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Abstract

We consider the stochastic graph model where the locaticgaol vertex is a random
point in a given metric space. We study the problems of comguhe expected lengths of
the minimum spanning tree, the minimum perfect matchingthadninimum cycle cover on
such a stochastic graph and obtain an FPRAS (Fully PolyndRaiadomized Approximation
Scheme) for each of these problems. Our result for stochastimum spanning trees im-
proves upon the previously known constant factor approti@naalgorithm. Our results for
the stochastic minimum perfect matching and the stochastionum cycle cover are the first
known algorithms to the best of our knowledge.
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1 Introduction

Motivated by the uncertainty inherent in the large grapladgnerated nowadays by a variety of
sources, we consider the following fundamental stochagtph model. We are given a metric
spaceP. The location of each node € V in the stochastic grap§ is a random point in the
metric space and the probability distribution is given asitiput. We assume the distributions are
discrete and independent of each other. Wepseo denote the probability that the location of
nodev is points € P. The model is also termed as locational uncertainty modél3h A special
case of this model where all points follow the same distrdsuhas been studied extensively in the
stochastic geometry literature (see e.g., [3, 5, 4, 14).16he model is also of fundamental inter-
ests in the area of wireless networks. In many applicatimesonly have some prior information
about the locations of the transmission nodes (e.g., sonsoeethat will be deployed randomly
in a designated area by an aircraft). Such a stochasticesseletwork can be captured precisely
by this model. See e.g., a recent survey [11] and the referémarein.

We are interested in estimating the expected length of ioeciambinatorial objects in the
stochastic graph model. We need some notations in orderfitwedeur problems formally. We
use the terrmodes(or vertices) to refer to the vertices of the graph @adhts(or locations) the
points in the metric space. Denote the set of node¥ as {vy,...,v,} and the set of points
P = {s1,...,sm}, Wheren = |V| andm = |P|. A realizationr of the stochastic grapf can be
represented by am-dimensional vectofry, ..., r,) € P where point; is the location of node,;
for 1 < i < n. LetR denote the set of all possible realizations. Since the nadesdependent,
we can see occurs with probabilityPr[r] = Hie[n] Puir,- IN this paper, we study three classic
combinatorial problems in this model: minimum spanning@ tdST), minimum length perfect
matching MPM) (assuming an even number of nodes) and minimum length omter CC).
Taking the minimum spanning tree problem for example, weld/bke to estimate the following
quantity:

E[MST] =) " Pr[r] - MST(r

reR

whereMST (r) is the length of the minimum spanning tree spanning all gdimt. However, the
above formula does not give us an efficient way to estimatexipectation since it involves an
exponential number of terms.

In a closely related stochastic graph model, the locatioa mdde is a fixed point, but the ex-
istence of the node is probabilistic. Kamousi, Chan and R@liinitiated the study of estimating
the expected length of combinatorial objects in the abovdehd hey showed that computing the
expected length of the nearest neighbor (NN) graph, thei@asaph (GG), the relative neighbor-
hood graph (RNG), and the Delaunay triangulation (DT) casdbeed exactly in polynomial time,
while computingE[MST] is #P-hard and there exists a simple FPRAS for approxima@tjMpT|.
They also gave a deterministic PTAS for approximafitjylST] in Euclidean plane. They also
studied the problem of computififMST] on the locational uncertainty model. They showed the
problem is also #P-hard and gave a constant factor apprdiwimalgorithm for a special case of
the problem.



1.1 Our Contributions

We recall that dully polynomial randomized approximation scheme (FPRASA problemf is a
randomized algorithml that takes an input instanaea real numbee > 0, returns A(X) such that
Pr[(1 —€)f(z) < A(z) < (1 +¢)f(z)] > 2 and its running time is polynomially in both the size
of the inputn and1/e. Perhaps the simplest and the most commonly used techrigastfmating
the expectation of a random variable is the naive Monte Qagthod, that is to use the sample
average as the estimate. However, the method is only effigien runs in polynomial time) if the
variance of the random variable is small (More preciselyneed the ratio between the maximum
possible value and the expected value is bounded by a poighddee Lemma 1). To circumvent
the difficulty caused by the high variance, a general metlogyds to decompose the expectation
of the random variable into a convex combination of condiigexpectations using the law of total
expectation:

E[X] =Ey[E[X | Y]] ZPI E[X |Y =y].

Hopefully, the probabilitie®r[Y = y| can be estlmated (or calculated exactly) efficiently and
conditioning on each evepthas a low variance, thus we can estimate the conditionalcéioen
efficiently using naive Monte Carlo. However, choosing tlghtr eventsY” to condition on can
be tricky. For example, the FPRAS developed in [13] for eating the expected length of the
minimum spanning tree in the vertex uncertainty model fefiohe general conditional expectation
methodology. Roughly speaking, the events to conditiorrerméthe form “Boths andt are active
(present) and is the furthest vertex from. In fact, conditioning on such an event, it is easy to
see that the length of any spanning tree is at mai§t, ¢) and at leastl(s,t). Therefore, by
Chernoff bound, we can show the number of samples requireabtaining anl + e-estimate for
the conditional expectation can be bounded by a polynormdiact, we also show that the same
idea can be extended to give an alternative FPRAS for themaim spanning tree in the locational
uncertainty model (Appendix A). However, it is not clear htavextend this technique for the
minimum perfect matching problem and the minimum cycle cg@veblem. In particular, the ratio
between the maximum possible length of any perfect matdfaing cycle cover) and the expected
length can not be bounded by fixing the positions of any camstamber of vertices.

Our FPRASS for all three problems considered in this paperntinimum spanning tree, the
minimum perfect matching and the minimum cycle cover, atdtow the general methodology.
However, the events we choose to condition on are quiterdiftdrom the previous work [13] and
are quite indirect, in our opinion. Our main contributiomglahe highlights of our techniques can
be summarized as follows:

1. (Section 2) We develop a new technique to devise FPRASsfonating the expected length
of combinatorial structures in a stochastic graph. We fieshadnstrate an application of this
technique to the minimum spanning tree problévitT). We obtain an FPRAS for esti-
mating[E[MST], which improves upon the previously known constant facppreximation
algorithm [13]. Note the problem is known to be #P-hard [1Spw, we give a high level
sketch of our technique. We first identifies a “core” &0f points (we callH the homg
such that with probability close to 1, all nodes realizéftoMoreover, estimating the expec-
tation conditioning on the event that all nodes realizé/tcan be done using naive Monte
Carlo method since we can show the ratio between MST andE[MST] can be bounded
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by a polynomial. The problematic part is when some nodes&estd points outside home.
Even though the probability of such events is very smallthatlength oMST under such
events may be considerably large, thus contributing ngatly to E[MST]. However, we
can show the contribution of such events is dominated by setud§ events where only one
node realizes outside home. In other words, the contribudfdhe events where more than
one nodes are outside home is negligible and can be safayednHowever, it is not clear
how their approach can be extended to perfect matching acld cpver. Our technique
seems more flexible and extendable (at least to minimum gierfatching) and we view it
as a key contribution in this paper.

2. (Section 3) As a more interesting application of our “haa€ technique, we give the first
FPRAS (to the best of our knowledge) for approximating theeeted length of the mini-
mum perfect matchingMPM) in a stochastic graph. Our algorithm is is technically more
involved than the one fdvIST. We assume there are even number of nodes. There are two
major modifications. First, the home détconsists of several clusters of points, so that with
probability close to 1, each cluster contains even numberodes. We can also estimate
the expectation conditioning on the event that all nodelszeeto H using the Monte Carlo
method. Second, in order to show that the contribution ofethents where more than one
nodes are out of home is negligible, we need several stalgitwperties of perfect match-
ings and a more careful charging argument.

3. (Section 4) We show that the problem of computing the ebgoelength of the minimum
cycle cover CC) in a stochastic graph admits an FPRAS. We allow cycles withriodes.
It is the first known algorithm for this problem to the best of &nowledge. The event we
choose to condition on is of the form “ Edgds the longest edge in the nearest neighbor
graph (NN)”. Even thoughNN can be very different fron€C, we show that, interestingly,
by conditioning on such events, estimatitg becomes easier in most cases. In some cases,
estimatingCC is still difficult, but we can show the contribution of thosases is negligi-
ble. This is done by noticing a relationship between thetlerog NN and that ofCC. Our
algorithm can be extended to handle the case where the mgsté each node is uncertain
and/or each cycle is required to contain at least three nodes

All of our algorithms run in polynomial times. However, wevganot attempted to optimize the
exact running times.

1.2 Related Work

Several geometric properties of a set of stochastic poiate been studied extensively in the
literature under the terrstochastic geometryror instance, Bearwood et al. [3] shows that if there
aren points uniformly and independently distributedin1]?, the minimal traveling salesman tour
visiting them has an expected leng,/n). Asymptotic results for minimum spanning trees and
minimum matchings om points uniformly distributed in unit balls are establisiydBertsimas
and van Ryzin [5]. Similar results can be found in e.g., [4, 16]. Compared with results in
stochastic geometry, we focus on efficient computation efstiatistics, instead of giving explicit
mathematical formulas for them.



Therandomly weighted grapimodel where the edge weights are independent nonnegative va
ables has also been studied extensively. Frieze [8] andeSied showed that the expected value
of the minimum spanning tree on such a graph with identicaily independently distributed edges
is ((3)/D where((3) = >°2, 1/5° and D is the derivative of the distribution at Alexopoulos
and Jacobson [1] developed algorithms that compute theldison of MST and the probability
that a particular edge belongsM5T when edge lengths follow discrete distributions. However,
the running times of their algorithms may be exponentiahimworst cases. Emek, Korman and
Shawvitt [7] showed that computing tihéh moment of a class of properties, including the diameter,
radius and minimum spanning tree, admits an FPRAS for eveed fi. Our model differs from
their model in that the edge lengths in our model are not iaddpnt.

The computational/algorithmic aspects of stochastic ggpnihave also gained a lot attentions
in recent years from the area of wireless networking. In megplication scenarios, itis common
to assume the nodes (e.g., sensors) are deployed randaimdg accertain area, thereby forming a
stochastic network. It is of central importance to studyous properties in this network, such as
connectivity [9], transmission capacity [10]. We referarasted reader to a recent survey [11] for
more references.

2 Minimum Spanning Trees

In this section, we assume the presence of each node isdeutats location is stochastic. We use
the termnoded(or verticeg to refer to the vertice¥ of the spanning tree amubints(or locationg
the points in the metric spad@. We havelV| = n and|P| = m. We first assume the distribution
of the location of each node is discrete. For any nede) and points € P, we use the notation
v E s to denote the event that nodés present at poind. Letp,, = Pr[v F s], i.e., the probability
that nodev is present at point. Since node is present with certainty, we have . p,, = 1.
For a points, we letp(s) to denote the expected number of nodes realizediat., ", _,, p.s. For

a setH of points, letp(H) = >, p(s), i.e., the expected number of points realizeddin For

a setH of points and a se$ of nodes, we usé/ (S) to denote the event that all and only nodes
in S are realized to some points . If S only contains one node, say we use the notation
H(v) as the shorthand fd ({v}). Let H (i) to denote the eveny ;5 _; H(S5), i.e., the event that
exactlyi nodes are i{. We usediam(H ), called the diameter off, to denotemax; ;e d(s, t).
Letd(p, H) denote the closest distance between ppiand any point in .

2.1 The Naive Monte Carlo Method

Before describing our algorithm, We first consider the ndd@nte Carlo strategy, which is an
important building block in our later developments. In ed&dbnte Carlo iteration, we take a
sample (a realization of all nodes), compute the length@MBT on the sample. At the end, we
output the averag®IST lengths of all samples. The number of samples required Byalgorithm
is suggested by the following standard Chernoff bound.

Lemma 1 (Chernoff Bound)lLet random variablesy;, X5, ..., X,, be independent random vari-
ables taking on values between 0 didLet X = )" | X, andx be the expectation of, for any



e >0, i
Pr(X € [(1—e)p, (1+e)u]] >1—2e N4,

Therefore, for any > 0, in order to get anil +¢)-approximation with high probabilityl(— m),
the number of samples need to @Q% log{n}). If % the ratio between the maximum possible

length of anyMST and the expected lengH{MST], is bounded byoly(m,n, +) we can use the
above Monte Carlo method to estim&gMST| with a polynomial number of samples. Since we
use this condition often, we devote a separate definition to i

Definition 1 We call a random variableX a nice instancé the ratio between the maximum pos-
sible value ofX and the expected valigd X] is bounded byoly(m,n, 1).

€

2.2 Our FPRAS for MST

We first give a high level overview of our technique. Follogiihe general conditional expectation
methodology, we brealk[MST] into a linear sum of conditional expectations. The events we
choose to condition on depends on the notiolafe which is a seti of points with two nice
properties: (1) with probability close to all vertices are realized in homié, and (2) the ratio
between the diameter di and the expected length MST conditioning on that all nodes are
at home is bounded by a polynomial. Each event is of the far(y (i.e., exactly; nodes are
realized inH) for somei > 0. Thus, it suffices to estimater|H (i) E[MST | H (i)] for each:.
However, our final estimation only consists of the first tworts: Pr[H (n)| E[MST | H(n)] and
Pr[H(n—1)]JE[MST | H(n—1)]. We can show that the contribution from the rest of terms (&he
more than one nodes are outside home) is negligible and caafely ignored. To estimate the
first term. We use the second propertyffwhich guarantees th&ST conditioning onH (n) is
a nice instance. The second term can be estimated similarly.

The details of our estimation algorithm are as follows. t-wge find in poly-time a seff of
points (see Lemma 3 below) such that the following two proegiold:

P1l. p(H) >n— %, and
P2. E[MST | H(n)| = Q(poly(%, L, e)diam(H)).

We call H thehomeof all nodes (due to the first property). We note thatlepends on the error
parametet. Let F' = P \ H. By the law of total expectation, the expected length of thr@imum
spanning tree can be expanded as the following:

E[MST] =Y "E[MST | F(i)]- Pr[F(i)].

>0

Interestingly, we can show that the contribution of all terexcept the first two is negligible (in
Lemma 5). Therefore, it suffices to focus on estimating ttst fiwo terms

E[MST | H(n)]]- Pr[H(n)] and E[MST | F(1)]- Pr[F(1)].

Now, we present the details of how to get & e-estimate for both terms.
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Estimating the first term Due to (P2), we have a nice instance and can therefore obfath -
estimate fof£| MST | H (n) ] using the Monte Carlo method with a polynomial number of Sas\p
satisfyingH (n) (by Lemma 1). The only thing remaining now is to show how teetaemples that
satisfy H (n) efficiently. For this purpose, we use the rejection sampiireghod, i.e., rejecting all
samples for whichf (n) = false. By the first property of, with probability close to 1, a sample
satisfiesH (n). So, the expected time to obtain an useful sample is boungadbnstant. Overall,
we can obtain d + e-estimate of the first term in poly-time with high probalilit

Estimating the second ternTo compute the second term, we first rewrite it as follows:

E[MST | F(1)]-Pr[F(1)] = S E[MST | F(v)] Pr[F(v))

=3 (S PrF() AvE S| EIMST | F(v),0F 5] )

veY  seF

Fix a nodev. To estimate) | . Pr[F(v) Av F s]E[MST | F(v),v F s], we break it into two
parts:

1. We first estimate the SUN, ..., )< 2.aiam(my PTIE (), v F s]E[MST | F(v),v k= s]. De-
noteCl(s) be the indicator variable for the evedits, /) < * - diam (/). Notice that the
sumisinfact) | Pr[F(v) AvE sACl(s)]-E[MST | F(v) AvE s ACl(s)]. We can see that
Pr[F(v) Av E s ACl(s)] can be computed exactly in polynomial time. Assume the ¥atg
holds:

E[MST | F(v) AvE s ACl(s)] > %E[ MST | H(n)] > poly(%, % ¢)diam(H).

We have a nice instance. This is because under the conditionA v E s A Cl(s), the
maximum possible length of any minimum spanning tre@(&diam(H)). Hence we can
use Monte Carlo to get &l + ¢)-approximation ofE[ MST | F(v) Av E s A Cl(s)] in
poly-time. Otherwise, we have that

E[MST | F(v) AvE s ACl(s)] < %E[ MST | H (n)]].

The probability that the sample average (no matter how mamyptes) is larger thatE[MST |
H(n)]] is at mosts by Markov inequality. The probability that for all nodesthe sample
average are at mosk[MST | H(n)]] is at leastl — - by union bound. If this is the case,
we can see their total contribution to the final estimatiofE@ST] is less tharE[ MST |
H(n)||Pr[H(n)], sincePr[H (n)| > > Pr[F(v)] > > >  Pr[F({v) AvE sACls)].

2. Inthe other part, each term hég, [/) > *-diam(H ). We just usel(s, I ) as the estimation
of E[MST | F(v),v E s]. This is because the length BIST is always at least(s, H) and
atmostd(s, H) +n - diam(H) < (1 +€)d(s, H).



2.3 Finding Home

The remaining task is to show how to find the homieWe need the following simple lemma.

Lemma 2 Consider two points andt in . Suppose no node contributes to more than one half
of bothp(s) andp(t) (i.e., Av € V, s.t.p,s > 0.5p(s) andp,, > 0.5p(t)). Then, we have that

Pr[3v # u,v E s,uk t] = Qp(s)p(t)/n?).
Proof: We distinguish two cases.

1. There exists a point such thap,,, > %p(s). This implies thap,; < %p(t). So there must
be another vertex # v such thafp,, > ;- p(t). Therefore, we have thatr[Jv # u,v F
s,u = t] > p(s)p(t) /4n.

2. Forallvertices, p,; < 3 p(s) andp,, < 3 p(t). There exists a nodesuch thap,, > + p(s).
Sincep,: < 3 p(t), there must be another vertex# v such thap,; > - p(t). So we have
Pr[3v # u,v E s,u = t] = p(s)p(t)/2n?. O

With this lemma at hand, finding the homgis not difficult, as shown in the next lemma.

Lemma 3 There is a sef! of points such that

Pl p(H)>n— =, and
P2. E[MST | H(n)] = Q(diam(H)ﬁ).

Furthermore, we can find sudt in polynomial time.

Proof: For each ordered pair of points, t), considerH,, = B(s,d(s,t)), the ball centered at
s with radiusd(s,t). Considering the furthest two points among all pointsith p(r) > —;.
Suppose the two points akeandt. For each point that is not inH, we knowp(r) < —<
Therefore, we have that andP \ H,,) < . andp(H,) > n — -=-. Consider two cases:

nm?2"

1. Thereisnonode € V such thap,; > 0.5p(s) andp,; > 0.5p(t). In this case, by Lemma 2,
we have that

2

E[MST | H,.(n)] > d(s,)Pr[3v # u, vk s,u b 1] > Q(d(s,t)mew).

2. There is a node such thaty,s > 0.5p(s) andp,; > 0.5p(t). In this case, conditioning on
the event that a different nodeis realized to an arbitrary point
E[MST | Hy,(n)] > d(s, q)Prlv E s] + d(t, q)Prlv £ 1] > d(s, t) ——.

2nm

In either casef{,, satisfies both P1 and P2. O



2.4 Analysis of the Performance Guarantee

Now, we analyze the performance guarantee of our algoritiive. need to show that the total
contribution from the scenarios where more than one nodesarat home is very small. We need
some notations first. Supposeis the set of nodes out of honié. We useFs to denote the set
of all possible realizations of all nodes {hto points inF' (we can think each element ifs as a
|S|-dimensional vector where each coordinate is indexed bytayxén S and its value is a point
in F). Similarly, we denote the set of realizations®f= V' \ S to points inH by Hg. For any
Fs € FsandHg € Hg, we use(Fs, Hg) to denote the event that bothy, and H5 happen and
MST(Fs, Hg) the length of the minimum spanning tree under the realirgtia;, H5). We need
the following combinatorial fact.

Lemma 4 Consider a particular realizatiofFs, Hg) whereS' is the set of nodes out of honie
|S| > 2. The realizationFs/, Hg/) is obtained from Fs, Hg) by sending home the node that is
outsideH but closest to any node iHig ThenMST (Fs, Hs) < AMST(Fg, Hg/).

Proof: For (Fs, Hg), Letd = min,erg wer {d(u,v)}. Then we have
1 1
2MST(Fg, Hy) > MST(Fg/, Hg) +d > §MST(FS,,Hg) +d> §MST(F5, Hg)

The second inequality holds since the length of the minimpansing tree is at most two times
the length of the minimum Steiner tree (We can thM&T (Fs ., Hs/) as a Steiner tree connecting
all nodes inFs» U Hg). O

The following lemma is essential in establishing the perfance guarantee.

Lemma 5 For anye > 0, if H satisfies the properties in Lemma 3, we have that

ZE[ MST | F(i)] - Pr[F(i)] < e-E[MST | F(1)] - Pr[F(1)].
Proof: We claim that for any > 1,
E[MST | F(i+ 1)] - Pr[F(i +1)] < %E[ MST | F(i)] - Pr[F(3)].

If the claim is true, then we can show the lemma easily by najithat, for anyn > 2,

[y

S E[MST | F(i)|Pr[F(i)] < _ <;)ZE[MST | F(1)|Pr[F(1)] < €E[MST | F(1)]Pr[F(1)].

i>1 =1

First, we rewrite the LHS as

E[MST | F(i+1)]-Pr[F(i+1)]= > > > (Pr[(Fs,Hg)]-MST(Fs, Hg)).

|S|=i+1 Fs€Fs HgeHg

Similarly, we have the RHS written as

E[MST | F(i)] =Y > > (Pr[(Fs,Hg)]-MST(Fy, Rg) ).

|S' =1 FS/EJ:S/ HsleHsl
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For each paifFs, Hg), let C(Fs, Hg) = Pr[S F Fs A S E Hg| - MST(Fs, Hg). Think each pair
(Fs, Hg) with |S| = i + 1 as a seller and each paifs., Hs/) with |S’| = i as a buyer. The seller
(Fs, Hg) want to sell the ternt'(Fs, Hg) and the buyers want to buy all these terms. The buyer
(Fs/, Hy ) has a budget of (Fs/, Hg/). We show there is a charging scheme such that every term
C(Fs, Hg) is fully paid by the buyers and each buyer spends at mostfaaction of her budget.
Note that the existence of such a charging scheme sufficesve the lemma.

Suppose we are selling the te€iiFs, Hg). Consider the following charging scheme. Suppose
v € S is the node closest to any node Hy. Let S’ = S\ v and Fs be the restriction of
Fs to all coordinates in5 exceptv. We say(Fs/, Hg/) is consistent with Fs, Hg), denoted as
(Fs, Hg) ~ (Fs, Hg), if Hg agrees withi g, for all vertices inS. andFs agrees withFs, for all
vertices inS’. Intuitively, (Fs/, Hg/) can be obtained fromiFs, Hg) by sendingy to an arbitrary
point in the home. Let

Z(Fs, Hg) = > Pr[(Fsr, Hg/)].
(Fgr,Hg)~(Fs,Hg)
For each buye(Fs/, Hs) ~ (Fs, Hg), we charge her the following amount of money
Pr((Fy, Hg')]
Z(Fs, Hg)
It is easy to see that(Fs, Hg) is fully paid by all buyers consistent witlts, Hg). It remains to
show that each buyé€iF's,, Hg ) has been charged at mgst'(Fs,, Hg ). By the above charging

scheme, the terms in LHS that are charged to buyeér, Hg ) are consistent with Fs/, Hg/).
Therefore, the total amount charged to buy@y, Hg, ) is

> il Mg C(Fs, Hg)

C(F37 HS’)

Z(Fq, Hg
(Fs,Hg)~(Fgr,Hgr) (Fs, Hs)

PI‘[FS/ HS/]
<AMST(Fs, Ha) - — 2 2 Py[(Fg, Hg
> ( S’ S) _Z ] Z(Fs,Hg) I'[( S S)]

(Fs,Hg)~(Fg/,Hgr)
Pr[F37H§]
=4AMST (Fg, He/\Pr|Fg, Hel - e
( S’ S) r[sv S] _Z ) Z(FS,HEV)
(Fs,Hg)~(Fg/,Hgr)
Pr(v € F)

<4AMST(Fg, Hg)Pr[Fs, Hg] - >
ves’

Pr(ve H)

4
< Z“MST(Fy, Hg)Pr[Fs/, Hg]
n

The first inequality follows from Lemma 4. To see the secorehirality, for a fixed vertex,

. . Pr[Fs,Hg] ..
consider th.e quantltE(Fsng)N(Fsl7H$,),§:§,\{v} Zirs ) BY thg definition ofZ, we can see that
the denominators of all terms are in fact the same. Cancelinghe same multiplicative terms

from the numerators and the denominator, we can see it is it T US;)) O

In sum, we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 1 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected length of thermim spanning tree
in a stochastic graph.



3 Minimum Perfect Matchings

In this section, we consider the minimum perfect matchirapfam. We assume the number of
nodes, is even. For a node and a set! of points , letp,(H) = > __p pvs. FOr two setsi,
andH, of points, letd(H,, Hy) = mingep, rem,{d(s,t)}. We useMIPM to denote the length of the
minimum length perfect matching. Our goal is to estiniajtelPM].

3.1 Our FPRAS for MPM

Our algorithm forMPM follows the same framework: We first identify the home sucit the
conditional expectation conditioning on all nodes are ahé@an be estimated using the Monte
Carlo method. We can similarly show that the contributia@mirthe scenarios where more than one
nodes are outside home is negligible. Thus, we only needito&e two parts: (1) the expectation
conditioning on that all nodes are at home, and (2) the eatieatconditioning on that only one
node is not at home. There are two major differences fromlgeighm for MST. First, the home
set is composed by several clusters of points, instead afgesball. Second, we need a more
careful charging argument.

Now, we present the details of our algorithm. First, we findo#dection of sets of points
Hy, ..., H, such that the following properties holds.

Q1. For each node, there is a (unique) sef; such thatp,(H;) > 1 — 5. We call[1; the
homeof nodew, denoted a$/ (v).

Q2. For each ball;, the number of nodeswith H; as its home (i.e. (v) = H;) is even.

Q3. E[MPM] = Q(+2;) whereD = max;{diam(H;)}.

()T

Let H = U;H; andF' = P\ H. We useH (n) to denote the event for all nodesv, v E H (v).
We denote the event that there are exattiypdes which realize out of their homes BYi). By
the previous discuss, we only focus on estimating two tef@MPM | H(n)]| - Pr[H (n)] and
E[MPM | F(1)] - Pr[F(1)].

Estimating the first term Note thatPr[H (n)] is close tol (by union bound) and can be com-
puted exactly. To estimaf8[MPM | H(n)]], we take the average ¢¥(n'*m'®) examples. We
distinguish the following two cases.

1. EIMPM | H(n)] > ;5)7. We could get g1 + ¢)-approximation using the Monte Carlo
method. This is because the maximum posdibiRM length is at most. D and therefore we
have a nice instance.

2. EMPM | H(n)] < 425-. Note thatE[MPM] = ©(.7:). Therefore, the probability that
the sample average is larger th&[MPM] is at most# by Markov’s inequality. We can
thus ignore this part safely.

Estimating the second term\We rewrite the second term as follows:

E[MPM | F(1)] - Pr[H(1)] = Z( 3" Pr[F(v) AvE s|EMPM | F(v),v F s])
veV  s¢H(v)
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Fix a particular node. We break the sum into two parts as in the previous section:
Zs:d(s,H(v))<%-diam(H) Pr[F(v),v E s|E[MPM | F(v),v F 5] andzs;d(s,H(v))zg-diam(H) Pr[F(v),v F
s|E[MPM | F(v),v F s|. For the first part, we use Monte Carlo and for the second partse
d(s, H(v)) as the estimate d£[MPM | F'(v),v E s|. The details are exactly the same as in the
previous section and omitted here.

3.2 Finding Homes

What remains now is to show how to find the home géts. .., H; in poly-time. We need the
following lemma which is useful in boundifg[MPM] from below.

Lemma 6 For any two disjoint set¢/; and H, of points, and any node, we have

min{pv(Hl)vpv(HQ)}
m

Proof: Suppose = arg maxy{p,s | 8 € Hy}, andt = argmaxy {p,y | t' € Hs}. Obviously, we

havep,, > Y1) andp,, > »2U2)  gg jt suffices to ShOB[MPM] > min{p,s, p,} - d(s, ). We

first see that

E[MPM] >

-d(Hy, Hy).

E[MPM] > p, E[MPM | v F s] + pEMPM | v = 1]
> min{pus, pu} (EMPM | v £ 5] + EMPM | v £ 1]).

Then it is sufficient to prove th&[MPM | v E s] + EIMPM | v E t] > d(s, t). Fix a realization of
all nodes except and condition on this event. Consider the two minimum pénfeatchings, one
for the case F s, (denoted a8/1PM,) and the other one far ¢ (denoted a$1PM,). Consider
the symmetric difference

MPM; & MPM,.

We can see that it is a patk, p1, po, . . ., px, t), such thats, p;) € MPMy,(p1, p2) € MPM,, ...,
(pg,t) € MPM,. SOMPM; + MPM, > d(s,t) by the triangle inequality. Therefore, we have
E[MPM | v E s] +E[MPM | v E #] > d(s, t). O

Now, we are ready to show how to find the home sets in polynatmig.
Lemma 7 We can find in poly-time disjoint point st . . ., H;, such that
Q1. For each node, there is a unique ballf; such thap,(H;) > 1 — —*

e
Q2. Forallj, |{ve V| H(v) = H,}|is even; and
Q3. E[MPM] = Q(ﬁ).
Proof: We gradually increase, starting from0. Consider the ball8(s,¢) for all pointss in
P. Initially, each ball is a singleton component. As we insesg if two different components
intersect, we merge them into a new component. Considergtdifne’’ such that Q1 and Q2 are
satisfied by those components. Let those components be ., H,. Note that sucil” must exist,
because the set of all points satisfies the first two progerew, we show the Q3 also holds.
Recall D = max; diam(H;). Firstly, note thatD < 2mT. Secondly, considef’ = T' — ¢ for
some infinitesimat > 0. At time 7", consider two situations:

11



1. There exists a node such thatvj, p,(H;) < 1 — W Then there must exist two com-
ponentsC; and C, such thatp,(Cy) > W andp,(Cs) > W Moreover, since’;
and C, are two distinct componentsl(Cy,Cs) > 27'. Then, by Lemma 6, we have

E[MPM] > —< - 2T.

= A

2. Suppose the QL1 is true but Q2 is still false. Suppdsés a component which homes odd
number of nodes. We note that with probability at lgast W)" ~ 1, every node realizes

to a point in its home. When this is the case, there is at lesshode in/{; that needs to be
matched with some node outsidie, which incurs a cost of at lea2T'. O

3.3 Analysis of the Performance Guarantee

We show fori > 1, the contribution from event' (i) is negligible. We need the following structural
result about minimum perfect matchings, which is essefarabur charging argument.

Supposes is the set of nodes that are out of their homes. WeZkisandH g to denote the set
of all realizations of the all nodes ifi to points inF, and the set of realizations 6f = V \ S
to points inH respectively. We us®IPM(Fs, Hg) to denote the length of the minimum perfect
matching under the realizatid#’s, Hg).

Lemma 8 Fix a realization(Fs, Hg). We use/(v) to denoted(v, H(v)) for all nodesv € S.
Suppose; € S has the smallegtvalue andv, has the second smallestalue. LetS’ = S\ {v; },
S" = S"\ {v.}. Further let(Fs., Hg /) be a realization obtained frorf¥s, Hg) by sending to a
pointin its homef (v,) and(Fs, Hg,) be a realization obtained froit¥’s,, Hg ) by sending, to
a point in its homeH (v,). Then we have that

MPM(FS,HS) < 2(m + Q)MPM(FS/, HS‘I) + 2(m + 2)MPM(F5H, st)

Proof: Letd = min, /(v) andD = max; diam(H;). Note thatd > % asd > 27T andD < 2mT.
We distinguish the following three cases:

1. MPM(Fs, Hg) < 4. Using a similar argument to the one in Lemma 6, we have
MPM(Fs/, Hg/) + MPM(Fg, Hg) > ((v) = d
So, we havéMPM(Fs, Hs) < MPM(Fs/, Hg/) in this case.
2. MPM(Fg, Hg) > (m + 2)d. By the triangle inequality, we can see that
MPM(Fs/, Hg)) + (m + 1)d > MPM(Fs:, Hg/) + d + D > MPM(Fs, Hg)
So, we havéMPM(Fs, Hg) < (m + 2)MPM(Fs, Hg).
3. 4 < MPM(Fs, Hg) < (m + 2)d.

(a) MPM(Fg, Hg) > 4. We directly haveMPM(Fs, Hg) < 2(m + 2)MPM(Fy/, Hg).
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(b) MPM(Fy, Hg) < $. By Lemma 6, we have
MPM(FS/,ng) + MPM(FSII, Hgn) >d
Then we havéMPM(Fs, Hg) < 2(m + 2)MPM(Fg», Hgn).

So we prove the lemma. O

What remains is to establish the following key lemma. Theopis similar to, but more in-
volved than that of Lemma 5.

Lemma 9 Foranye > 0, if H satisfies the properties in Lemma 7, we have that

S E[MPM | F(i)] - Pr[F(i)] < e - E[MPM | F(0)] - Pr[F(0)] + ¢ - E[MPM | F(1)] - Pr[F(1)].

i>1
Proof: We claim that for any > 1,

€

E[MPM | F(i+1)]-Pr[F(i+1)] < — (E[MPM | F(i)]-Pr[F(i)|+E[MPM | F(i—1)]-Pr[F(i—1)])

n

If the claim is true, the lemma can be proven easily as folldves ease of notation, we usHzq)
to denoteE[MPM | F'(i)] - Pr[F (i)]. First, we can see that

A(i+2)+A(7L+1)S%A(i+1)+%fl()+ A —1) < Z(AG) + Al - 1)).

n?

So if i is odd, A(i + 2) + A(i + 1) < (35)0FD/2(A(1) + A(0)). Therefore,>",, A(i) <
S¢/n? (A(1) + A(0)) < e(A(1) + A(0)). Now, we prove the claim. Again, we rewrite the LHS as

1—3¢/n?

EMPM | F(i+ 1)] - Pr[F(i+ 1)) = Y ZZ(PrFs,Hs MPM(Fs,Hs))

|S|=i+1 Fs Hg

Similarly, we have the RHS to be

EMPM | F(3)] -3 ZZ(Pr Fg, Hg - MPM(F, HS,))

|S'|=i Fg/ Hg

E[MPM | F(i — 1)] - Pr[F(i — 1)] = > ZZ(PrFSu, |- MPM(Fyr, H ))

|S”‘—Z 1F 1 Hgn

LetC(Fs, Hg) = PI"[Fs, Hg]MPM(Fs, Hgv) Think all (FS/, ng) with |Sl| =jand aII(FSn, ng)
with |S”| = i — 1 as buyers. The buyers want to buy all terms in LHS. The budfjbtiger
(Fsr,Hg) is C(Fs/, Hg'). We show there is a charging scheme such that every@&ify, Hs) is
fully paid by the buyers and each buyer spends at mostfaaction of her budget.

Suppose we are selling the tefitiF's, Hg). Consider the following charging scheme. Suppose
v € S the node that realizes to poifite Fs which is the closest point ti s in Fs. Suppose € S
the node that is realized to poiif € Fs which is the second closest point g in Fg. Let
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=S\ {v}, 8" =5\ {w}. If (Fs, Rg) is obtained from Fs, Hg) by sending; to a pointin
its homeH (v, ), we say(Fs/, Rg ) is consistent with{ Fs, Rg), denoted a$lfs/, Ry) ~ (Fs, Rg).
If (Fs», Rgv) is obtained from(Fs/, Hs/) by sendingu, to a point in its homeH (v;), we say
(Fs», Rgn) is consistent with{ Fs/, Rg ), denoted as$Fg, Rg) ~ (Fs, Rg). Let

Z(Fs, Hg) = > Pr[(Fy, Hs)], and Z(Fs,Hg)= > Pr[Fs», Hgn|
(Fgr,Hgr)~(Fs,Hg) (Fgrn,Hgi)~(Fgr,Hgr)
For each buye(Fs/, Hs) ~ (Fs, Hg), we chargd Fs/, Hg/) the following amount of dollars
PI[FS/, Hg;]

—————Pr|Fy,Hg| -2 2)MPM(Fs:, Hg,
Z(FS,HS') I'[ S5 S] (m_l_ ) ( S’ S)

and we charge every buyéFs., Hg.) consistent with( Fs/, Hg,) the following amount of money

PI'[FS,HEV] PI'[FS/,HS«/]

Z(FS,Hg) Z(FS’aH,S_”)
In this case, we sayFs~, Hg,) is asub-buyerof the termC(Fs, Hg). By Lemma 8, we can see
that A(Fs, Hg) is fully paid. To prove the claim, it suffices to show that eadlyer(Fs/, Hg/) and
each sub-buyeiFs, Hg.) has been charged at mgsti(Fs, Hg ) dollars. By the above charging
scheme, the terms in LHS that are charged to buyeér, Hs/) are consistent with Fs/, Hg/).
Using the same argument as in the previous section, we cantllesspending of Fs/, Hg/) as a
buyer is at most-"MPM(Fs, Hg/)Pr[Fs, Hg]. The spending ofFs», Hg.) as a sub-buyer can
be bounded as follows:

Pr[Fs, H Pr[Fy, Hg]
—_— —— 2= . Pr|Fgv, Hgnl| -2 2)MPM(Fgr, Han
Z  Z(Fs, Hs) >  D(Fe Hy) s Herl - Am o+ MPM(Fs, Hg)
(Fs,Hg)~(Fgr,Hgr) (Fgr,Hgr)~(Fgn,Hgr)

Pr(Fs, Hs Pr[Fy, Hg
:2(m + 2)'\/“:”\/'(}75”7 HS’”)PI‘[FS’H HS,,] . Z M Z M

PI‘[Fg, ng] . 2(m -+ 2)MPM(F5N, HS//)

Z(Fg, Hg Z(Fg, Ha
(Fs,Hg)fv(FS/,Hg/) ( S5 S) (FS/7H§I)~(FS//,H§H) ( S S)
Pr|Fs, He
§2(m—|— Q)MPM(FSH,ng)Pl"[Fgw,ng] . E E 1{377:9]
_ _ _ _ Z(F5’7HS’)
(Fs,Hgz)~(Fg/,Hgr) (Fgr,Hgr)~(Fgi ,Hgr)
PI"[FSr .HS‘/]
<2 2)MPM(Fgn, Hg))Pr[Fsn, Hgn] - m? §j 2 5
_<m+) (Sa S)r[sa S] m Z(FS/7H§/)

(Fgr, HS’) (Fsu HS”)

SQ(m+ 2)MPM(FS//7Hgn)PI'[FS//,HS// . Z Pr U e H

€
S EMPM(FS’H Hgn)PI"[FS//, Hgn]

Note that for eacliFs/, Hg ), there are at most? (Fs, Hg) such tha{ Fs, Hg) ~ (Fs, Hg/). SO
we have the second inequality. The third inequality can lee &y canceling out same multiplica-
tive terms from the numerators and the denominators, asrimiae5. O

Therefore, we have obtained the main theorem in this section

Theorem 2 Assuming there are even number of vertices in the stochgigtjih, there exists an
FPRAS for estimating the expected length of the minimunegarfatching.

14



4 Minimum Cycle Covers

In this section, we consider the minimum length cycle covebfem. In the deterministic version
of the cycle cover problem, we are asked to find a collectiomesfex-disjoint cycles such that
every vertex is in one cycle and the total length is minimizeiére we assume that every cycle
contains at least two nodes. If a cycle contains exactly tades, the length of the cycle is two
times the distance between these two nodes. The problemecaaled in polynomial time by
reducing the problem to a minimum bipartite perfect matghproblem* W.l.0.g., we assume no
two edges ir? x P have the same length. For ease of exposition, we assumetlesdidh point,
there is only one node that may realize at this point. In goie¢ if more than one nodes may
realize at the same point, we can create multiple copieseopdiint co-located at the same place,
and impose a distinct infinitesimal distance between evaiyqd copies, to ensure no two edges
have the same distance.

We need the notion of the nearest neighbor graph, denoté&NbyFor an undirected graph,
an edges = (u,v) is in the nearest neighbor graphuis the nearest neighbor of or vice versa.
We also usé&IN to denote its lengthE[NN] can be computed exactly in polynomial time [13]. As
a warmup, we first show th&[NN]| is a 2-approximation dE[CC] in the following lemma.

Lemma 10 E[NN] < E[CC] < 2E[NN].

Proof: We showNN < CC < 2NN for each possible realization. We prove the first inequality
For each node, there are two edges incident an Suppose they are,; ande,;. We have
CC = Zudlew)tdlewz)) » NN, The second inequality can be seen by doubling all edghisliand
the triangle inequality. O

We denote the longest edge NN (and also its length) by. Note thatL is also a random
variable. By the law of total expectation, we estim&{e€C| based on the following formula:

E[CC]= Y PrlL=c¢]-E[CC|L=¢]

ecPxP
It is obvious to see thaﬂnﬂ < L < NN. Combined with Lemma 10, we have that
d(e) < E[CC|L = ¢] < 2nd(e). (1)

However, it is not clear to us how to estimdtelL = ¢] and how to take samples conditioning
on eventL = e efficiently. To circumvent the difficulty, we consider somepler events and
conditionL = e on those simpler events. Consider a particular edge(s,t) € P x P. Denote
N,(t) as the event that the nearest neighborisft andV,(s) as the event that the nearest neighbor
of t is s. Let L, be the event the longest edgén NN is e(s, t). Let As(t) = N4(t) A Lg. Firstwe
write

E[CC | L =¢] - PrL = ¢] =E[CC | A,(t) V A,(s)] - Pr[A(t) V A,(s)]
=E[CC | A,(?)] - Pr[A,(t)] + E[CC [ A(s)] - Pr[Ay(s)]
—E[CC | Ay(t) A Au(s)] - PrlAy(t) A Ay(s)]

Lif we require each cycle consist at least three nodes, thielgarois still poly-time solvable by a reduction to
minimum perfect matching by Tutte [18]. Hartvigsen [12] @ibed a polynomial time algorithm for minimum cycle
cover with each cycle having at least 4 nodes Cornuéjolarfidyblank [6] have reported that Papadimitriou showed
the NP-completeness of minimum cycle cover with each cyalérty at least 6 nodes.

15



Now, we show how to estimat&CC | A,(t)] - Pr[A4(t)] for each edge(s,t). The other two
terms can be estimated in the same way. Also notice that tfteténm is less than the first and the
second terms. Therefore, for any pointand¢, we have the following fact which will be useful
later:

E[CC] > E[CC | L =¢]-Pr[L = €] > E[CC | As(t)] - Pr[As(t)]. (2)
Moreover, we have that
E[CC | A,(£)]-Pr{A,(t)] = E[CC | A,(£)]-Pr{LyAN,(t)] = E[CC | Ay()]-Pr[Ly | Ny(t)]-Pr[N,(¢)]

Suppose is the only point that may realize toandw is the only point that may realize to We
useB as a shorthand notation f@&(s, d(s,t)). We first observe thar[N,(t)] can be computed
exactly in poly-time as follows:

Pr[N,(t)] = pos - put - || (1= pu(B))

wH#v,u

Also note that we can take samples conditioning on the eVeft) (the corresponding probability

distribution for nodev is: Prjv  r | Ny(t)] = o)

EstimatingE| CC | As(t)] - Pr[Ls | Ns(t)] : Next, we show how to estimat&[CC | A,(t)] -
Pr[Lg | Ns(t)]. The high level idea is the following. We take samples caadihg on N(t).
If Pr[Ls | Ns(t)] is large (i.e., at least/poly(nm)), we can get enough samples satisfying,
thusA,(t). Therefore, we can gét +¢)-approximation for botfer|[ L, | N,(¢)] andE[CC | A,(t)]
in poly-time (we also use the fact thatAf,(¢) is true,CC is at leastd(s, t) and at mostd(s, t)).
However, if Pr[Ls; | Ns(t)] is small, it is not clear how to obtain a reasonable estimatais
value. In this case, we show the contribution of the term tdfioal answer is extremely small and
even an inaccurate estimation of the term will not affect auswer in any significant way with
high probability.

Now, we elaborate the details. We iterate the following st N times (V = (%)10
suffices).

e Suppose we are in theh iteration. We take a sample of the stochastic graph conditioning
on the eveniV(¢). We compute the nearest neighbor gréidh(G;) and the minimum length
cycle coverCC(G;) of G;. If e(s,t) is the longest edge INN(G;), let I; = 1. Otherwise

Our estimate o[ CC | As(t)] - Pr[Ls | Ns(t)] is the following:

(ziL I;- cc<Gi>> (zﬁil u) XN L CC(G)

ZiN:1 1; N N

Itis easy to see the expectation®ef-1-C“C4) is exactlyE[ CC | A,(t)] - Pr[Ly | Ni(t)).
We distinguish the following two cases:

16



1. Pr[Ly | Na(t)] > —5. By Lemma 1,255 € (1 4 ¢)Pr(Ly, | N.(t)] with high prob-

()

ability. Moreover, we can gezfil I; > (nm)? with high probability. In this case, we

have enough successful samples (samples With 1) to guarantee th Z‘Efgci_(cl) is a
i=1"7

(1 + e)-approximation oftt| CC | A,(t) | with high probability, again by Lemma 1. We note
that under conditiom;(¢), we have a nice instance sin€€ is at leastd(s, t) and at most
nd(s,t).

2. Pr[Ly | Ns(t)] < Gy We note that/; = 0 means that whileN4(¢) happens, the

longest edgd in NN is longer thare(s,t). Suppose:(s’,t') is the edge with the maxi-
mumPr[Lgyy | Ng(t)]. SincePr[Lg | Ns(t)] < 55, e(s',t") must be different frone(s, ¢)

— (nm)6 ’

andPr[Lyy | Ns(t)] > @Pr[Lst | Ns(t)]. Hence, we have that

E[CC| As(t)] - PrA(t)] = E[CC | As(t)] - Pr[Ly | No(t)] - Pr[Ny(1)]

<n-d(s,t)- ﬁ Pr[Lyy | Nu(8)] - Pr[N,(1)]

(s, 1) - Pr[Lyy | Ny(8)] - Pr[N, (D)

[

VAN
W~

(nm)

IA

—

o E[CC| Ay (t)] - Pr[Lyy]

= Tamyt

-E[CC]

The first and third inequalities are due to (1) and the fourthdue to (2). By Markov
inequality, we have that

Y1 CCG) | e i

P — - E|CC]| <
: N — m?2 cC]| =

(mn)?

Then, with probability at Ieaﬂt—n—g, the contribution from all such edges is less tH&{CC].
In summary, we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 3 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected length of thermam cycle cover in
a stochastic graph.

Finally, we remark that our algorithm also works in preseatéoth locational uncertainty and

node uncertainty, i.e., the existence of each node is a B#rmandom variable. It is not hard

to extend our technique to handle the case where each cygquged to contain at least three
nodes. This is done by considering the longest edge irlii¢ graph (each vertex connects to
the nearest and second nearest neighbors). The extenstyistraightforward and we omit the

details here.
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5 Conclusion

We obtain FPRAS the problems of computing the expected hsrftthe minimum spanning tree,
the minimum perfect matching and the minimum cycle cover stoahastic graph where the loca-
tion of each node is a random point in a given metric space r€auits for the stochastic minimum
perfect matching and the stochastic minimum cycle covetledirst known algorithms. There
are some other interesting combinatorial problems thahbaibbeen studied in this model, such as
the Euclideark-median problem (the deterministic version admits a PTA3 ). It is also inter-
esting to study problems for which the deterministic vars®APX-hard. In such cases, it is not
possible to obtain FPRAS and the best ratio we can hope foteast the best approximation ratio
we can obtain for the deterministic version of the problemgéneral, the stochastic graph model
considered in this paper is a very natural model and studyamgus computational/algorithmic
aspects of the model is an interesting future researchtitirec
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A Another FPRAS for SMST

W.l.o.g., we assume that for each point, there is only onerbdt may realize to this point. Our
algorithm is a slight generalization of the one proposedl®i.[ Let E[i] be the expected MST
length conditioned on the event that all nodes, .. ., s,,} are realized to points i, ..., u,}
(denote the event biy(i, n)). Let E'[i] be the expected MST length conditioned on the event that
all nodes{sy, ..., s,} are realized tqu,, .. ., u,,} and at least one node is realized.to We use

s E u to denote the event that nodés realized to point.. It is easy to see that

Efi] = E'[i]Pr[3s, s E u; | In(i,n)] + E[i + 1]Pr[As, s E u; | In(i,n)]

For a particular point;, we reorder the point§u,, ..., u,} as{u;, = r;,...,r;} inincreasing
order of distance from;. LetE'[i, j| be the expected MST length for all nodes conditioned on the
event that all nodes are realized{ta, ..., ;} (denoted a$’(¢, j)) and3s, s = u,;. LetE"[i, j] be
the expected MST length for all nodes conditioned on thetewéi, j) A (3s, s F u;) A (35, s E
;). We can see that

E'li, j] = E"[¢,j]Pr[3s’, 8" Ew; | In'(4,5),3s, s Ew;] + E[i, 5 — 1Pr[As, s Eu; | In'(4,7),3s, s E u
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It is not difficult to see the probabilitPr[3s’, s’ E u; | In'(4, ), 3s, s E u;] can be computed in
polynomial time. Here we use the assumption that for eaaft panly one node that may realize to
it. Moreover, we can also take samples conditioning on evéfit j) A (3s, s E w;) A(3s', 8" E r;).
ThereforeE” i, j] can be approximated within a factor @f+ ¢) using the Monte Carlo method in
polynomial time since it is a nice instance.

We can easily generalize the above algorithm to the casee@?llpij < 1, i.e., node may
not be present with some probability. Indeed, this can bedngeneralizing the definition of
In(4, 7) (and similarlyln’(i, 5)) to be the event that each nodes is either not present ozedaip
some node ifr;,...,7;}.
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