = i as a buyer. The seller(FS ,HS̄) wants to
sell the termC(FS ,HS̄) and the buyers want to buy all this term. The buyer(FS′ ,HS̄′) has a budget of
C(FS′ ,HS̄′). We show that there is a charging scheme such that each termC(FS ,HS̄) is fully paid by the
buyers and each buyer spends at most anǫ

2 fraction of her budget. Note that the existence of such a charging
scheme suffices to prove the claim.

Suppose we are selling the termC(FS ,HS̄). Consider the following charging scheme. Supposev ∈ S
is the node closest to any node inS̄. LetS′ = S \{v} andFS′ be the restriction ofFS to all coordinates inS
exceptv. We say(FS′ ,HS̄′) is consistent with(FS ,HS̄), denoted as(FS′ ,HS̄′) ∼ (FS ,HS̄), if HS̄′ agrees
with HS̄ for all vertices inS̄. andFS′ agrees withFS for all vertices inS \ {v}. Intuitively, (FS′ ,HS̄′) can
be obtained from(FS ,HS̄) by sendingv to an arbitrary point inH. Let

Z(FS ,HS̄) =
∑

(FS′ ,HS̄′)∼(FS ,HS̄)

Pr[(FS′ ,HS̄′)].

We need the following inequality later: For any fixed(FS′ ,HS̄′),

∑

(FS ,HS̄)∼(FS′ ,HS̄′)

Pr[FS ,HS̄ ]

Z(FS ,HS̄)
≤
∑

v∈S̄′

Pr(v ∈ F)
Pr(v ∈ H) ≤

ǫ

8
.

To see the inequality, for a fixed nodev, consider the quantity

∑

(FS ,HS̄)∼(FS′ ,HS̄′),S̄=S̄′\{v}

Pr[FS ,HS̄]

Z(FS ,HS̄)
.

A crucial observation here is that the denominators of all terms are in fact the same, by the definition of
Z, which is

∑

Pr[(F ′
S′ ,H ′

S̄′
)], and the summation is over all(F ′

S′ ,H ′
S̄′
)s which are the same as(FS′ ,HS̄′)

except that the location ofv is a different point inH. The numerator is the summation over all(FS ,HS̄)s
which are the same as(FS′ ,HS̄′) except that the location ofv is a different point inF . Canceling out the
same multiplicative terms from the numerators and the denominator, we can see it is at mostPr(v∈F)

Pr(v∈H) .
Now, we specify how to charge each buyer. For each buyer(FS′ ,HS̄′) ∼ (FS ,HS̄), we charge her the

following amount of money
Pr[(FS′ ,HS̄′)] · C(FS ,HS̄)

Z(FS ,HS̄)

We can see thatC(FS ,HS̄) is fully paid by all buyers consistent with(FS ,HS̄). It remains to show that
each buyer(FS′ ,HS̄′) has been charged at mostǫ

2C(FS′ ,HS̄′). By the above charging scheme, the terms
(FS ,HS̄)s in LHS that charge buyer(FS′ ,HS̄′) are consistent with(FS′ ,HS̄′). Now, we can see that the
total amount of money charged to buyer(FS′ ,HS̄′) can be bounded as follows:

∑

(FS ,HS̄)∼(FS′ ,HS̄′)

Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ] · C(FS ,HS̄)

Z(FS ,HS̄)
≤ 4MST(FS′ ,HS̄′) ·

∑

(FS ,HS̄)∼(FS′ ,HS̄′)

Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ] · Pr[(FS ,HS̄)]

Z(FS ,HS̄)

=4MST(FS′ ,HS̄′)Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ] ·
∑

(FS ,HS̄)∼(FS′ ,HS̄′)

Pr[FS ,HS̄ ]

Z(FS ,HS̄)

≤ ǫ

2
MST(FS′ ,HS̄′)Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ]

The first inequality follows from Lemma 9. This completes theproof. �
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Theorem 5 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected length of the minimum spanning tree in the
locational uncertainty model.

Finally, we remark that the problem can be solved by a varietyof methods. The stoch-core method
presented in this section is not the simplest one, but may be still helpful for understanding a very similar but
somewhat more technical application of the method to minimum perfect matching (see Section 5).

5 Minimum Perfect Matchings

In this section, we consider the minimum perfect matching (PM) problem. We use the stoch-core method.
The same stoch-core construction forMST can not be directly used here sincePM can be much smaller
thanMST. For example, suppose there are only two points. There are even number of nodes residing
at each point. In this case,PM is 0. Now, if we change the location of one particular node to the other
point, the value ofPM increase dramatically while the value ofMST stays the same. In some sense,PM

is more sensitive to the location of nodes, hence requires new stoch-core construction. There are two major
differences from the algorithm forMST. First, the stoch-core is composed by several clusters of points,
instead of a single ball. Second, we need a more careful charging argument.

Finding stoch-core: First, we show how to find in poly-time the stoch-coreH. Initially, H consists of all
singleton points, each being a component by itself. Then, wegradually grow the ball from each point, and
merge two components if they touch. We stop until certain properties Q1 and Q2 are satisfied. See the
Pseudo-code in Algorithm 5 for details. For a nodev and a setH of points, we letpv(H) =

∑

s∈H pvs. We
usediam(H), called the diameter ofH, to denotemaxs,t∈H d(s, t).

Algorithm 5 : Constructing stoch-coreH for EstimatingE[PM]

Initially, t← 0 and each points ∈ P is a componentH{s} = B(s, t) by itself.1

Gradually increaset;2

If two different componentsHS1 andHS2 intersect (whereHS := ∪s∈SB(s, t));
Merge them into a new componentHS1∪S2 .

Stop increasingt while the first time the following two conditions are satisfied by components att.3

Q1. For each nodev, there is a unique componentHj such thatpv(Hj) ≥ 1−O( ǫ
nm3 ). We callHj the

stoch-core of nodev, denoted asH(v).

Q2. For allj, |{v ∈ V | H(v) = Hj}| is even.

Output the stopping timeT and the componentsH1, . . . ,Hk.4

We need the following lemma which is useful for boundingE[PM] from below.

Lemma 11 For any two disjoint setsH1 andH2 of points, and any nodev, we have

E[PM] ≥ min{pv(H1), pv(H2)} · d(H1,H2)/m.

Here,d(H1,H2) = mins∈H1,t∈H2 d(s, t).

Proof: Supposes = argmaxs′{pvs′ | s′ ∈ H1}, andt = argmaxt′{pvt′ | t′ ∈ H2}. Obviously, we have
pvs ≥ pv(H1)

m andpvt ≥ pv(H2)
m . So it suffices to showE[PM] ≥ min{pvs, pvt} · d(s, t). We first see that

E[PM] ≥ pvsE[PM | v � s] + pvtE[PM | v � t]

≥ min{pvs, pvt}
(

E[PM | v � s] + E[PM | v � t]
)

.

14



Then it is sufficient to prove thatE[PM | v � s] + E[PM | v � t] ≥ d(s, t). Fix a realization of all nodes
exceptv. Conditioning on this realization, we consider the following two minimum perfect matchings, one
for the casev � s, (denoted asPM1) and the other one forv � t (denoted asPM2). Consider the symmetric
difference

PM1 ⊕ PM2 := (PM1 \ PM2) ∪ (PM2 \ PM1).

We can see that it is a path(s, p1, p2, . . . , pk, t), such that(s, p1) ∈ PM1,(p1, p2) ∈ PM2, . . . , (pk, t) ∈
PM2. SoPM1 +PM2 ≥ d(s, t) by the triangle inequality. Therefore, we haveE[PM | v � s] +E[PM | v �

t] ≥ d(s, t). �

By Q1, Q2 and the above lemma, we can show that the following additional property holds.

Lemma 12 Q3. E[PM] = Ω( ǫD
nm5 ) whereD = maxi{diam(Hi)}.

Proof: Note that the stopping timeT must exist, because the set of all points satisfies the first two properties.
Now, we show that Q3 also holds. Firstly, note thatD ≤ 2mT . Secondly, considerT ′ = T − ε for some
infinitesimalε > 0. At timeT ′, consider two situations:

1. There exists a nodev, such that∀j, pv(Hj) < 1 − O( ǫ
nm3 ). Then there must exist two components

C1 andC2 such thatpv(C1) > Ω( ǫ
nm3 ) andpv(C2) > Ω( ǫ

nm3 ). Moreover, sinceC1 andC2 are two
distinct components,d(C1, C2) ≥ 2T ′. Then, by Lemma 11, we haveE[PM] ≥ Ω( ǫ

nm4 ) · 2T ≥
Ω( ǫD

nm5 ).

2. Suppose that Q1 is true but Q2 is still false. SupposeHj is a component which homes odd number
of nodes. Note that with probability at least(1 − 1

nm3 )
n ≈ 1, each node is realized to a point in its

stoch-core. When this is the case, there is at least one node inHj that needs to be matched with some
node outsideHj, which incurs a cost of at least2T . �

Estimating E[PM]: LetH = ∪iHi. We useH〈n〉 to denote the event that for each nodev, v � H(v). We
denote the event that there are exactlyi nodes which are realized out of their stoch-cores byF〈i〉. Again, we
only need to estimate two terms:E[PM | F〈0〉]] ·Pr[F〈0〉] andE[PM | F〈1〉] · Pr[F〈1〉]. Using Properties
Q1, Q2 and Q3, we can estimate these terms in polynomial time.Our final estimation is simply the sum of
the first two terms.

Algorithm 6 : EstimatingE[PM | F〈0〉 ] · Pr[F〈0〉]
TakeN1 = O(n

2m5

ǫ4
lnn) independent samples. SetA← ∅ at the beginning.1

For each sampleGi, if it satisfiesH〈n〉, A← A ∪ {Gi}.2

T0 ← 1
N1

∑

Gi∈A
PM(Gi).

Lemma 13 Algorithm 6 produces a(1± ǫ)-estimate for the first term with high probability.

Proof: Note thatPr[H〈n〉] is close to1 (by union bound) and can be computed exactly. To estimateE[PM |
H〈n〉]], the algorithm takes the average ofN1 = O(n

2m5

ǫ4
lnn) samples. Note that conditioning onH〈n〉,

the minimum perfect matching could be at mostnD. We distinguish the following two cases.

1. E[PM | H〈n〉] ≥ ǫ
2E[PM] = Ω( ǫ2D

nm5 ). We can get a(1 ± ǫ)-approximation using the Monte Carlo

method withO(n
2m5

ǫ4
lnn) samples. ThereforePM is poly-bounded conditioning onH〈n〉.

2. E[PM | H〈n〉] < ǫ
2E[PM]. Then the probability that the sample average is larger thanǫE[PM] is at

mostpoly( 1n) by Chernoff Bound. We can thus ignore this part safely. �
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Algorithm 7 : EstimatingE[PM | F〈1〉 ] · Pr[F〈1〉]
For each nodev, setBv ← {s | s ∈ P \H(v),d(s,H(v)) < 4nD

ǫ . LetCl(v) be the event thatv is the1

only node that is realized to some points ∈ Bv.
Conditioning onCl(v), takeN1 = O

(

n2m5

ǫ4
lnn

)

independent samples. Let2

Av ← {Gv,i | 1 ≤ i ≤ N2} be the set ofN1 samples forCl(v).
Tv ← 1

N1

∑

Gv,i∈Av
PM(Gv,i) (estimatingE[PM | Cl(v)])3

T1 ←
∑

v∈V

(

Pr[Cl(v)]Tv +
∑

s∈F\Bv
Pr[F〈v〉 ∧ v � s] d(s,H(v))

)

.4

Lemma 14 Algorithm 6 produces a(1± ǫ)-estimate for the second term with high probability.

Analysis: Note that the number of samples is asymptotically dominated by estimatingE[PM | F〈1〉 ] ·
Pr[F〈1〉]. For each nodev ∈ V, we takeN1 independent samples. Thus, we need to takeO

(

n3m5

ǫ4
lnn

)

independent samples in total.
We still need to show that fori > 1, the contribution from eventF〈i〉 is negligible. SupposeS is the set

of nodes that are realized out of their stoch-cores. We useFS andHS̄ to denote the set of all realizations of
the all nodes inS to points out of their stoch-cores, and the set of realizations ofS̄ = V \S to points in their
stoch-cores respectively. We usePM(FS ,HS̄) to denote the length of the minimum perfect matching under
the realization(FS ,HS̄), whereFS ∈ FS andHS̄ ∈ HS̄. The following combinatorial fact plays the same
role in the charging argument as Lemma 9 does in the previous section. Differing from the MST problem,
we can not achieve a similar bound as the one in Lemma 9 sincePM(FS ,HS̄) may decrease significantly if
we send only one node outside its stoch-core back to its stoch-core. However, we show that in such case, if
we send one more node back to its stoch-core,PM(FS ,HS̄) can still be bounded.

We need the following structural result about minimum perfect matchings, which is essential for our
charging argument.

Lemma 15 Fix a realization(FS ,HS̄). We useℓ(v) to denoted(v,H(v)) for all nodesv ∈ S. Suppose
v1 ∈ S has the smallestℓ value andv2 has the second smallestℓ value. LetS′ = S \ {v1}, S′′ = S′ \ {v2}.
Further let (FS′ ,HS̄′) be a realization obtained from(FS ,HS̄) by sendingv1 to a point in its stoch-core
H(v1) and(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) be a realization obtained from(FS′ ,HS̄′) by sendingv2 to a point in its stoch-core
H(v2). Then we have thatPM(FS ,HS̄) ≤ 2(m+ 2)PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) + 2(m+ 2)PM(FS′′ ,HS̄′′)

Proof: Let d = minv ℓ(v) andD = maxi diam(Hi). Note thatd ≥ D
m asd ≥ 2T andD ≤ 2mT . We

distinguish the following three cases:

1. PM(FS ,HS̄) ≤ d
2 . Using a similar argument to the one in Lemma 11, we have

PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) + PM(FS ,HS̄) ≥ ℓ(v) = d

So, we havePM(FS ,HS̄) ≤ PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) in this case.

2. PM(FS ,HS̄) ≥ (m+ 2)d. By the triangle inequality, we can see that

PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) + (m+ 1)d ≥ PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) + d+D ≥ PM(FS ,HS̄)

So, we havePM(FS ,HS̄) ≤ (m+ 2)PM(FS′ ,HS̄′).

3. d
2 ≤ PM(FS ,HS̄) ≤ (m+ 2)d.

(a) PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) ≥ d
2 . We directly havePM(FS ,HS̄) ≤ 2(m+ 2)PM(FS′ ,HS̄′).
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(b) PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) ≤ d
2 . By Lemma 11, we have

PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) + PM(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) ≥ d

Then we havePM(FS ,HS̄) ≤ 2(m+ 2)PM(FS′′ ,HS̄′′).

In summary, we prove the lemma. �

The remaining is to establish the following key lemma. The proof is similar to, but more involved than
that of Lemma 10.

Lemma 16 For anyǫ > 0, if H satisfies the properties Q1, Q2 in Algorithm 5, we have that
∑

i>1

E[PM | F〈i〉] · Pr[F〈i〉] ≤ ǫ · E[PM | F〈0〉] · Pr[F〈0〉] + ǫ · E[PM | F〈1〉] · Pr[F〈1〉].

Proof: We claim that for anyi > 1,

E[PM | F〈i+ 1〉] · Pr[F〈i + 1〉] ≤ ǫ

6

(

E[PM | F〈i〉] · Pr[F〈i〉] + E[PM | F〈i− 1〉] · Pr[F〈i− 1〉]
)

If the claim is true, the lemma can be proven easily as follows. For ease of notation, we useA(i) to denote
E[PM | F〈i〉] · Pr[F〈i〉]. First, we can see that

A(i+ 2) +A(i+ 1) ≤ ǫ

6
A(i + 1) +

2ǫ

6
A(i) +

ǫ

6
A(i− 1) ≤ ǫ

2
(A(i) +A(i− 1)).

So if i is odd,A(i + 2) + A(i + 1) ≤ ( ǫ2 )
(i+1)/2(A(1) + A(0)). Therefore,

∑

i>1A(i) ≤
ǫ/2

1−ǫ/2(A(1) +

A(0)) ≤ ǫ(A(1) +A(0)). Now, we prove the claim. Again, we rewrite the LHS as

E[PM | F〈i+ 1〉] · Pr[F〈i+ 1〉] =
∑

|S|=i+1

∑

FS

∑

HS̄

(

Pr[FS ,HS̄ ] · PM(FS ,HS̄)
)

.

Similarly, we have the RHS to be

E[PM | F〈i〉] · Pr[F〈i〉] =
∑

|S′|=i

∑

FS′

∑

HS̄′

(

Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ] · PM(FS′ ,HS̄′)
)

and

E[PM | F〈i− 1〉] · Pr[F〈i− 1〉] =
∑

|S′′ |=i−1

∑

F
S
′′

∑

HS̄′′

(

Pr[FS′′ ,H
S̄′′ ] · PM(FS′′ ,H

S̄′′ )
)

.

LetC(FS ,HS̄) = Pr[FS ,HS̄ ]·PM(FS ,HS̄). Consider all(FS′ ,HS̄′) with |S′ | = i and all(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) with
|S′′ | = i−1 as buyers. The buyers want to buy all terms in LHS. The budget of buyer(FS′ ,HS̄′)/(FS′′ ,HS̄′′)
isC(FS′ ,HS̄′)/C(FS′′ ,HS̄′′). We show there is a charging scheme such that each termC(FS ,HS̄) is fully
paid by the buyers and each buyer spends at most anǫ

6 fraction of her budget.
Suppose we are selling the termC(FS ,HS̄). Consider the following charging scheme. Supposev1 ∈ S

the node that is realized to points1 ∈ P \ H(v1) which is the closest point to its stoch-core inFS . Suppose
v2 ∈ S the node that is realized to points2 ∈ P \H(v2) which is the second closest point to its stoch-core in
FS . LetS′ = S \ {v1}, S′′ = S′ \ {v2}. If (FS′ ,HS̄′) is obtained from(FS ,HS̄) by sendingv1 to a point in
its stoch-coreH(v1), we say(FS′ ,HS̄′) is consistent with(FS ,HS̄), denoted as(FS′ ,HS̄′) ∼ (FS ,HS̄). If
(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) is obtained from(FS′ ,HS̄′) by sendingv2 to a point in its stoch-coreH(v2), we say(FS′′ ,HS̄′′)
is consistent with(FS′ ,HS̄′), denoted as(FS′ ,HS̄′) ∼ (FS ,HS̄). Let

Z(FS ,HS̄) =
∑

(FS′ ,HS̄′)∼(FS ,HS̄)

Pr[(FS′ ,HS̄′)], and
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Z(FS′ ,HS̄′) =
∑

(FS′′ ,HS̄′′)∼(FS′ ,HS̄′)

Pr[FS′′ ,HS̄′′ ]

Now, we claim that for any fixed(FS′′ ,HS̄′′),

∑

(FS′ ,HS̄′)∼(FS′′ ,HS̄′′)

Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ]

Z(FS′ ,HS̄′)
≤
∑

v∈S̄′′

Pr[v /∈ H(v)]
Pr[v ∈ H(v)] .

The proof of the claim is essentially the same as in Lemma 10. We first observe that for a fixed node
v = S′ \ S′′, the denominators of all terms are in fact the same by the definition of Z. Then, the proof can
be completed by canceling out the same multiplicative termsfrom the numerators and the denominator.

Now, we specify how to charge each buyer. For each buyer(FS′ ,HS̄′) ∼ (FS ,HS̄), we charge
(FS′ ,HS̄′) the following amount of money

2(m+ 2)Pr[FS ,HS̄ ]PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) · Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ]

Z(FS ,HS̄)
,

and we charge each buyer(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) consistent with(FS′ ,HS̄′) the following amount of money

2(m+ 2)Pr[F ′′
S ,HS̄′′ ]PM(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) · Pr[FS ,HS̄ ]

Z(FS ,HS̄)
· Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ]

Z(FS′ ,HS̄′)
.

In this case, we call(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) a sub-buyerof the termC(FS ,HS̄). By Lemma 15, we can see that
A(FS ,HS̄) is fully paid. To prove the claim, it suffices to show that eachbuyer(FS′ ,HS̄′) and each sub-
buyer(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) has been charged at mostǫ

6A(FS′ ,HS̄′) dollars. By the above charging scheme, the terms
in LHS that are charged to buyer(FS′ ,HS̄′) are consistent with(FS′ ,HS̄′). Using the same argument as in
Lemma 10, we can show that the spending of(FS′ ,HS̄′) as a buyer is at most

ǫ

nm
· PM(FS′ ,HS̄′) · Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ].

For notational convenience, we letB = 2(m + 2)PM(FS′′ ,HS̄′′)Pr[FS′′ ,HS̄′′ ]. The spending of
(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) as a sub-buyer can be bounded as follows:

B ·
∑

(FS′ ,HS̄′)∼(FS′′ ,HS̄′′)

∑

(FS ,HS̄)∼(FS′ ,HS̄′)

(

Pr[FS ,HS̄ ]

Z(FS ,HS̄)
· Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ]

Z(FS′ ,HS̄′)

)

≤B ·
∑

(FS′ ,HS̄′)∼(FS′′ ,HS̄′′)

∑

(FS ,HS̄)∼(FS′ ,HS̄′)

Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ]

Z(FS′ ,HS̄′)

≤B ·mn ·
∑

(FS′ ,HS̄′)∼(FS′′ ,HS̄′′)

Pr[FS′ ,HS̄′ ]

Z(FS′ ,HS̄′)

≤B ·mn ·
∑

v∈S̄′′

Pr[v /∈ H(v)]
Pr[v ∈ H(v)]

≤ ǫ

6
· PM(FS′′ ,HS̄′′) · Pr[FS′′ ,HS̄′′ ]

In the first inequality, we use the fact thatPr[FS,HS̄ ]
Z(FS ,HS̄)

≤ 1. Note that for each(FS′ ,HS̄′), there are at most

mn different(FS ,HS̄) such that(FS ,HS̄) ∼ (FS′ ,HS̄′). So we have the second inequality. This completes
the proof of the lemma. �
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Theorem 6 Assuming the locational uncertainty model and that the number of nodes is even, there is an
FPRAS for estimating the expected length of the minimum perfect matching.

Remark: We have also tried to use the HPF method for this problem. Theproblem can be essentially
reduced to the following bins-and-balls problem: Again each ball is thrown to the bins with nonuniform
probabilities and we want to estimate the probability that each bin contains even number of balls. To the
best of our knowledge, the problem is not studied before. Thestructure of the problem is somewhat similar
to the permanent problem. We attempted to use the MCMC technique developed in [23], but the details
become overly messy and we have not been able to provide a complete proof.

6 Minimum Cycle Covers

In this section, we consider the expected length of minimum cycle cover problem. In the deterministic
version of the cycle cover problem, we are asked to find a collection of node-disjoint cycles such that each
node is in one cycle and the total length is minimized. Here weassume that each cycle contains at least two
nodes. If a cycle contains exactly two nodes, the length of the cycle is two times the distance between these
two nodes. The problem can be solved in polynomial time by reducing the problem to a minimum bipartite
perfect matching problem.5 W.l.o.g., we assume that no two edges inP × P have the same length. For
ease of exposition, we assume that for each point, there is only one node that may realize at this point. In
principle, if more than one nodes may realize at the same point, we can create multiple copies of the point
co-located at the same place, and impose a distinct infinitesimal distance between each pair of copies, to
ensure that no two edges have the same distance.

We need the notion of the nearest neighbor graph, denoted byNN . For an undirected graph, an edge
e = (u, v) is in the nearest neighbor graph ifu is the nearest neighbor ofv, or vice versa. We also useNN
to denote its length.E[NN] can be computed exactly in polynomial time [25]. As a warmup,we first show
thatE[NN] is a 2-approximation ofE[CC] in the following lemma.

Lemma 17 E[NN] ≤ E[CC] ≤ 2E[NN].

Proof: We show thatNN ≤ CC ≤ 2NN satisfies for each possible realization. We prove the first in-
equality. For each nodeu, there are two edges incident onu. Suppose they areeu1 and eu2. We have
CC =

∑
u(d(eu1)+d(eu2))

2 ≥ NN. The second inequality can be seen by doubling all edges inNN and the
triangle inequality. �

We denote the longest edge inNN (and also its length) byT. Note thatT is also a random variable. By
the law of total expectation, we estimateE[CC] based on the following formula:

E[CC] =
∑

e∈P×P

Pr[T = e] · E[CC | T = e]

It is obvious to see thatNN

n ≤ T ≤ NN. Combined with Lemma 17, we have that

d(e) ≤ E[CC | T = e] ≤ 2nd(e). (1)

However, it is not clear to us how to estimatePr[T = e] and how to take samples conditioning on event
T = e efficiently. To circumvent the difficulty, we consider some simpler events. Consider a particular edge

5If we require each cycle consist at least three nodes, the problem is still poly-time solvable by a reduction to minimum perfect
matching by Tutte [42]. Hartvigsen [22] obtained a polynomial time algorithm for minimum cycle cover with each cycle having
at least 4 nodes Cornuéjols and Pulleyblank [13] have reported that Papadimitriou showed the NP-completeness of minimum cycle
cover with each cycle having at least 6 nodes.
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e = (s, t) ∈ P × P. Denote asNs(t) the event that the nearest neighbor ofs is t. LetLst be the event the
longest edgeT in NN is e = (s, t). LetAs(t) = Ns(t)∧Lst. First we rewriteE[CC | T = e] ·Pr[T = e] by

E[CC | T = e] · Pr[T = e] =E[CC | As(t) ∨At(s)] · Pr[As(t) ∨At(s)]

=E[CC | As(t)] · Pr[As(t)] + E[CC | At(s)] · Pr[At(s)]

− E[CC | As(t) ∧At(s)] · Pr[As(t) ∧At(s)]

Now, we show how to estimateE[CC | As(t)] · Pr[As(t)] for each edgee = (s, t). The other two terms can
be estimated in the same way. Also notice that the third term is less than both the first term and the second
term. Therefore, for any pointss andt, we have the following fact which is useful later:

E[CC] ≥ E[CC | T = e] · Pr[T = e] ≥ E[CC | As(t)] · Pr[As(t)]. (2)

By the above inequality, we can see that the total error for estimating the three terms is negligible compared
toE[CC | T = e] · Pr[T = e]. Moreover, we have that

E[CC | As(t)] · Pr[As(t)] = E[CC | As(t)] · Pr[Lst ∧Ns(t)]

= E[CC | As(t)] · Pr[Lst | Ns(t)] · Pr[Ns(t)]

Supposev is the node that may be realized to points andu is the node that may be realized to pointt. We
useB as a shorthand notation forB(s,d(s, t)). We first observe thatPr[Ns(t)] can be computed exactly in
poly-time as follows:

Pr[Ns(t)] = pvs · put ·
∏

w 6=v,u

(

1− pw(B)
)

Also note that we can take samples conditioning on the eventNs(t) (the corresponding probability distribu-
tion for nodev is: Pr[v � r | Ns(t)] =

pvr
1−pw(B) ).

Estimating E[CC | As(t) ]·Pr[Lst | Ns(t)]: Next, we show how to estimateE[CC | As(t)]·Pr[Lst | Ns(t)].
The high level idea is the following. We take samples conditioning onNs(t). If Pr[Lst | Ns(t)] is large
(i.e., at least1/poly(nm)), we can get enough samples satisfyingLst, thusAs(t). Therefore, we can get
(1 ± ǫ)-approximation for bothPr[Lst | Ns(t)] andE[CC | As(t)] in poly-time (we also use the fact that
if As(t) is true,CC is at leastd(s, t) and at most2nd(s, t)). However, ifPr[Lst | Ns(t)] is small, it is not
clear how to obtain a reasonable estimate of this value. In this case, we show the contribution of the term to
our final answer is extremely small and even an inaccurate estimation of the term will not affect our answer
in any significant way with high probability.

Now, we elaborate the details. We iterate the following steps forN times (N = O(n
2m4

ǫ3
(lnn+ lnm))

suffices). Since there areO
(

m2
)

different edges between points, we totally needO(n
2m6

ǫ3
(lnn + lnm))

iterations.

• Suppose we are in theith iteration. We take a sampleGi of the stochastic graph conditioning on the
eventNs(t). We compute the nearest neighbor graphNN(Gi) and the minimum length cycle cover
CC(Gi). If e = (s, t) is the longest edge inNN(Gi), let Ii = 1. OtherwiseIi = 0.

Our estimate ofE[CC | As(t) ] · Pr[Lst | Ns(t)] is the following:
(

∑N
i=1 Ii · CC(Gi)
∑N

i=1 Ii

)(

∑N
i=1 Ii
N

)

=

∑N
i=1 Ii · CC(Gi)

N

It is not hard to see that the expectation of
∑N

i=1 Ii·CC(Gi)
N is exactlyE[CC | As(t) ] · Pr[Lst | Ns(t)].

We distinguish the following two cases:

20



1. Pr[Lst | Ns(t)] ≥ ǫ
2nm4 . By Lemma 1,

∑N
i=1 Ii
N ∈ (1 ± ǫ)Pr[Lst | Ns(t)] with high probability. In

this case, we have enough successful samples (samples withIi = 1) to guarantee that
∑N

i=1 IiCC(Gi)
∑N

i=1 Ii

is a (1 ± ǫ)-approximation ofE[CC | As(t) ] with high probability, again by Lemma 1. We note that
under the conditionAs(t), we can get a(1± ǫ)-approximation sinceCC is at leastd(s, t) and at most
2nd(s, t).

2. Pr[Lst | Ns(t)] <
ǫ

2nm4 . We note thatIi = 0 means that whileNs(t) happens, the longest edgeT
in NN is longer thane = (s, t). Supposee′ = (s′, t′) is the edge with the maximumPr[Ls′t′ |Ns(t)].
SincePr[Lst | Ns(t)] ≤ ǫ

2nm4 , e′ = (s′, t′) must be different frome = (s, t) andPr[Ls′t′ | Ns(t)] ≥
4nm2

ǫ Pr[Lst | Ns(t)]. Hence, we have that

E[CC | As(t)] · Pr[As(t)] = E[CC | As(t)] · Pr[Lst | Ns(t)] · Pr[Ns(t)]

≤ 2n · d(s, t) · ǫ

4nm2
· Pr[Ls′t′ | Ns(t)] · Pr[Ns(t)]

≤ ǫ

2m2
· d(s′, t′) · Pr[Ls′t′ | Ns(t)] · Pr[Ns(t)]

≤ ǫ

2m2
· E[CC | As′(t

′)] · Pr[Ls′t′ ]

≤ ǫ

2m2
· E[CC]

The first and third inequalities are due to (1) and the fourth are due to (2). By Chernoff Bound, we
have that

Pr

[

∑N
i=1 Ii · CC(Gi)

N
≥ ǫ

m2
· E[CC]

]

≤ e−n

m2

Then, with probability at least1− poly( 1n), the contribution from all such edges is less thanǫE[CC].

Summing up, we have obtained the following theorem.

Theorem 7 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected length of the minimum length cycle cover in
both the locational uncertainty model and the existential uncertainty model.

Finally, we remark that our algorithm also works in presenceof both locational uncertainty and node
uncertainty, i.e., the existence of each node is a Bernoullirandom variable. It is not hard to extend our
technique to handle the case where each cycle is required to contain at least three nodes. This is done by
considering the longest edge in the2NN graph (each node connects to the nearest and the second nearest
neighbors). The extension is fairly straightforward and weomit the details here.

7 kth Longestm-Nearest Neighbor

We consider the problem of computing the expected length of the kth longestm-nearest neighbor (i.e.,
for each point, find the distance to itsm-nearest neighbor, then compute thekth longest one among these
distances) in the existential uncertainty model. We usekmNN to denote the length of thekth longestm-
nearest neighbor.

Similar tok-clustering, we use the HPFΨ(P) for estimatingE[kmNN]. We call a component a small
component if it contains at mostm present points. Let the random variableY be the largest integeri such
that there are at mostk − 1 present points among those small components inΓi. We can see that ifY = i
then the special componentνi is not a small component, while bothµ′

i+1 andµ′′
i+1 should not be empty,

and one ofµ′
i+1 andµ′′

i+1 must be a small component. Moreover,Γ′
i contains at mostk − 1 present points

among those small components.

21



We can rewriteE[kmNN] by E[kmNN] =
∑m

i=1 Pr[Y = i]E[kmNN | Y = i]. By the Property P1 and
P2 ofΨ(P), we directly have the following lemma.

Lemma 18 Conditioning onY = i, it holds thatd(ei) ≤ kmNN ≤ md(ei).

For a partitionΓ onP, we useΓ〈#j,≤ m〉 to denote the event that there are exactlyj present points
among those small components inΓ. The remaining task is to show how to computePr[Y = i] and how to
estimateE[kmNN | Y = i]. We first prove the following lemma.

Lemma 19 For a partition Γ onP, we can computePr[Γ〈#j,≤ m〉] in polynomial time. Moreover, there
exists a polynomial time sampler for sampling present points inΓ conditioning onΓ〈#j,≤ m〉.

Proof: W.l.o.g, we assume that the components inΓ areC1, . . . , Cn. We denoteE[a, b] the event that among
the firsta components, exactlyb points are present in those small components. We denote the probability of
E[a, b] by Pr[a, b]. Note that our goal is to computePr[n, j]. We have the following dynamic program:

1. If
∑

1≤l≤amin{m, |Cl|} < b, Pr[a, b] = 0. If b = 0, Pr[a, b] =
∏

1≤l≤a(Pr[Cl〈0〉] + Pr[Cl〈≥
m+ 1〉]).

2. For1 ≤ b ≤ ∑1≤l≤amin{m, |Cl|}, Pr[a, b] =
∑

0≤l≤m Pr[Ca〈l〉] · Pr[a − 1, b − l] + Pr[Ca〈≥
m+ 1〉] · Pr[a− 1, b].

Thus we can computePr[n, j] in polynomial time. Similar to Lemma 5, we can also constructa poly-
nomial uniform sampler. �

To prove Theorem 8, we only need the following lemma.

Lemma 20 We can computePr[Y = i] in polynomial time. Moreover, there exists a polynomial time
sampler conditioning onY = i.

Proof: By the definition ofY = i, we can rewritePr[Y = i] as follows:

Pr[Y = i] =
∑

1≤n1≤m,m+1−n1≤n2≤m

Pr[µ′
i+1〈n1〉] · Pr[µ′′

i+1〈n2〉] ·





∑

k−n1−n2≤l≤k−1

Pr[Γ′
i〈#l,≤ m〉]





+
∑

m+1≤n1≤|µ′

i+1|,1≤n2≤m

Pr[µ′
i+1〈n1〉] · Pr[µ′′

i+1〈n2〉] ·





∑

k−n2≤l≤k−1

Pr[Γ′
i〈#l,≤ m〉]





+
∑

1≤n1≤m,m+1≤n2≤|µ′′

i+1|

Pr[µ′
i+1〈n1〉] · Pr[µ′′

i+1〈n2〉] ·





∑

k−n1≤l≤k−1

Pr[Γ′
i〈#l,≤ m〉]





Note that we can computePr[Y = i] in polynomial time by Lemma 19. Using the same argument as in
Lemma 21, we can construct a polynomial uniform sampler conditioning onY = i. By Lemma 18, we only
need to takeO(mǫ2 lnm) independent samples for estimatingE[kmNN | Y = i]. So we takeO(m

2

ǫ2 lnm)
independent samples in total. �

Theorem 8 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected length of the kth longest m-nearest neighbor in
the existential uncertainty model.
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8 Conclusion

Our work leaves a number of interesting open problems. One interesting open problem is to estimate the
expected value of the minimum cost matching of a certain cardinality (instead of the perfect matching).
It is not clear how to extend our technique to handle this problem. Moreover, computing the threshold
probabilitiesPr[Obj ≤ 1] andPr[Obj ≥ 1] for most problems, except closest pair and diameter, have not
been studied yet. The only hardness result we are aware of is that computingPr[MST ≤ 1] is #P-hard to
approximate to any factor [25].
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[32] M. Löffler and J. Phillips. Shape fitting on point sets with probability distributions.European Symposia
on Algorithms, pages 313–324, 2009.

[33] Alan Mainwaring, David Culler, Joseph Polastre, Robert Szewczyk, and John Anderson. Wireless
sensor networks for habitat monitoring. InProceedings of the 1st ACM international workshop on
Wireless sensor networks and applications, pages 88–97. ACM, 2002.

[34] Dieter Pfoser and Christian S Jensen. Capturing the uncertainty of moving-object representations. In
Advances in Spatial Databases, pages 111–131. Springer, 1999.

[35] Alexander Shapiro, Darinka Dentcheva, and Andrzej Ruszczyński. Lectures on stochastic program-
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A Missing Proofs

A.1 Closest Pair

Lemma 2 Steps 1,2,3 in Algorithm 1 provide(1 ± ǫ)-approximations forPr[F〈i〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] for i = 0, 1, 2
respectively, with high probability.

Proof: As we just argued,Pr[F〈1〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] can be estimated sinceI(C ≤ 1), conditioned onF〈0〉, is
poly-bounded. For estimatingPr[F〈1〉 ∧C ≤ 1], we first rewrite this term by

∑

si∈F
Pr[F〈{si}〉 ∧C ≤ 1].

For a pointsi ∈ F , note thatPr[F〈{si}〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] = Pr[F〈{si}〉] · Pr[C ≤ 1 | F〈{si}〉]. Since we have
that pi(1 − ǫ

m ) ≤ Pr[F〈{si}〉] ≤ pi by the first property of the stoch-coreH, we can usepi to estimate
Pr[F〈{si}〉]. For estimatingPr[C ≤ 1 | F〈{si}〉], we denoteBsi = {t ∈ H : d(si, t) ≤ 1}. If Bsi is not
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empty, we can use Monte Carlo for estimatingPr[C ≤ 1 | F〈{si}〉] since its value is at leastǫ
m2 . Otherwise,

computingPr[C ≤ 1 | F〈{si}〉] is equivalent to computingPr[C ≤ 1 | F〈0〉] in the instance withoutsi
(sincesi is at distance more than 1 from any other point). The proof forPr[F〈2〉 ∧ C ≤ 1] is almost the
same and we do not repeat it. �

A.2 Minimum Spanning Tree

Lemma 8 Algorithm 4 produces a(1± ǫ)-estimate for the second term with high probability.

Proof: To compute the second term, we first rewrite it as follows:

E[MST | F〈1〉 ] · Pr[F〈1〉] =
∑

v∈V

(

∑

s∈F

Pr[F〈v〉 ∧ v � s]E[MST | F〈v〉, v � s]
)

Fix a nodev. To estimate
∑

s∈F Pr[F〈v〉 ∧ v � s]E[MST | F〈v〉, v � s], we consider the following two
situations:

1. Points ∈ B, i,e,d(s,H) < n
ǫ · diam(H).

We estimate the sum for alls ∈ B. Notice that the sum is in factPr[Cl(v)] ·E[MST | Cl(v)]. We can
see thatPr[Cl(v)] can be computed exactly in linear time. We argue that the quality of the estimation
taken onN1 = O

(

nm2

ǫ5 lnn
)

samples is sufficient by considering the following two cases:

(a) Assume thatE[MST | Cl(v)] ≥ 1
2E[MST | H〈n〉] ≥ Ω

(

ǫ2

m2

)

diam(H). In this case, we

have a poly-bounded random variable. This is because under the conditionCl(v), the maximum
possible length of any minimum spanning tree isO(nǫ diam(H)). Hence we can use Monte Carlo

to get a(1± ǫ)-approximation ofE[MST | Cl(v)] with O
(

nm2

ǫ5
lnn

)

samples.

(b) Otherwise, we assume thatE[MST | Cl(v)] ≤ 1
2E[MST | H〈n〉]]. Let V0 be the collection of

these nodes. The probability that the sample average is larger thanE[MST | H〈n〉]] is at most
poly( 1n) by Chernoff Bound. The probability that for all nodesv ∈ V0, the sample average are at
mostE[MST | H〈n〉]] is at least1−poly( 1n) by union bound. If this is the case, we can see their
total contribution to the final estimation ofE[MST] is less thanǫE[MST | H〈n〉]]Pr[H〈n〉]. In
fact, this is because

∑

v∈V0

Pr[Cl(v)] · Tv ≤
∑

v∈V0

Pr[Cl(v)] · E[MST | H〈n〉]] < ǫE[MST | H〈n〉]]Pr[H〈n〉].

The second inequality is due to the fact that
∑

v∈V0
Pr[Cl(v)] ≤ n−p(H) < ǫ/16 < ǫPr[H〈n〉].

2. Points ∈ F \B, each term hasd(s,H) > n
ǫ · diam(H).

We just used(s,H) as the estimation ofE[MST | F〈v〉, v � s]. This is because the length ofMST is
always at leastd(s,H) and at mostd(s,H) + n · diam(H) ≤ (1 + ǫ)d(s,H). �

A.3 Minimum Perfect Matching

Lemma 14 Algorithm 6 produces a(1± ǫ)-estimate for the second term with high probability.

Proof: To compute the second term, we first rewrite it as follows:

E[PM | F〈1〉] · Pr[H〈1〉] =
∑

v∈V

(

∑

s/∈H(v)

Pr[F〈v〉 ∧ v � s] E[PM | F〈v〉, v � s]
)

.

Fix a particular nodev. To estimate
∑

s∈F Pr[F〈v〉∧v � s]E[PM | F〈v〉, v � s], we consider the following
two situations:
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1. Points ∈ Bv, i,e,d(s,H(v)) < 4nD
ǫ .

We estimate the sum for alls ∈ Bv. Notice that the sum is in factPr[Cl(v)] · E[PM | Cl(v)]. We can
see thatPr[Cl(v)] can be computed exactly in linear time. We argue that the quality of the estimation
taken onN2 = O

(

n2m5

ǫ4
lnn

)

samples is poly-bounded by considering the following two cases:

(a) Assume thatE[PM | Cl(v)] ≥ 1
2E[PM | H〈n〉] = Ω

(

ǫD
nm5

)

. In this case, our estimation

is poly-bounded. This is because under the conditionCl(v), the maximum possible length of
any minimum perfect matching isO(nDǫ ). Hence we can use Monte Carlo to get a(1 ± ǫ)-

approximation ofE[PM | Cl(v)] with O
(

n2m5

ǫ4
lnn

)

samples.

(b) Otherwise, we assume thatE[PM | Cl(v)] ≤ 1
2E[PM | H〈n〉]]. LetV0 be the collection of these

nodes. The probability that the sample average is larger than E[PM | H〈n〉]] is at mostpoly( 1n)
by Chernoff Bound. The probability that for each nodev ∈ V0, the sample average is at most
E[PM | H〈n〉]] is at least1− poly( 1n) by union bound. If this is the case, we can see their total
contribution to the final estimation ofE[PM] is less thanǫE[PM | H〈n〉]]Pr[H〈n〉]. In fact, this
is because

∑

v∈V0

Pr[Cl(v)] · Tv ≤
∑

v∈V0

Pr[Cl(v)] · E[PM | H〈n〉]] < ǫE[PM | H〈n〉]]Pr[H〈n〉].

The second inequality is due to the fact that
∑

v∈V Pr[Cl(v)] ≤ n−∑v∈V0
pv(H(v)) ≤ ǫ

m3 <
ǫPr[H〈n〉].

2. Points ∈ P \ (Bv ∪H(v)), each term hasd(s,H(v)) > 4nD
ǫ . The algorithm usesd(s,H(v)) as the

estimation ofE[PM | F〈v〉, v � s]. Note that the length ofPM is always at leastd(s,H(v))− nD ≥
(1− ǫ

4)d(s,H(v)). This is because such an instancePM contains a path froms to some pointt ∈ H(v)
deleting no more thann segments of length at mostD (each segment is in someHj). On the other
hand, the length ofPM is at mostd(s,H(v))+nD ≤ (1+ ǫ

4)d(s,H(v)). So it is a(1±ǫ)-estimation.
�

B The Closest Pair Problem

B.1 Estimating kth Closest Pair in the Existential Uncertainty Model

Again, we construct the HPFΨ(P). Let the random variableY be the largest integeri such that there are
at leastk point collisions inΓi. Here we use a point collision to denote that a pair of points are present in
the same component. Note that if there are exactlyi points in a component, the amount of point collisions
in this component is

(i
2

)

. We denote asΓ〈#j〉 the event that there are exactlyj point collisions among the
partitionΓ onP. Similarly, we can rewriteE[kC] byE[kC] =

∑m−1
i=1 Pr[Y = i]E[kC | Y = i].

We use dynamic programming technique to achieve anFPRAS for computingE[kC]. Note that condi-
tioning onY = i, the value ofkC is betweend(ei) andm · d(ei). So we only need to show the following
lemma.

Lemma 21 We can computePr[Y = i] in polynomial time. Moreover, there exists a polynomial time
sampler conditioning onY = i.

Proof: We denoteE[a, b] (1 ≤ a ≤ i − 1, b ≤ k) the event that among the firsta components inΓ′
i, there

are exactlyb ≤ k point collisions. We denote the probability ofE[a, b] by Pr[a, b]. We give the dynamic
programming as follows.
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1. If
∑

1≤j≤a

(|Cj |
2

)

< b, Pr[a, b] = 0. If b = 0, Pr[a, b] =
∏

1≤j≤aPr[Cj〈≤ 1〉]. If b < 0, Pr[a, b] = 0.

2. If
∑

1≤j≤a

(|Cj |
2

)

≥ b, 1 ≤ b ≤ k, Pr[a, b] =
∑

0≤l≤na
Pr[Ca〈l〉] · Pr[a− 1, b −

( l
2

)

].

By the above dynamic programming, we can computePr[i− 1, l] for 0 ≤ l ≤ k − 1 in polynomial time.
By the definition ofY = i, it is no hard to see that we can rewritePr[Y = i] as follows:

Pr[Y = i] =
∑

1≤n1≤|µ′

i+1|,1≤n2≤|µ′′

i+1|

Pr[µ′
i+1〈n1〉]·Pr[µ′′

i+1〈n2〉]·







∑

k−(n1+n2
2 )≤l≤k−1−(n1

2 )−(
n2
2 )

Pr[Γ′
i〈#l〉]







Note that we can computePr[Y = i] in polynomial time. We need to describe our sampler conditioning on
Y = i. We first sample the eventµ′

i+1〈n1〉 ∧ µ′′
i+1〈n2〉 with probabilityPr[µ′

i+1〈n1〉 ∧ µ′′
i+1〈n2〉 | Y = i].

Then conditioning onk −
(n1+n2

2

)

≤ l ≤ k − 1 −
(n1

2

)

−
(n2

2

)

, we sample the total number of point
collisions inΓ′

i. Then we sample the number of present points in each component in Γ′
i using the dynamic

programming. Finally, based on the number of present pointsin each component, we sample the present
points by Lemma 5.
Using the Monte Carlo method, we only need to takeO(mǫ2 lnm) independent samples for estimatingE[kC |
Y = i]. Thus, we totally takeO(m

2

ǫ2
lnm) independent samples. �

Theorem 9 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected distance between thekth closest pair in the
existential uncertainty model.

B.2 Hardness for Closest Pair

Theorem 10 ComputingPr[C ≥ 1] is #P-hard to approximate within any factor in a metric spacein both
the existential and locational uncertainty models.

Proof: First consider the existential uncertainty model. Consider a metric graphG with edge weights being
either0.9 or 1.8. Each vertex in this graph exists with probability 1/2. LetG′ be the unweighted graph with
the same number of vertices.G′ contains only those edges corresponding to edges with weight 0.9 inG. It
is not hard to see that

Pr[C ≥ 1] = #independent sets of size at least two inG′ · 1
2n

.

The right hand side is well known to be imapproximable for arbitrary graphs [36].
For the locational model, let the instance beG (with m verticess1, . . . , sm) with m additional vertices

t1, . . . , tm which are far away from each other and any vertex inG. Let the probability distribution of node
vi bepvisi = 1/2, andpviti = 1/2. We can see that in this locational uncertainty model, the valuePr[C ≥ 1]
is the same as that in the corresponding existential modelG. �

Theorem 11 ComputingE[C] exactly in both the existential and locational uncertaintymodels is #P-hard
in a metric space.

Proof: Consider a metric graphG with edge weights being either 1 or 2. Each vertex in this graph exists
with probability 1/2. Note that

E[C] = Pr[C = 1] + 2Pr[C = 2] = (Pr[C ≤ 1]− Pr[C = 0]) + 2(1− Pr[C ≤ 1])
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ComputingPr[C = 0] can be easily done in polynomial time. ComputingPr[C ≤ 1] in such a graph
is as hard as counting independent sets in general graphs, hence is also #P-hard (as in Theorem 10). So,
computingE[C] is #P-hard as well.

For the locational model, let the instance beG (with m verticess1, . . . , sm) with m additional vertices
t1, . . . , tm which satisfiesd(si, tj) = d(ti, tj) = 5 (1 ≤ i, j ≤ m, i 6= j). Let the probability distribution
of nodevi bepvisi = 1/2, andpviti = 1/2. It is not hard to see that in this locational uncertainty model,
the valueE[C] is linearly related to the valueE[C] in the existential modelG. Therefore, computingE[C] is
also #P-hard in the locational uncertainty model. �

C Another FPRAS for MST

W.l.o.g., we assume that for each point, there is only one node that may be realized to this point. Our
algorithm is a slight generalization of the one proposed in [25]. Let E[i] be the expectedMST length
conditioned on the event that all nodes{v1, . . . , vn} are realized to points in{si, . . . , sm} (denote the event
by In(i,m)). LetE′[i] be the expectedMST length conditioned on the event that all nodes{v1, . . . , vn} are
realized to{si, . . . , sm} and at least one node is realized tosi. We uses � s to denote the event that nodev
is realized to points. Note that

E[i] = E
′[i]Pr[∃v, v � si | In(i,m)] + E[i+ 1]Pr[6 ∃v, v � si | In(i,m)]

For a particular pointsi, we reorder the points{si, . . . , sm} as{si = ri, . . . , rm} in increasing order
of distance fromsi. LetE′[i, j] be the expectedMST length for all nodes conditioned on the event that all
nodes are realized to{ri, . . . , rj} (denoted asIn′(i, j)) and∃v, v � si. Let E′′[i, j] be the expectedMST

length for all nodes conditioned on the eventIn′(i, j) ∧ (∃v, v � ri) ∧ (∃s′, s′ � rj). We can see that

E
′[i, j] =E

′′[i, j]Pr[∃v′, v′ � rj | In′(i, j),∃v, v � ri]

+ E
′[i, j − 1]Pr[6 ∃v, v � ri | In′(i, j),∃v, v � ri]

It is not difficult to see the probabilityPr[∃v′, v′ � rj | In′(i, j),∃v, v � ri] can be computed in polynomial
time. Here we use the assumption that for each point, only onenode that may realize to it. Moreover, we
can also take samples conditioning on eventIn′(i, j) ∧ (∃v, v � ri) ∧ (∃v′, v′ � rj). ThereforeE′′[i, j] can
be approximated within a factor of(1 ± ǫ) using the Monte Carlo method in polynomial time since it is
poly-bounded. The number of samples needed can be bounded byO

(

nm2

ǫ2
lnm

)

.
We can easily generalize the above algorithm to the case where

∑m
j=1 pij ≤ 1, i.e., nodei may not be

present with some certainty. Indeed, this can be done by generalizing the definition ofIn(i, j) (and similarly
In′(i, j)) to be the event that each node is either absent or realized tosome point in{ri, . . . , rj}.
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