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Abstract

We revisit the classic task of finding the shortest tour of n points in d-dimensional Euclidean
space, for any fixed constant d ⩾ 2. We determine the optimal dependence on ε in the running
time of an algorithm that computes a (1 + ε)-approximate tour, under a plausible assumption.
Specifically, we give an algorithm that runs in 2O(1/εd−1)n log n time. This improves the pre-
viously smallest dependence on ε in the running time (1/ε)O(1/εd−1)n log n of the algorithm by
Rao and Smith (STOC 1998). We also show that a 2o(1/ε

d−1)poly(n) algorithm would violate
the Gap-Exponential Time Hypothesis (Gap-ETH).

Our new algorithm builds upon the celebrated quadtree-based methods initially proposed
by Arora (J. ACM 1998), but it adds a new idea that we call sparsity-sensitive patching. On
a high level this lets the granularity with which we simplify the tour depend on how sparse it
is locally. We demonstrate that our technique extends to other problems, by showing that for
Steiner Tree and Rectilinear Steiner Tree it yields the same running time. We complement our
results with a matching Gap-ETH lower bound for Rectilinear Steiner Tree.
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1 Introduction

The Euclidean Traveling Salesman Problem (Euclidean TSP) is to find a round trip of minimum
length for a given set of n points in d-dimensional Euclidean space. Its simple statement and
clear applicability make the problem very attractive, and work on it has been immensely influential
and inspirational. In particular, the Gödel-prize-winning approximation schemes due to Arora [1]
and Mitchell [48] are among the most prominent results in approximation algorithms. Because of
their elegance, they serve as evergreens in graduate algorithms courses, textbooks on approximation
algorithms or optimization [57, 58, 40], and more specialized textbooks [34, 49].

After the publication of these results, an entire research program with many strong results
consisting of improvements, generalizations and different applications of the methods from [1, 48]
was conducted by many authors (see e.g., the survey [2]). The technique is now known to be useful
for a whole host of geometric optimization problems (see the related work paragraph).

The most natural goal within this research direction is to improve the running times to be
optimal, i.e. to improve and/or provide evidence that further (significant) improvements do not
exist. In the last 25 years, only two such results were obtained in Rd:

1. Rao and Smith [52] used geometric spanners to improve the n(log n)O(1/ε)d−1 time approxi-
mation scheme of Arora [1] to run in only (1/ε)O(1/ε)d−1 · n log n time.1

2. Bartal and Gottlieb [7] gave a 2(1/ε)
O(d) ·n time algorithm in the real-RAM model with atomic

floor or mod operators. They give a truly linear algorithm in terms of n, however the depen-
dence on ε is worse than the algorithm of Rao and Smith [52].

While these results determine the optimal2 dependence on n, they do not yet settle the much faster
growing exponential dependence on ε. This is in contrast with the status of our knowledge of
the complexity of many other optimization problems: In the last decade a powerful toolbox for
determining (conditionally) optimal exponential running times has been developed.

In the context of TSP in d-dimensional Euclidean space (henceforth denoted by Rd), this modern
research direction culminated in an exact algorithm with a running time of 2O(n1−1/d), which was
matched by a lower bound of 2Ω(n1−1/d) [20] under the Exponential Time Hypothesis (ETH).

In the context of approximation schemes for TSP, Klein [38] improved algorithms for the un-
weighted planar case from [30, 3] with a 2O(1/ε)n time approximation scheme. Subsequently,
Marx [47] showed that the dependence on ε in Klein’s algorithm is conditionally near-optimal.
The tight exponential dependency of ε in approximation schemes was also obtained in a plethora
of other problems, such as Maximum Independent Set in planar graphs [6] and a scheduling
problem [15] (see, e.g., [26] for a survey).

Given the modern trend of fine-grained algorithm research and the prominence of the discussed
approximation schemes for Euclidean TSP, our goal suggests itself:

Goal: Conclude the research on approximation schemes for Euclidean TSP with a conditionally
optimal algorithm.

1For dimension d, [52] claimed (1/ε)O(1/ε)d−1

n+Tspanner(n, ε) time, where Tspanner(n, ε) is the spanner computation

time. See [49, Chapter 19] for a more detailed description of an (1/ε)O(1/εd
2
)n logn time algorithm.

2Depending on the model of computation Ω(n logn) time is required [19].
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1.1 Our contribution

In this work, we achieve this goal for Euclidean TSP and (Rectilinear) Steiner Tree in Rd

and give algorithms with a Gap-ETH-tight dependence on ε. Our main result reads as follows.

Theorem 1.1 (Main result). For any integer d ⩾ 2, there is a randomized (1 + ε)-approximation
scheme for Euclidean TSP in Rd that runs in 2O(1/εd−1)n + poly(1/ε)n log(n) time. Moreover,
this cannot be improved to a 2o(1/ε

d−1) · poly(n) time algorithm, unless Gap-ETH fails.

Thus, we improve the previously best (1/ε)O(1/εd−1) dependence of ε in the running time of [52]
to 2O(1/εd−1). Note that here and in the sequel, our big-O notation hides factors that depend only
on d since it is assumed to be constant. Our running times are double exponential in the dimension
d, which is expected because of Trevisan’s lower bound [55].

Theorem 1.1 improves the running time dependence on ε all the way to conditional optimality:
we show that an EPTAS with an asymptotically better dependence on ε in the exponent is not
possible under Gap-ETH, for constant dimension d. Note that our algorithms can be derandomized
at the cost of an extra nd factor in the running time, which maintains conditional optimality in
terms of ε.

Our lower bound for Euclidean TSP is derived from a construction for Hamiltonian Cycle
in grid graphs [21], in combination with Gap-ETH [23, 46] (see Section 6).

Our new algorithmic techniques enable us to improve approximation schemes for another fun-
damental geometric optimization problem: the Rectilinear Steiner Tree and Euclidean
Steiner Tree problems.

Theorem 1.2. For any integer d ⩾ 2, there is a randomized (1 + ε)-approximation scheme for
Euclidean Steiner Tree and Rectilinear Steiner Tree in Rd that runs in 2O(1/εd−1)n +
poly(1/ε)n log(n) time. Moreover, the algorithm for Rectilinear Steiner Tree cannot be im-
proved to a 2o(1/ε

d−1) · poly(n) time algorithm, unless Gap-ETH fails.

This directly improves state-of-the-art algorithms by Rao and Smith [52] and Bartal and Got-
tlieb [29] in all regimes of parameters n and ε.

The lower bound for Rectilinear Steiner Tree requires new ideas since there is no known
ETH-based lower bound for the exact version of the problem. Our construction is based on a
reduction from Grid Embedded Connected Vertex Cover from [21] and a combination of
gadgets proposed by [28] (see Section 6). We leave it as an open problem to give a matching lower
bound on our algorithm for Euclidean Steiner Tree.

1.2 The existing approximation schemes and their limitations

The approximation scheme from Arora [1] serves as the basis of our algorithm, and we assume
that the reader is familiar with its basics (see [58, 57] for a comprehensive introduction to the
approximation scheme). In this section, we consider d = 2 for simplicity.

In a nutshell, Arora’s strategy in the plane is first to move the points to the nearest grid points
in an L×L grid where L = O(n/ε). This grid is subdivided using a hierarchical decomposition into
smaller squares (a quadtree, see definition in Section 2), where on each side of a square O((log n)/ε)
equidistant portals are placed. Arora proves a structure theorem, which states that there is a tour of
length at most (1+ε) times the optimal tour length that crosses each square boundary O(1/ε) times
and only through portals. This structure theorem is based on a patching procedure, which iterates
through the cells of the quadtree (starting at the smallest cells) and patches the tour such that the
resulting tour crosses all cell boundaries only O(1/ε) times and only at portals, and it does it in
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such a way that the new tour is only slightly longer. While such a promised slightly longer tour does
not necessarily exist for a fixed quadtree, a randomly shifted quadtree works with high probability.
The algorithm thus proceeds by picking a randomly shifted quadtree and by performing a dynamic
programming algorithm on progressively larger squares and the bounded set of possibilities in it to
find a patched tour.

The first improvement to Arora’s algorithm was achieved by Rao and Smith [52] (see [49, Chapter
16] for a modern description of their methods). Recall that Arora placed equidistant portals. Rao
and Smith’s idea is to use light spanners to "guide" the approximate TSP tour and select portals
on the boundary not uniformly. They show that it is sufficient to look for the shortest tour within a
spanner, or more precisely, they patch the given spanner such that the resulting graph has 1/εO(1)

crossings with each quadtree cell, while still containing a (1 + ε)-approximate tour. Similarly to
Arora’s algorithm, it is sufficient to consider tours that cross each square boundary O(1/ε) times,
but now the number of portals is (1/ε)O(1). Consequently, the algorithm of Rao and Smith needs
only

(
(1/ε)O(1)

)O(1/ε)
= 2O((1/ε)·log(1/ε)) subsets of portals to consider for each square in their

corresponding dynamic programming algorithm.

Why do known techniques fail to get a better running time? To get the dependence on ε
in the running time down to 2O(1/ε), the bottleneck is to get the number of candidate sets of where
the tour crosses a cell boundary down to 2O(1/ε).3

One could hope to improve Arora’s algorithm by decreasing the number of portals fromO(log n/ε)
to O(1/ε), but this is not possible: the structure theorem would fail even if the optimal tour is a
rotated square with equally distributed points on its sides.

Another potential approach would be to improve the spanners and the spanner modification
technique of Rao and Smith to get a graph that contains a (1 + ε)-approximate tour, while having
onlyO(1/ε) crossings on each side of each square. Such an improvement seems difficult to accomplish
as even with Euclidean spanners [43] of optimal lightness or the more general Euclidean Steiner
spanners [44], one cannot get the required guarantee. Le and Solomon [43] gave a lower bound of
Ω̃(1/ε) on the lightness of Euclidean Steiner Spanners in d = 2, which was matched very recently
by Bhore and Tóth [9]. Even with that optimal Steiner spanner, the patching method of Rao and
Smith yields a guarantee of only Õ(1/ε2) crossings per square and it is not clear if one can even get
O(1/ε1.99) potential crossings per square.

1.3 Our technique: Sparsity-Sensitive Patching

We introduce a new patching procedure. Slightly oversimplifying and still focusing on 2 dimensions,
it iterates over the cells of the quadtree and processes a cell boundary as follows:

Sparsity-Sensitive Patching: For a cell boundary that is crossed by a tour at 1 < k ⩽ O(1/ε)
crossings, modify the tour by mapping each crossing to the nearest portal from the set of g
equidistant portals. Here g is a granularity parameter that depends on k as g = Θ(1/(ε2k)).

See Figure 1 for an illustration. This can be used in combination with dynamic programming
to prove the algorithmic part of Theorem 1.1 since it produces a tour for which the number of
possibilities for the set of crossings of the tour with a cell boundary is

∑
k

(O(1/(ε2k))
k

)
= 2O(1/ε) (see

Claim 3.4).
3To properly solve all required subproblems, the dynamic programming algorithm also needs to consider all

matchings on such a candidate set, but this can be circumvented by invoking the rank-based approach from [10] that
allows one to restrict attention to only 2O(1/ε) matchings as long as the candidate set has cardinality O(1/ε).
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Figure 1: On neighboring cells of the quadtree, one must ensure that the tour crosses at most 1/ε times, chosen from
a limited set of portals. Left: Arora’s structure theorem snaps the tour to one of O( logn

ε
) equally spaced portals.

Right: The number of possible portal locations depends on the number of crossings; the fewer portals are used, the
more precisely they are chosen. Both techniques use the Patching Lemma between the bottom two cells as their
shared boundary is crossed more than 1/ε times.

One notable aspect of our technique is that it allows to get running times faster than the ones
of Arora [2], but without the use of spanners, see Remark 4.7.

Bounding the patching cost. Our Sparsity-Sensitive procedure may seem quite similar to
Arora’s patching procedure, so one may wonder why previous improvements to Arora’s procedure
overlooked it. The reason is that our procedure is slightly counter-intuitive, as it increases precision
when the tour is already sparse, and it requires a subtle analysis of the patching cost. This proof is
the main contribution of this paper.

We will informally describe how we achieve this next. Similar to the patching cost analysis of
Arora’s patching procedure, our starting point is that the total number of crossings that an optimal
tour π will have with all horizontal and vertical lines aligned at integer coordinates is proportional
to the total weight of the tour (Lemma 2.1). Since we can afford an additional cost of ε · wt(π), it
is sufficient to show that each crossing incurs, in an amortized sense, at most O(ε) patching cost.

Let PC(k, ℓ) be the patching cost of a horizontal quadtree-cell side of length ℓ with k crossings.
Since we connect each crossing to a portal that is at most ℓ/g distance away, and the total patching
cost is never greater than O(ℓ) (since we can just “buy” an entire line, as illustrated in the bottom
of Figure 1), we obtain PC(k, ℓ) ⩽ O(min{ℓ, kℓ/g}). The amortized patching cost per crossing is
then

PC(k, ℓ)

k
= O

(
min{ℓ, k ℓ

g}
k

)
= O

(
ℓ

k
min{1, (kε)2}

)
, (1)

and this is maximized when k = 1/ε, for which it is εℓ.
Because we consider a random shift of the quadtree, a crossing of π with a fixed horizontal line

h will end up in a cell side of length L/2i with probability at most 2i−1/L, for each 0 ⩽ i ⩽ logL
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(Lemma 2.3). Letting αi(x) be the (amortized) patching cost due to the crossing x on line h if h
has level i, x incurs

logL+1∑
i=0

2i−1

L
· αi(x) (2)

amortized patching cost in expectation. Naively applying (1) for each i to get αi ⩽ εL/2i and
putting this bound into (2), gives an undesirably high cost of O(ε logL).

To get this cost down to O(ε), we need to use a more refined argument. We exploit the fact that
the bound αi(x) ⩽ εL/2i is tight only for a single i = i∗ in the worst case. Subsequently, we show
that for levels above i∗ we have a geometrically decreasing series of costs, which will demonstrate
that the cost in (2) is bounded by O(ε). Since we amortize the cost by the length of the tour inside
a cell, we should increase the precision as we move to levels below i∗. Intuitively, for level i∗ + 1
the number of intersections is halved, while the tour length (which should be proportional to the
area of the cell) is divided by four. This suggests that the number of portals should be inversely
proportional to the number of crossings.

In our proof we formalize this with a charging scheme based on the distance of the crossing to
the next crossing on the horizontal line.

1.4 More related work

The framework of Arora [1] and Mitchell [48] was employed for several other optimization prob-
lems in Euclidean space such as Steiner Forest [11], k-Connectivity [17], k-Median [39, 5],
Survivable Network Design [18]. We hope our techniques will also find some applications in
them.

The original results from [1, 48] were also applied or generalized to different settings. The
state-of-the-art for the Traveling Salesman Problem in planar graphs is now very similar to
the Euclidean case. In [31], the authors gave the first PTAS for TSP in planar graphs, which was
later extended by [4] to weighted planar graphs. Klein [38] proposed a 2O(1/ε)n time approximation
scheme for TSP in unweighted planar graphs, which later was proven by Marx [47] to be optimal
assuming ETH. Klein [37] also studied a weighted subset version of TSP that generalizes the planar
Euclidean case and gave a PTAS for the problem.

The literature then generalized the metrics much further. Without attempting to give a full
overview, some prominent examples are the algorithms in minor free graphs [22, 12, 42], algorithms
in doubling metrics [8, 13], and algorithms in negatively curved spaces [41], each of which is at least
inspired by the result of Arora [1] and Mitchell [48].

Recently, Gottlieb and Bartal [29] gave a PTAS for Steiner Tree in doubling metrics. More-
over, they proposed a 2(1/ε)

O(d2)
n log n time algorithm for Steiner Tree in d-dimensional Euclidean

Space with a novel construction of banyan.
There is also a vast literature concerning Euclidean Spanners (see the book [49] for an overview).

Very recently Le and Solomon [43] proved that greedy spanners are optimal and in [44] they gave
a novel construction of light Euclidean Spanners with Steiner points. Many such results mention
approximation schemes for Euclidean TSP as a major motivation.

1.5 Organization

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we define the building blocks of Arora’s approach
that we use. Section 3 proves the Structure Theorem, and in Section 4 we show how to use it in
combination with dynamic programming to establish the algorithmic part of Theorem 1.1. Section 5
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extends these techniques to prove the algorithmic results of Theorem 1.2. In Section 6 the matching
lower bounds are presented, and in Section 7 we conclude the paper.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, log denotes the logarithm of base 2. We use standard graph notation, and
the set {1, . . . , k} is denoted by [k].

For a given set of points S ⊆ Rd, a tour is defined to be a cycle π = (s1, . . . , sn, s1) with vertex
(multi)set S, which visits each point and returns to its starting point. Note that in this definition,
we allow points to be visited multiple times. The length (sometimes called weight) wt(π) of a tour
π = (s1, . . . , sn, s1) is defined as

∑n
i=1 dist(si, si+1), where sn+1 = s1. Hence, a tour π consists

of a sequence of segments that share endpoints consecutively. A geometric graph is an embedding
of a graph in Rd where vertices are points and edges are segments that connect the corresponding
points. For technical reasons, we allow both the vertices and edges of a geometric graph to be a
multiset of points, i.e., we allow vertices and edges to coincide in the geometric sense. For example
a tour can be regarded as a connected geometric graph where the corresponding graph is a cycle.
Occasionally, we will also think of embedded graphs where the edges are represented by a path of
segments rather than a single segment.

A salesman tour of the point set P ⊆ Rd is a tour of some points S ⊇ P (hence, a salesman tour
is a closed polyline that passes through each point in P and is allowed to make some digressions).
In the Euclidean Traveling Salesman Problem (Euclidean TSP), one needs to return the
length of the minimum salesman tour of given points. If π∗ is an optimal TSP tour, the standard
(1 + ε)-approximation scheme of the problem reports a length in the range [wt(π∗), (1 + ε)wt(π∗)]
(throughout the paper, we assume that ε is a real number with 0 < ε < 1).

A Steiner tree of a point set P ⊆ Rd is a connected geometric graph that contains P as vertices.
In a rectilinear Steiner tree we additionally require that each edge of the graph is axis-parallel. In
the Euclidean (resp. Rectilinear) Steiner Tree problem, for a given P ⊂ Rd the goal is to
find a Steiner tree (resp., rectilinear Steiner tree) of P with minimum total weight.

In the following we assume an instance of Euclidean TSP is given by a set P of n points in
Rd. By preprocessing the input instance in O(n log(n/ε)) time4 (see e.g. [49, Section 19.2]), we may
assume that P ⊆ {0, . . . , L}d for some integer L = O(n

√
d/ε) that is a power of 2.

Hyperplanes and crossings For a hyperplane h we say that point p ∈ h∩ π is a crossing of
the tour π = (s1, . . . , sn, s1) if there exist i ∈ [n] such that p ∈ sisi+1 (where sn+1 = s1) and the
endpoints si and si+1 are separated by h.

A grid hyperplane is a point set of the form {(x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Rd | xi = 1/2 + k)} for some
integer i ∈ [d] and k ∈ Z. For a set of line segments, tour, or geometric graph S we define I(S, h)
(respectively, I(π, h)) the set of intersection points of the segments of S and h. We remark that the
tour π may cross a given point of h several times, but we still think of I(π, h) as a set rather than a
multiset. Similarly, we will often refer to the set of crossing points with a closed (d−1)-dimensional
hypercube F as π ∩ F , and |π ∩ F | does not count the multiplicity of these crossings.

The following simple lemma relates the number of crossings with grid hyperplanes with the total
length of the line segments.

4By using a different computational model, this is counted as O(n) time in [7].
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Lemma 2.1 (c.f., Lemma 19.4.1 in [49]). If S is a set of line segments with endpoints in Zd, then∑
h is a grid hyperplane

|I(S, h)| ⩽
√
d · wt(S).

The following folklore lemma is typically used to reduce the number of ways a salesman tour
can cross a given hyperplane:

Lemma 2.2 (Patching Lemma [1]). Let h be a hyperplane, π be a tour or Steiner tree, and let
I(π, h) be the set of intersections of π with h. Assume that h does not contain any endpoints of
segments that define π. Let T be a tree on the hyperplane h that spans I(π, h). Then, for any point
p in T there exist line segments contained in h whose total length is at most O(wt(T )) and whose
addition to π changes it into a tour (resp. Steiner tree) π′ that crosses h at most twice and only
at p.

We refer to [49, Section 19.6] for a proof of Lemma 2.2. Note that in typical presentations, the
resulting patched tour will contain two copies of T , each infinitesimally close to h but outside it; in
our variant we allow overlapping segments inside h which allows the patching to happen in h. See
also our definition of dissection-aligned multigraphs Definition 3.6.

Dissection and Quadtree. Now, we introduce a commonly used hierarchy to decompose Rd

that will be instrumental to guide our algorithm. Pick a1, . . . , ad ∈ {1, . . . , L} independently and
uniformly at random and define a := (a1, . . . , ad). Consider the hypercube

C(a) :=
d

×
i=1

[−ai + 1/2, 2L− ai + 1/2].

Note that C(a) has side length 2L and each point from P is contained in C(a) by the assumption
P ⊆ {0, . . . , L}d.

For a cutoff parameter µ ∈ Z let the dissection D(a) of C(a) to be a rooted tree that is recursively
defined as follows. With each vertex of the tree we associate a hypercube in Rd. For the root this
is C(a) and for the leaves of the tree this is a hypercube of side length 2µ. Typically we will have
µ = 0 and unit side-length cubes associated with the leaves. Each non-leaf vertex v of the tree with
associated closed hypercube×d

i=1[li, ui] has 2d children with which we associate×d
i=1 Ii, where Ii

is either [li, (li + ui)/2] or [(li + ui)/2, ui]. We refer to such a hypercube that is associated with
a vertex in the dissection as a cell of the dissection. The level of a cell is the distance from the
corresponding vertex to the root of the tree.

The quadtree QT(P,a) is obtained from D(a) by terminating the subdivision whenever a cell
has at most 1 point from the input point set P . This way, every cell is either a leaf that contains
0 or 1 input points, or it is an internal vertex of the tree with 2d children, and the corresponding
cell contains at least 2 input points. We say that a cell C ∈ QT(P,a) is redundant if it has a
child that contains the same set of input points as the parent of C. A redundant path is a maximal
ancestor-descendant path in the tree whose internal vertices are redundant. The compressed quadtree
CQT(P,a) is obtained from QT(P,a) by removing all the empty children of redundant cells, and
replacing the redundant paths with single edges. In the resulting tree some internal cells may have
a single child; we call these compressed cells. It is well-known and easy to check that compressed
quadtrees have O(n) vertices (note that compressed quadtrees can be computed even in O(n) time
on a word RAM model [14]).
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For every face F of a cell in D(a) there exists a unique grid hyperplane that contains F . For a
grid hyperplane h we define the level of h to be the smallest integer i such that D(a) contains a cell
with sides of length 2L/2i, one of whose faces is contained in h.

We say that two distinct cells of a dissection or quadtree with the same side-length are neigh-
boring if they share a facet, and they are siblings if they also have the same parent cell.

Lemma 2.3 (Lemma 19.4.3 [49]). Let h be a grid hyperplane, and let i be an integer satisfying
0 ⩽ i ⩽ 1 + logL. Then the probability that the level of h is equal to i is at most 2i−1/L.

Building blocks of Arora’s technique We now briefly describe the building blocks from [1]
that we will use.

Definition 2.4 (m-regular set). An m-regular set of portals on a d-dimensional hypercube C is an
orthogonal lattice grid(C,m) of m points in the cube. If the cube has side length ℓ, then the spacing
between the portals is set to ℓ/(m1/d − 1).

We will normally have m be chosen as kd for some integer k ⩾ 2, and as a consequence, grid(C,m)
will always contain the corners of C.

Definition 2.5 (r-light). A set of line segments S is r-light with respect to the dissection D(a) if it
crosses each face of each cell of D(a) at most r times.

Theorem 2.6 (Arora’s Structure Theorem). Let P ⊆ {0, . . . , L}d, and let wt(OPT ) be the min-
imum length of a salesman tour visiting P . Let the shift vector a be picked randomly. Then with
probability at least 1/2, there is a salesman tour of cost at most (1+ ε)wt(OPT ) that is r-light with
respect to D(a) such that it crosses each facet F of a cell of D(a) only at points from grid(F,m),
for some m = (O((

√
d/ε) logL))d−1 and r = (O(

√
d/ε))d−1.

3 Structure Theorem

Now we present and discuss the main structure theorem that allows us to prove the algorithmic
part of Theorem 1.1. We state the theorem for a general dimension d.

For a (d− 1)-dimensional hypercube F let F ∗ denote F without its 2d−1 corner points.

Definition 3.1 (r-simple geometric graph). Let π be a geometric graph in Rd such that the grid
hyperplanes of the dissection D(a) do not contain any edge of π. We say that π is r-simple if for
every facet F shared by a pair of sibling cells in D(a):

(a) π crosses F ∗ through at most one point (and some subset of 2d−1 corners of F ), or

(b) π crosses F only through the points from grid(F, g) for some 2d−1 ⩽ g ⩽ r2d−2/|π ∩ F ∗|.

Moreover, for any point p on a hyperplane h of D(a), π crosses h at most twice via p.

One can see that in case (b) we always have |π ∩ F ∗| ⩽ g (or when including multiplicities,
there are at most 2g crossings). Consequently, |π ∩ F ∗| ⩽ r2d−2/|π ∩ F ∗| and thus |π ∩ F ∗| ⩽ rd−1.
Moreover, we recall that grid(F, g) contains all corners of F .

Definition 3.2 (r-simplification). We say that a geometric graph π′ is an r-simplification of π if
π′ is an r-simple geometric graph, and in each facet F where |π ∩ F ∗| = 1, the single non-corner
crossing is a point from π ∩ F ∗.

8



Theorem 3.3 (Structure Theorem). Let a be a random shift and let π be a tour or Steiner tree
of P ⊆ Rd. Then for any positive integer r there is a tour (resp., Steiner tree) π′ of P that is an
r-simplification of π such that

Ea[wt(π
′)− wt(π)] ⩽ O(d5/2 · wt(π)/r).

Theorem 3.3 is the main contribution of this paper.

3.1 Sketch for the 2-dimensional case

Before we present the proof of Theorem 3.3, let us informally describe the construction of the tour π′

of Theorem 3.3 for d = 2 and how it can be used give a 2O(1/ε)n polylog(n) algorithm for Euclidean
TSP when d = 2. The full proof of Theorem 3.3 will start at Section 3.2.

Sketch of the algorithm We set r = O(1/ε). If we find an r-simple tour of lowest weight,
then property (i) of Theorem 3.3 guarantees that this tour is a (1+ ε)-approximation of an optimal
salesman tour. Similarly to Arora [1] we can use dynamic programming to find such a tour. The
number of possible ways in which the tour can enter and leave a cell of the quadtree is at most(O(1/(ε2m))

m

)
2O(m) · poly(n),5 since there are at most poly(n) possibilities for the location of crossing

if there is at most one crossing. The number of table entries can then be upper bounded with
2O(1/ε)poly(n) via the following claim:

Claim 3.4. For every 1 ⩽ a ⩽ b, it holds that
(
b/a
a

)
⩽ e
√

b/e.

Proof. If a >
√
b, then

(
b/a
a

)
= 0 and the inequality follows. If a ⩽

√
b, then by the standard upper

bound
(
n
k

)
⩽ (n·ek )k we have that

(
b/a
a

)
⩽
(
b·e
a2

)a. In the interval a ∈ [1,
√
b], the latter expression is

maximized for a =
√
b/e, where it equals e

√
b/e. ⌟

To get the poly(n) factor in the running time down to polylog(n), note that we can first apply
Theorem 2.6 with smaller ε to ensure there are logO(1)(n) possibilities for the case where the tour
crosses a cell edge at a single point.

Sketch of the patching The proof of Theorem 3.3 uses a so-called patching procedure that
modifies an (optimal) tour to a tour with the desired properties, but without increasing the length
by too much. Here, we sketch the procedure for the case of d = 2, hence for simplicity assume that
h is a horizontal line, and c1 < c2 < . . . < ck are the x-coordinates of the k = |I(G, h)| crossings.
We define the proximity of the j-th crossing as pro(cj) = cj − cj−1 (for j = 1, use c0 = −∞).6

Our Sparsity-Sensitive Patching considers each cell C of the dissection and each side F of C
with at least two crossings, and connects each crossing x on F as follows (see Figure 2).

1. Let N be the set of “near ” crossings, that is, N is the set of crossings of π and F satisfying
pro(x) ⩽ L

2ir
, where i is the level of the line of F in the dissection.

2. Let G be the set of remaining crossings of π with F .

3. Create a set of line segments PFF (the patching forest of F ) by connecting each vertex from
N to its successor and, if |G| > 1, connecting each vertex from G to the closest point in
grid(F, r2/|G|).

5This uses the well-known fact that the number of non-crossing matchings on r endpoints is at most 2O(r).
6In the later formal proof that also handles d > 2 we use a more complicated version of proximity defined in terms

of the base-line tree.
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Figure 2: Construction of a set of line segments PFF in d = 2. The tour π is colored red. Green portals denote the
points in grid(F, r2/|G|). The leftmost point and the points with pro(x) > L/(2i/r) form the set G and are connected
to the closest portal from the grid by a green arrow. Points with pro(x) ⩽ L/(2ir) form the set N and they are
connected to their parent with black arrows. The set of line segments PFF is indicated with a collection of black and
green arrows.

4. Apply Lemma 2.2 to each set of touching line segments of PFF to obtain a new tour π′ that
crosses F only at |G| points of grid(F, r2/|G|), and at most twice at each of these points.

Remark 3.5. One difference between Arora’s and our patching procedure is that each line (or in
higher dimensions, each hyperplane) is patched only once. In other words, we only do patching
between neighboring sibling cells. Arora’s algorithm uses bottom-up patching, that is, it first
patches along the shared boundary of neighboring leaf cells of the quadtree. (These leaves need not
be siblings.) The procedure then goes up one level, and a patching may happen again if the number
of crossings in the new (and larger) facet exceeds some threshold. Thus, Arora’s patching procedure
is iterative, and several patching steps may occur on any given cell boundary. In contrast, our
patching is not iterative and it is done independently in each hyperplane (or on each cell boundary)
only once.

The rest of this section is dedicated to the proof of the Structure Theorem in d-dimensional
Euclidean space. Before we prove it, we first show the existence of a certain base-line tree in d-
dimensional Euclidean space. This tree will be a subset of a hyperplane, and parts of it will be used
via the invocation of the patching routine from Lemma 2.2 to reduce the number of crossings of the
tour with the hyperplane. In R2, this tree is just an entire line segment and the construction of the
base-line tree in Subsection 3.2 and the analysis of using it for patching the tour in Subsection 3.3
can be skipped over by readers only interested in a proof sketch for d = 2. Trees similar to the
base-line tree were also used for the case d > 2 by a previous algorithm (see [52, 49]), but we
need a more delicate construction. Crucially, our base-line tree determines the proximities (i.e., the
amortized patching costs) of the crossings and whether a given crossing point will be connected to a
point from a grid or not. It will also play a crucial role in avoiding a large number of new crossings
in perpendicular hyperplanes that could arise as a result of patching.

3.2 The base-line tree

In order to construct a good base-line tree we will need to align it with a fixed dissection.

Definition 3.6 (Dissection-aligned geometric graph). A graph G is a D(a)-aligned geometric graph
if the following hold:

• the vertices and edges of G are represented by a multiset of points and segments in Rd, respec-
tively,

10



• each vertex of G is assigned to a unique cell containing the point representing this vertex,

• every edge of positive length connects two vertices of the same cell, and

• every edge of length 0 is connecting a pair of vertices that are assigned to a cell and its child
cell, respectively.

We say that an edge of a dissection-aligned geometric multigraph forms a crossing of a cell C
if it has one end vertex assigned to C and the other end-vertex assigned to the parent of C. Note
that by the above definition, a crossing edge is always of length 0, and its geometric location is at
the location of the edge.

The following lemma is based on [49, Lemma 19.5.1], but there are two important differences.
First, we do not need an efficient construction and only need to prove the existence of such a tree
T . Second, [49, Lemma 19.5.1] does not guarantee our Property (c) in Lemma 3.7.

Lemma 3.7. Let d ⩾ 1 be a constant and let K ⊆ Rd and let D(a) be a dissection in Rd where each
bottom-level cell contains at most two vertices of K. Then there exists a rooted tree T spanning K
that is a D(a)-aligned multigraph with the following properties.

(a) T is 1-light, i.e., each cell has at most one crossing edge, which leads to a parent cell.

(b) Each cell C has its crossing vertex at a designated corner cor(C) of C, and

(c) For each cell C of D(a) with side length ℓ and Q ⊆ K ∩C, it holds that the minimum subtree
T ′ of T that spans Q satisfies wt(T ′) ⩽ 8dℓ|Q|1−1/d.

Proof. We construct a D(a)-aligned geometric tree as follows. The skeleton of a cell C of D(a) is
the graph whose vertex set consists of the 2d corners of C and whose edge set consists of of all
d2d−1 edges of the hypercube C (i.e. each pair of corners of C that differ in one coordinate shares
an edge). If C is the top-level cell of the dissection, then we define cor(C) to be the corner of C at
which all coordinates are the smallest possible, that is, the lexicographically minimum corner. If C
is the child cell of C∗, then let cor(C) be the unique vertex of C that is also a vertex of C∗. We
construct a tree T0 that only crosses each cell C of the dissection at cor(C). To do so, for each cell
C we add a spanning tree of the skeleton of C rooted at cor(C) with depth at most d; this tree is
denoted by TC , see Figure 3. Such a tree could be constructed for example by breadth-first-search
on the edges of the hypercube; note that the diameter of the edge graph is d thus the resulting
BFS tree has depth d. Observe that trees TC in different cells C have some shared vertices, but
no shared edges, although edges can have overlaps: if C ′ is a child of C, then C ′

τ and Cτ will have
edges that are intervals of the same line. For each parent and child cell pair C and C ′, let eCC′ be
an edge of length 0 connecting the vertex of C ′ located at cor(C ′) to the vertex of C located at the
same place cor(C ′). Now let T0 be the union of all the trees TC (with vertices assigned to C) and
edges eCC′ for each cell C and for each parent-child cell pair C,C ′ of D(a), respectively.

Now let T be the tree T0 plus the edge that connects each point x ∈ K to the vertex of C
at cor(C) where C is the bottom-level cell of the dissection (of side length 2µ) that contains x.
Naturally, the vertex at x is assigned to C. The tree T remains D(a)-aligned and 1-light. It is thus
enough to show that it satisfies property (c).

To prove (c) we introduce an auxiliary tree DT as follows. The set of vertices of DT is the
multiset defined by {cor(C) | C is a cell of D(a)} ∪ K. Recall that a cell C of the dissection has
a well-defined level lvlC ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}. For each vertex v ∈ V (DT ) we say that v has level ℓ + 1 if
v ∈ K or has level i if the corresponding cell C has level i. Note that when C has level ℓ, then the
only vertex of T0 that was assigned to C and has been added to DT is cor(C).
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Figure 3: Constructing the tree T0. The spanning tree of the skeleton of a cell C is connected to a vertex of its
parent’s spanning tree with a length-0 edge at cor(C) (denoted by a circles). The spanning trees at levels 1,2 and 3
are drawn in blue, orange and green, respectively.

Finally, we add edges between cor(C) and cor(C ′) of weight 2 · Ld/2i if C ′ is a child of C.
Moreover, each vertex x ∈ K is connected to cor(C) with an edge of weight 2 · Ld/2ℓ+1, where
C is a cell at the bottom level that contains x. Notice that when C is at the bottom level, then
|K ∩ C| ⩽ 2 implies that cor(C) has at most 2 ⩽ 2d children in DT .

Now we show that the length of each subtree of DT is at least the length of the corresponding
subtree (i.e., the subtree spanned by the same vertex set) of T .

Note that in DT the weight of an edge between cor(C) and cor(C ′) from level i to level i− 1 is
exactly 2 ·Ld/2i. Consider the corresponding path between these vertices in T . Notice that cor(C)
and cor(C ′) are both in the skeleton of C and their distance in T is at most Ld/2i. For vertices
x ∈ K, the distance between x and cor(C), where C is the bottom-level cell containing x is at most√
d · L/2ℓ < 2 · Ld/2ℓ+1.

The lemma is now a consequence of applying the following claim on general weighted trees to
the subtree T ′ of DT rooted at cor(C).

Claim 3.8. Let T ′ be a rooted tree in which each vertex has at most 2d children and each edge from
level i− 1 to level i has weight at most 1/2i. Then for any set of vertices Q, the minimum subtree
of T ′ that spans Q has weight at most 4 · |Q|1−1/d.

Proof. Let k be the integer such that

2k ⩽ |Q|1/d < 2k+1.

From level i− 1 to level i we have at most 2di edges and each such edge has weight 1/2i. We have
that the total weight of all edges from level 0 to k is at most:

k∑
i=1

2di

2i
⩽ 2 · 2k(d−1) ⩽ 2 · (|Q|1/d)d−1 = 2 · |Q|1−1/d.

On the other hand, the length of a path from a vertex q ∈ Q that has a level at least k to its
ancestor at level k is at most

∑∞
i=k+1 1/2

i = 1/2k. Thus, the total length of all such paths is at
most |Q|/2k < 2|Q|1−1/d. Therefore, the weight of the subtree is less than 4|Q|1−1/d in total. ⌟
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This concludes the proof of Lemma 3.7.

With Lemma 3.7 in hand, we are ready to start the proof of Theorem 3.3. We start with
describing the desired traveling salesman tour π′.

3.3 Constructing the patched tour π′ and analyzing its crossings

In the proof of our structure theorem (Theorem 3.3), we may assume without loss of generality that
r ⩾ 128d, as otherwise the claim can be satisfied by any known constant-approximation. We will
call π a tour; the proof is analogous when π is a Steiner tree.

We construct the tour π′ by iteratively processing all crossings per grid hyperplane. For a grid
hyperplane h let I(π, h) be the set of intersections of π with h.

Now fix a grid hyperplane h and suppose that h fixes the j-th coordinate (so h = {(x1, . . . , xd) :
xj = 1/2 + zh} for some integer zh). Without loss of generality, we assume that j = 1. Let a1 be
the first coordinate of a. Let a′ be obtained from a by omitting the first coordinate. Therefore
a = (a1,a

′).

Remark 3.9. The level of a hyperplane perpendicular to the first axis depends only7 on a1.

Suppose that h has level i, and let us fix a facet F of a cell at level i in D(a) (with cutoff
µ = 0) where F ⊂ h. Note that F is a (d− 1)-dimensional hypercube, so F is actually a cell in the
dissection D(a′). The side length of F is L/2i. Next, we will change π so that the resulting tour
satisfies Definition 3.1 on F : If the tour already satisfies (a) we do not have to do anything, so let
us assume for now that it does not satisfy (a) for the facet F .

We apply the (d− 1)-dimensional version of Lemma 3.7 to the set of crossings I(π, h) ⊆ h with
dissection D(a′) with cutoff ν where ν is the largest integer such that 2ν < 1

r2d−2 and all vertices of
I(π, h) fall in different cells of D(a′). (We reiterate that during this proof of the structure theorem is
not intended to be algorithmically efficient.) We obtain a rooted tree T0 that spans I(π, h) and that
is 1-light with respect to D(a′). Let ρ denote the root vertex of T0. Let T be the tree whose vertices
are the leaves and branching points of T0, and its edges are the maximal paths of T0 whose internal
vertices have degree 2. (That is, the drawing of T and T0 consists of the same set of segments.) Let
X be the set of vertices in T ; note that X ⊃ I(π, h) and |X| ⩽ 2|I(π, h)| − 2. We orient every edge
in T away from ρ. Hence ρ is an ancestor of every vertex in X and leaves of T have only themselves
as descendants.

Remark 3.10. The tree T and the set X depend only on a′ and I(π, h).

For a point x ∈ X let cdc(x) denote the closest descendant crossing of x, that is, the closest
vertex among I(π, h) in the subtree of x in T , where the distance is measured along the edges of T .
In particular, if x ∈ I(π, h) then cdc(x) = x. Notice moreover that the leaves of T are all vertices
of I(π, h) and therefore cdc(.) assigns leaves to themselves. See Figure 4.

7The orthogonality expressed in Remarks 3.9 and 3.10 are crucial to the success of our analysis. This orthogonality
will be instrumental to the swapping of sums in (6). We observe that the same orthogonality is used in an analogous
manner in the proof of Arora’s structure theorem: it is required to be able to swap two similar sums.

The iterative patching of Arora raises a related problem. Consider the variable cℓ,j in [1], and the sentence stating
that cℓ,j is independent of i above formula (3) on page 766 of [1] (due to orthogonality). Strictly speaking this is not
true: cℓ,j is undefined when j < i (or it could be set to 0). Thus in lines 6 and 7 of page 767 of [1] the swapping
of the sums over i and j is formally incorrect. This inaccuracy can be easily fixed by setting cℓ,j based on the case
i = 1, thus making it independent from i, and treating cℓ,j as an upper bound on the true crossing count cℓ,i,j at
stage j ⩾ i, where cℓ,i,j is set to 0 when j < i. We note furthermore that the sums are swapped without the mention
of orthogonality on page 770 of [1]. The same inaccuracy appears in almost all published proofs of Arora’s structure
theorem: see page 460 of [49], page 268 of [58]. The only full analysis that the authors are aware of which manages
to avoid this matter is by Har-Peled [34] for d = 2.
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ρ
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crossings I(π, h)

branchings
X \ I(π, h)

v

cdc(v)

Figure 4: Closest descendant crossings (cdc(.)) and proximity in T , where crossing nodes are denoted by disks. The
closest descendant crossing of each node x ∈ X (be it a crossing or a branching) is the crossing node of the same
color. The proximity of a crossing node v ∈ I(π, h) is the total length of the tree path of the same color, i.e., the
total length of the arcs entering cdc−1(v), except for the dark blue crossing cdc(ρ) whose proximity is ∞.

Construction of PFF . For a point x ∈ I(π, h)\{cdc(ρ)} we define the proximity of x, denoted by
proa′(x), to be the sum of arc lengths in T whose targets are in cdc−1(x). We set proa′(cdc(ρ)) =∞.
We note that proa′ is positive, and we will occasionally use 1/proa′(cdc(ρ)) = 0. By Remark 3.10
we have that proa′(x) depends only on a′ and it is independent of a1. Let TF be the subtree of T
induced by F ∩X, and let ρF denote the root of TF . We remark that we are using the 1-lightness
of T here: it guarantees that F ∩ X induces a subtree in T which is contained in F . We define
G ⊂ I(π, h) ∩ F to include a set of (intuitively distant) vertices whose proximity is large: we add
cdc(ρF ) to G as well as the vertices x ∈ I(π, h) ∩ F \ {cdc(ρF )} such that proa′(x) > L/(2ir). Let
G′ := G \ {cdc(ρF )}.

Lemma 3.11. Let TG
F be the minimum subtree of T spanned by G. Then

∑
z∈G′ proa′(z) ⩽ wt(TG

F ).

Proof. For z ∈ G the arcs ending in cdc−1(z) form a directed path inside TF ; let Pz be this path.
Notice that these paths are edge-disjoint. Let ρGF denote the root of TG

F . The path Pcdc(ρF ) contains
the arc with target ρF as well as the arc with target ρGF . By the disjointness of the paths Pz for
z ∈ G, we have that every other path stays in F and under ρGF . Consequently, each path Pz for
z ∈ G′ is contained in TG

F . Thus we have that
∑

z∈G′ proa′(z) =
∑

z∈G′ wt(Pz) ⩽ wt(TG
F ).

If |G| = 1, that is, when G = {cdc(ρF )}, we set PF∗
F = TF . When |G| ⩾ 2, then we change TF

to get a forest PF∗
F as follows. We say that an arc (u, v) of TF , where v is a child of u, is bad if

cdc(u) ̸= cdc(v) and cdc(v) ∈ G. Delete every bad edge from TF , and for any rooted tree in the
remaining forest, iteratively remove a root if it has degree one and it is not in I(π, h). The resulting
forest PF∗

F has exactly |G| connected components, and for each component the root is either in
I(π, h) or it has at least two children. Finally, we will connect each vertex of G to a point of a grid
as follows. To define the grid, let q be a positive integer such that (q−1)d−1 < (r/2)2d−2/|G| ⩽ qd−1,
and let g = qd−1 (since r ⩾ 128d such q exists). Thus

(r/2)2d−2

|G|
⩽ g <

r2d−2

|G|
, (3)

where the second inequality follows, since we assumed r ⩾ 128d.

Claim 3.12. |G| < (16dr)d−1 and g >
(

r
64d

)d−1, in particular, g > 2d−1.
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PFF
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grid(g)

X \ I(π, h)

Figure 5: Construction of the forests PFF in four faces in a plane h of level 1 in the quadtree. The green (thin and
thick) edges are a schematic picture of T (note that the actual edges consist only of axis-parallel segments), and the
thick (red and green) edges indicate the forests PFF .

Proof. Recall from Lemma 3.11 that TG
F is the subtree of T spanned by G. By Lemma 3.7(c)

in T with Q = G gives wt(TG
F ) ⩽ 8dL

2i
|G|1−1/(d−1). Lemma 3.11 implies that

∑
z∈G′ proa′(z) ⩽

8dL
2i
|G|1−1/(d−1). By the definition of G, we have that for any z ∈ G′ the proximity proa′(z) > L

2ir
.

Thus we get

(|G| − 1)
L

2ir
<

8dL

2i
|G|1−1/(d−1). (4)

For the second inequality, if |G| = 1 then (3) implies that g ⩾ (r/2)2d−2 >
(

r
64d

)d−1 as r ⩾ 8.
Assuming |G| ⩾ 2, we have 2(|G| − 1) ⩾ |G|, thus after simplifying (4) we get

|G|1/(d−1) < 16dr ⇒ |G| < (16dr)d−1.

Using (3) we get g > (r/2)2d−2

(16dr)d−1 =
(

r
64d

)d−1. Since r ⩾ 128d, this directly implies g > 2d−1. ⌟

Consider now the grid grid(F, g) in F . Let Tgrid(F,g) be the subtree of T induced by all of its
vertices in F plus a new edge from each point x of grid(F, g) to cor(Cx) ∈ V (Tgrid(F,g)) where Cx is
the bottom level cell of side length 2ν containing x. Observe that our setting of the cutoff ν ensures
that each cell of D(a′) contains at most two vertices from grid(F, g)∪ I(π, h). Notice that Tgrid(F,g)

is a supergraph of TF and it is 1-light with respect to D(a), as it is the tree one gets by applying
Lemma 3.7 for the set I(π, h) ∪ grid(F, g) on the subdivision D(a′).

For a vertex x ∈ G let Cx be the smallest cell of D(a′) that contains x and at least one point
y from grid(F, g). We connect x and y along the tree path in Tgrid(F,g). Let PFF be the resulting
forest. See Figure 5 for a schematic illustration of the construction for d = 3.

Lemma 3.13. The length of the path connecting x ∈ G to the point y in grid(F, g) along Tgrid(F,g)

is less than 128dL|G|1/(d−1)

r22i
.

Proof. For a vertex x ∈ G consider the cell Cx that is the smallest cell of D(a′) that contains x and
at least one point y from grid(F, g). Recall that grid(F, g) is a grid with minimum point distance
s := L

(g1/(d−1)−1)2i
. Then the side length of Cx is at most 2s. Claim 3.12 implies that g > 2d−1, thus
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g1/(d−1) − 1 ⩾ g1/(d−1)/2, so s ⩽ 2L
g1/(d−1)2i

. By Lemma 3.7 with Q = (x, y) in the tree Tgrid(F,g), we
have that the distance of x and y in Tgrid(F,g) is at most

8ds · 21−1/d <
32dL

g1/(d−1)2i
⩽

128dL|G|1/(d−1)

r22i
,

by the first inequality in (3).

Patching along PFF . Next, we change the salesman tour π by applying Lemma 2.2 on each
connected component of PFF that has a vertex from I(π, h). This restricts the tour to cross the
hyperplane h only at some vertex of I(π, h)∩F when G = {cdc(ρF )} or in at most |G| points from
grid(F, g). Additionally, if there is a point p ∈ h and the patched tour crosses h more than twice
at p, we apply Lemma 2.2 with X = T = {p} and reduce the number of crossings at p to at most
two without increasing the length of the tour. This finishes the description of the construction of
π′ promised by the theorem. We note that the cost of the patching in F is at most O(wt(PFF ))
by Lemma 2.2. After processing F the resulting tour restricted to F is a D(a′)-aligned geometric
multigraph, as each vertex in the relative interior of F is assigned to the level of F , and we can add
length-0 edges at crossings of the relative boundary of F .

Observe that this patching can introduce new crossings in hyperplanes perpendicular to h. Let
C be a cell with face F . New crossings can only be introduced between two descendants of C that
are incident to F . Recall that the patching of F occurs along some subforest of the D(a′)-aligned
base-line tree, so in particular we have the following.

Claim 3.14. Let C1, C2 be a pair of d-dimensional sibling cells in D(a) that are descendants of C
and there is a new crossing introduced between them by PFF . Then, this crossing is in a shared
corner of C1 and C2.

Proof. Let x be a point of Tgrid(F,g) that gives an intersection between C1 and C2 on the shared
boundary hyperplane h′ of C1 and C2. Observe that the level of h′ is more than i, therefore C1 and
C2 also have level more than i, and they are thus descendants of C. The point x ∈ F ∩h′ is a point
of PFF , thus Lemma 3.7(b) implies that x is a shared corner of the cells C1 ∩ F and C2 ∩ F of the
dissection D(a′). This corner is also a shared corner of C1 and C2. ⌟

To construct the patched tour π′, apply the above patching on π in each hyperplane of the
dissection D(a). We emphasize that the patching is not iterative, it is always applied on the original
tour π.

We note that π′ may in fact have edges within grid hyperplanes due to the patching. We make
infinitesimal perturbations to π′ to ensure that any positive-length edge assigned to a cell is shifted
to the interior of the cell. As a result, the intersections of π′ with any grid hyperplane is a set of
points.

To see that the obtained tour π′ is an r-simplification of π, note that if π′ crosses a facet F outside
a grid8, then |G| = 1 and the crossing of π must have happened at some point of I(π, h)∩F = π∩F .
Otherwise π′ crosses in at most |G| non-corner points from grid(F, g). The inequality chain (3) gives
g < r2d−2/|G|, thus g < r2d−2/|G| ⩽ r2d−2/|π′ ∩F ∗|. Finally, if some point of π′ ∩F ∗ appears more
than 3 times along π, then we can use Lemma 2.2 at this single point to get a new tour of the same
length whose multiplicity at this point is reduced to at most 2. Thus π′ is an r-simplification of π.

8Recall that the corners of F are included in grids of each possible granularity.
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3.4 Analysis of the expected length of π′

Let cost(h) denote the increase of the salesman tour during the iteration corresponding to the
hyperplane h. Our main effort will lie in proving that E [cost(h)] ⩽ O(d2r · |I(π, h)|). This would be
sufficient to prove the theorem since it allows us to conclude that∑

h:grid hyperplane

E [cost(h)] ⩽
∑

h:grid hyperplane

O
(
d2 · |I(π, h)|

r

)
= O(d5/2 · wt(π)/r), (5)

where the second inequality is by Lemma 2.1.
We note here that in case of d = 2 the following analysis can be simplified. First, the patching

forest PFF is a line segment, and the proximity of a point is proa′ is independent of the shift, i.e.,
one could omit the subscript a′. The set X is equal to the set I(π, h) of crossings in h. Finally, the
function cdc(.) is the identity function.

Amortized patching costs. By Remark 3.9, we have that the level i = ia1 of h depends only on
a1 and it is independent of a′. With each x ∈ I(π, h) we associate the following coefficients αi,a′(x)
that represent the amortized expected patching cost due to x if the level of h is i:

αi,a′(x) =



proa′(x) · 2i/L, if proa′(x) ⩽ L/(2ir),

d2L

proa′(x) · 2ir2
, if L/(2ir) < proa′(x) ⩽ L/2i,

0, if L/2i < proa′(x).

In case of d = 2, we note that αi,a′(x) is independent of a′ and could simply be written as αi(x).
Next, we will show that the expected cost of patching from Lemma 2.2 for a fixed cell F whose

hyperplane has level i is at most O( L
2i
·
∑

x∈F∩X αi,a′(x)).

The weight of PFF . Now we use the special properties of T guaranteed by Lemma 3.7 to show
the following.

Lemma 3.15. It holds that:

wt(PFF ) = O

L

2i
·

∑
x∈F∩I(π,h)

αi,a′(x)

 .

Proof. Let ρF be the root of TF . Consider the following subset of F ∩X:

N :=

{
x ∈ F ∩ I(π, h) : proa′(x) ⩽

L

2ir

}
\ {cdc(ρF )}.

Therefore N is a set of (near) vertices with small proximity. As G consists of vertices with large
proximity (i.e., it consists of cdc(ρF ) and all vertices in z ∈ I(π, h) ∩ F that satisfy proa′(z) >
L/(2ir)) we have that I(π, h) ∩ F = N ∪G.

Claim 3.16.

wt(PFF ) ⩽

{
2 ·
∑

y∈N proa′(y) if |G| = 1

2 ·
∑

y∈N proa′(y) + |G|d/(d−1) · 128dL
r22i

otherwise.
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Proof. If d = 2, then each component of PFF consists of a segment connecting the crossings whose
length is

∑
y∈N pro(y), and a segment connecting an endpoint of this segment to the nearest grid

point, which is of length at most L|G|
r22i

. If |G| = 1, then this latter connection to the grid is not made.
When |G| ⩾ 2, then the total cost of these grid connections is therefore |G|2 L

r22i
. This concludes

the proof for d = 2.
For general d, recall that PFF consists of two types of edges, those that connect vertices of

G to points of grid(F, g) and the edges of PF∗
F . To bound wt(PF∗

F ), let Tx be the tree of PF∗
F

containing a given x ∈ G, and let ρx be the root of the subtree Tx. We claim that wt(Tx[ρx, x]) +∑
y∈V (Tx)∩N proa′(y) = wt(Tx), where Tx[ρx, x] is the path in Tx connecting ρx to x. To see this,

notice that all vertices of Tx are covered by
⋃

y∈N∩V (Tx)
cdc−1(y) except those in V (Tx[ρx, x]), as

V (Tx[ρx, x]) ⊆ cdc−1(x). Thus by the definition of proa′(.) we have that arcs whose lengths are
included in the sum

∑
y∈V (Tx)∩I(π,h) proa′(y) include each arc of E(Tx) \ E(Tx[ρx, x]).

Notice that x is the vertex among V (Tx)∩ I(π, h) that is closest to ρx in Tx, and proa′(x) is an
upper bound on this distance.

We claim that wt(Tx) ⩽ 2 ·
∑

y∈N∩V (Tx)
proa′(y). This trivially holds when N ∩V (Tx) = ∅ since

that implies that Tx is a single-vertex tree.
Suppose now that N ∩ V (Tx) ̸= ∅. It is sufficient to show that wt(Tx[ρx, x]) ⩽ maxy proa′(y).

This is immediate when ρx = x because then wt(Tx[ρx, x]) = 0. Otherwise, the definition of
PF∗

F implies that ρx has a child z such that z ̸∈ Tx[ρx, x]. Then proa′(cdc(z)) = wt(Tx[ρx, z]),
and by the definition of cdc(.), we have Tx[ρx, x] ⩽ wt(Tx[ρx, z]). Consequently, wt(Tx[ρx, x]) ⩽
maxy proa′(y) holds, as the right hand side includes the term for cdc(z) ∈ N ∩ V (Tx), and thus
wt(Tx) ⩽ 2 ·

∑
y∈N∩V (Tx)

proa′(y) holds. Summing over each tree Tx of PF∗
F , we get

wt(PF∗
F ) ⩽ 2 ·

∑
y∈N

proa′(y).

To bound the connections of G to the grid points, recall that no connections are made when
|G| = 1. When |G| ⩾ 2, then 3.13 implies that each connection is of length less than 128dL|G|1/(d−1)

r22i
,

so the total length of these connections is less than |G|d/(d−1) · 128dL
r22i

, which concludes the proof of
our claim. ⌟

We consider the case |G| = 1 (so G = {cdc(ρF )}). By Claim 3.16 we have

wt(PFF ) ⩽ 2
∑
x∈N

proa′(x) = 2 · L
2i

∑
x∈N

αi,a′(x),

and the lemma follows. Thus, from now we assume |G| ⩾ 2.
Next, we upper bound the size of G.

Claim 3.17. If |G| ⩾ 2, then

|G|d/(d−1) ⩽ 32
dL

2i

∑
z∈G

1

proa′(z)
.

Proof. Recall that TG
F is the smallest subtree of T that contains G and G′ := G \ {cdc(ρF )}. By

property (c) of Lemma 3.7 of T with set Q := G and cell F , we have that wt(TG
F ) ⩽ 8dL

2i
|G|1−1/(d−1).

Thus by Lemma 3.11 we have that
∑

z∈G′ proa′(z) ⩽ wt(TG
F ) ⩽ 4dL

2i
|G|1−1/(d−1). Next, we apply the
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Cauchy-Schwartz inequality to the vectors
(√

proa′(z)
)
z∈G′ and

(√
1/proa′(z)

)
z∈G′ , which gives

|G′|2 ⩽

(∑
z∈G′

proa′(z)

)
·

(∑
z∈G′

1

proa′(z)

)
⩽

8dL

2i
|G|1−

1
d−1 ·

(∑
z∈G′

1

proa′(z)

)
.

Since |G| ⩾ 2, we have that |G|2 = (|G′|+ 1)2 ⩽ 4|G′|2 and conclude the proof of the claim. ⌟

Now, we can upper bound wt(PFF ) by bounding the weight of each the edge from x to the
parent of x in PFF as follows:

wt(PFF ) ⩽ 2 ·
∑
y∈N

proa′(y) +
∑
z∈G

128dL

2ir2
· |G|1/(d−1) (by Claim 3.16)

= 2 ·
∑
y∈N

proa′(y) +
128dL

2ir2
· |G|

d
d−1

⩽ 2 ·
∑
y∈N

proa′(y) + 212d2
(

L

2ir

)2∑
z∈G

1

proa′(z)
(by Claim 3.17)

=
L

2i
· O

∑
y∈N

2i

L
· proa′(y)

+

(∑
z∈G

d2

r2
L

2i
1

proa′(z)

)
= O

L

2i

∑
x∈I(π,h)∩F

αi,a′(x)

 .

Expected patching cost analysis. Recall that by Lemma 2.3, the hyperplane h gets level i
with probability 2i−1/L, where i = i(a1) is the level of h. Thus we have the following.

E[cost(h)] =
1

Ld

∑
a∈[L]d

costa(h)

=
1

Ld

∑
a1∈[L]

∑
a′∈[L]d−1

∑
F is facet of C in h,
level of C is i=i(a1)

wt(PFF )

=
1

Ld

∑
a1∈[L]

∑
a′∈[L]d−1

∑
F is facet of C in h,
level of C is i=i(a1)

O

L

2i

∑
x∈I(π,h)∩F

αi,a′(x)

 (6)

= O

 1

Ld

∑
a′∈[L]d−1

∑
a1∈[L]

L

2i

∑
F is facet of C in h,
level of C is i=i(a1)

 ∑
x∈I(π,h)∩F

αi,a′(x)




= O

 1

Ld

∑
a′∈[L]d−1

∑
a1∈[L]

L

2i

∑
x∈I(π,h)

αi,a′(x)


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Notice that for any fixed a′, the value of αi,a′ depends only on the level i = i(a1) of h, and there
are 2j values of a1 where i = j. Thus, we can write

E[cost(h)] = O

 1

Ld

∑
a′∈[L]d−1

∑
a1∈[L]

L

2i

∑
x∈I(π,h)

αi,a′(x)


= O

 1

Ld

∑
a′∈[L]d−1

1+logL∑
j=0

2j
L

2j

∑
x∈I(π,h)

αj,a′(x)


= O

 1

Ld−1

∑
a′∈[L]d−1

∑
x∈I(π,h)

1+logL∑
j=0

αj,a′(x)


In the innermost sum, for a fixed a′ and x we have that

1+logL∑
j=0

αj,a′(x) =

θ1∑
j=0

αj,a′(x) +

θ2∑
j=θ1+1

αj,a′(x) ⩽
2

r
+

2d2

r
<

3d2

r
,

where we have set θ1 := log
(

L
proa′ (x)·r

)
and θ2 := log

(
L

proa′ (x)

)
, and used the bound on the sum of

both geometric series. Consequently, E[cost(h)] = O
(d2|I(π,h)|

r

)
. We can now conclude the proof of

Theorem 3.3 with (5).

4 Approximate TSP in Rd

In this section we prove the algorithmic part of Theorem 1.1. The first few steps of the algorithm
are the same as in Arora’s algorithm [1], as outlined in Section 2.

In Step 1, we perturb points and assume that P ⊆ [L]d for some integer L = O(n
√
d/ε) that

is a power of 2. Then in Step 2 we pick a uniform random shift a ∈ {0, . . . , L}d and construct a
compressed quadtree.

In Step 3 we use the following result by Rao and Smith [52] (the result can also be obtained by
applying the procedure PATCH from [49] to the graph obtained from [49, Lemma 19.3.2]).

Lemma 4.1 ([52], see also [49]). Let P ⊂ Rd be a set of n points and let a be a random shift. There
is a poly(1/ε)n log(n) time algorithm that, given P and a, computes a set of line segments S such
that

1. Ea[wt(π
S)−wt(π)] = O(ε ·wt(π)), where π is a shortest tour of P and πS is a shortest tour

of P among the tours that use only edges from S.

2. S is 1/εO(d)-light with respect to D(a).

Moreover, in poly(1/ε)n log n time we can store for each facet F of every cell C of CQT(P,a) all
the crossings of S and F .

Let π be the optimum TSP tour on the perturbed point set P . Lemma 4.1 gives us the set S
with the property that (i) there exist πS that uses only edges from S, and (ii) in expectation the
extra weight of πS is only O(ε ·wt(π)), and (iii) πS crosses every cell of the quadtree at most 1/εO(d)

times. This summarizes all the steps from previous work that we will use in the algorithm.
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We apply Theorem 3.3 to πS , which guarantees the existence of an r-simple tour that is a good
approximation in expectation and has the property that quadtree facets that are crossed only once
outside the corners will be crossed at the same place as in πS . In Step 4, which we describe in full
detail in the next section, we find the optimal r-simplification of πS with this property. Similar
to Arora’s algorithm and the description in Section 2, we use a dynamic programming algorithm
for this. However, there are two crucial changes. First, we cannot bound the number of matchings
in d > 2 the same way as we did for d = 2 since we used the non-crossing property for this. For
this reason, we combine the dynamic programming with the rank-based approach [10]. In order to
achieve a more efficient O(n log n) running time dependence on n, we use a portal set consisting of
all crossings with the cell boundary and the set of line segments S from Lemma 4.1 when the tour
has only one crossing point in a given facet.

4.1 Dynamic Programming

We use a dynamic programming algorithm to find an O(1/ε)-simple salesman tour with respect to
the shifted quadtree (in a similar fashion to Arora [1]). With high probability, this salesman tour
has weight (1 + ε) · wt(OPT). The running time of this step is 2O(1/εd−1)n.

For a given quadtree cell C let ∂C denote its boundary. Our Structure Theorem, (Theorem 3.3)
guarantees the existence of some set of active portals B ⊆ ∂C that will be traversed by the tour.
Technically, each portal may be used at most twice: for the sake of convenient set notation, we will
think of each portal as having two copies that are infinitesimally close, and selecting a subset of
these modified portals. In our subproblem we will fix such a set B and we are also given a perfect
matching M on B. We say that a collection P := {π1, . . . , π|B|/2} of paths realizes M on B if for
each (p, q) ∈M there is a path πi ∈ P with p and q as endpoints.

For each facet F there is a unique maximum facet ex(F ) that is the boundary of a cell in the
compressed quadtree that contains F . Note that when considering the cell C and one of its facets F ,
we will place the portals according to the grids of ex(F ), or potentially at some point in F ∩S. We
say that B is fine with respect to S if for all facets F of C we have that either (i) B ∩ F ∗ = {p}
and p ∈ S ∩ F , or (ii) B contains each point of F ⊂ grid(ex(F ), r2d−2/mF ) at most twice, where
|B ∩ F ∗| ⩽ 2mF ⩽ 2rd−1. Note that the first option is needed because in Definition 3.1 we often
need a perfect precision on faces that are crossed at exactly one point apart from their corners.

The subproblems are defined as follows (cf., r-multipath problem in Arora [1]).

r-Multipath Problem
Input: A nonempty cell C in the shifted quadtree, a portal set B ⊆ ∂C that is fine with S,
and a perfect matching M on B.
Task: Find an r-simple path collection PB,M of minimum total length that satisfies the fol-
lowing properties.

• The paths in PB,M visit all input points inside C.

• PB,M crosses ∂C only through portals from B.

• PB,M realizes the matching M on B.

Arora [1] defined the multipath problem in a similar way. The main difference is that he
considers all B ⊆

⋃
F grid(ex(F ), (r log n)d−1), while our structural Lemma enables us to select B

from
⋃

F grid(ex(F ), r2d−2/mF ) of size at most 2
∑

F mF apart from the special case with 1 crossing
on F ∗. (In this comparison and the subsequent sketch we ignore the corner crossings.) Arora [1]
showed how to use dynamic programming to solve the r-Multipath problem in time O(n ·mO(r))
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(for d = 2) which is already too expensive in our case for m, r = O(1/ε). Here and below, the union
is taken over all facets F of the given cell C.

Before we explain our approach in detail, let us first discuss the natural dynamic programming
algorithm for the d = 2 case and why it is not fast enough for d > 2. The dynamic programming
builds a lookup table that contains the costs of all instances of the multipath problem that arise
in the quadtree, which is exactly the same as in Arora [1]. When the table is built, it is enough to
output the entry that corresponds to the root of the quadtree. The number of non-empty cells in
the compressed quadtree is O(n). For each facet F of the cell C, we guess an integer mF ⩽ 1/εd−1

that is the number of times the O(1/εd−1)-simple salesman tour crosses ex(F ∗). Then, we select a
set B of size at most 2m by choosing from

⋃
F grid(ex(F ), r2d−2/mF ), where

∑
F mF = m. There

are at most ∏
F facet of C

rd−1∑
mF=2

(
3mF ·

(
r2d−2/mF

mF

))
⩽ 2O(rd−1)

possible choices for the set of active portals B by Claim 3.4, since the number of facets F of C
is only 2d. Unfortunately, the number of perfect matchings on the m points is 2O(m logm). Since
m = O(rd−1) = O(1/εd−1), this would lead to a running time of 2O(1/εd−1 log(1/ε)), which has an
extra log(1/ε) factor in the exponent compared to our goal. If d = 2 we could use the fact that an
optimal TSP tour is crossing-free, which allows one to look for “crossing-free matchings” (and their
number is at most 2O(m)). To reduce the number of possible matchings in d > 2, we will use the
rank-based approach.

Rank-based approach Now we describe how the rank-based approach [10, 16] can be applied in
this setting. We will heavily build upon the methodology and terminology from [10], and describe
the basics here for the unfamiliar reader. We follow the notation from [20].

Let C be the cell of the quadtree and let B ⊆ ∂C be the set of portals on its boundary with
|B| = m (note that m is even). We define the weight of a perfect matching M of B to be the total
length of the solution to the multipath problem on (C,B,M), and denote it by wt(M). A weighted
matching on B is then a pair (M,wt(M)) for some perfect matching M . LetM(B) denote the set
of all weighted matchings on B.

We say that two perfect matchings M1,M2 fit if their union is a Hamiltonian Cycle on B. For
some set R[B] ⊆M(B) of weighted matchings and a fixed perfect matching M we define

opt(M,R[B]) := min
{
weight(M ′) : (M ′,weight(M ′)) ∈ R[B] and M ′ fits M

}
Finally, we say that the set R[B] ⊆ M(B) is representative if for any matching M , we have
opt(M,R[B]) = opt(M,M(B)). The following results is the crucial theorem behind the rank-based
approach.

Lemma 4.2 (Theorem 3.7 in [10]). There exists a set R⋆[B] of 2|B|/2−1 weighted matchings that is
representative of M(B). There is an algorithm Reduce that given some representative set R[B] of
M(B) computes a set R⋆ in |R⋆[B]| · 2O(|B|) time.

In the following, R :=
⋃

B{R[B]} for B ⊆ ∂C that are fine with S. For convenience, we say
that the family R is representative if every R[B] ∈ R is representative.

Now, we are ready to describe the solution to the r-Multipath problem (see Algorithm 2 for
global pseudocode). The algorithm is given a quadtree cell C and a set of line segments S. The
task is to output the union of sets R⋆[B] for every B ⊆ ∂C, where B has size m and it is fine with
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S, and R⋆[B] is representative of M(B). We start the description of the algorithm with a case
distinction based on the type of the given cell in the quadtree.

In the base case, we consider a cell that has one or zero points. Next, we consider another special
case, i.e., the compressed case, when the given cell has only one child in the compressed quadtree.
After that, we show how to combine 2d children in the non-compressed non-leaf case paragraph.

Base case We start with the base case, where the cell C is a leaf of the quadtree and contains
at most one input point. Consider all possible sets B that are fine with S. This gives an instance of
at most |B|+1 points and we can use an exact algorithm to get a set R⋆[B] in time 2O(|B|). We can
achieve that with a standard dynamic programming procedure: Let us fix B and let p be the only
input point inside C (if it exists). For every X ⊆ B we will compute a table BC[X] that represents
M(X) for every X ⊆ B. Initially BC[∅] = {(∅, 0)} and if p exists, then for every a, b ∈ B let
BC[a, b] := {{(a, b)}, dist(a, p) + dist(p, b)}, which means that p is connected to the portals a, b ∈ B.
Next, we compute BC[X] for every X ⊆ B with the following dynamic programming formula.

BC[X] := reduce

 ⋃
u,v∈X
u̸=v

{(
M ∪ {(u, v)},wt(M) + dist(u, v)

) ∣∣∣ (M,wt(M)) ∈ BC[X \ {u, v}]
}

For a fixed B this algorithm runs in O(|R⋆[B]| ·2O(|B|)) time and correctly computes BC[B] = R⋆[B]
(cf., [10, Theorem 3.8] for details of an analogous dynamic programming subroutine).

Compressed case In this case, we are given a large cell Cout and its only child Cin. From the
dynamic programming algorithm, we know the solution to Cin for all relevant Bin ⊆ ∂Cin, and the
task is to connect these portals to the portals Bout ⊆ Cout. We do dynamic programming similar to
the one seen in the base case. We say that a pair Bin, Bout where Bout ⊂ ∂Cout and Bin ⊂ ∂Cin are
fine with S if they are individually fine with S, and if ∂Cout∩∂Cin ̸= ∅, then Bout ⊃ Bin∩∂Cout. For
each fixed pair Bout, Bin that are fine with S, we compute a table DBC[X] (mnemonic for dummy base
case) that represents M(X) (where the paths need not cover any input points) for every multiset
X ⊆ Bout ⊎Bin. Note that the cell Cout can be regarded as the disjoint union of Cin and a dummy
leaf cell that has region Cout \ Cin. Initially, we set DBC[∅] = {(∅, 0)}. We can then compute the
values for the dummy base cases DBC with the same formula as for the base case.

DBC[X] := reduce

 ⋃
u,v∈X
u̸=v

{(
M ∪ {(u, v)},wt(M) + dist(u, v)

) ∣∣∣ (M,wt(M)) ∈ DBC[X \ {u, v}]
}

Let R⋆ be the table of these sets for all Bout, Bin that are fine with S, i.e., R⋆[X] = DBC(X) for
all X ⊆ Bout ∪Bin. In order to get representative sets R[Bout] of M(Bout) for every Bout ⊂ ∂Cout

that is fine with S, we can combine the representative set R⋆
in of Cin and R⋆ (see Algorithm 1).

Observe that for a fixed Bout and Bin this algorithm runs inO(|R⋆[Bout]|·|R⋆[Bin]|·2O(|Bout|+|Bin|))
time and correctly computes the distances and matchings for every that are Bout ⊆ ∂Cout, Bin ⊆
∂Cin that are fine with S.

Non-compressed non-leaf case For non-compressed non-leaf cells C we combine the solu-
tions of cells of one level lower. Let C1, . . . , C2d be the children of C in the compressed quadtree.
Also, let Ri be the solution to the r-Multipath problem in cell Ci that we get recursively. Next we
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Algorithm: CompressedCase(Cin, Cout,R⋆
in). Cout is a compressed cell and Cin its child

1 Let R⋆
dummy[X]← DST(X) for every relevant X ⊆ Bin ∪Bout

2 foreach Min ∈ R⋆
in,Mdummy ∈ R⋆

dummy do
3 if Min, Mdummy are compatible then
4 Let Mout ← Join(Min,Mdummy)
5 Let Bout ← ground set of Mout // Note that Bout ⊂ ∂Cout

6 if Bout is fine with respect to S then
7 Insert

(
Mout, wt(Min) + wt(Mdummy)

)
into R[Bout]

8 foreach Bout ⊂ ∂Cout that is fine with S do
9 R[Bout]← reduce(R[Bout])

10 return R
Algorithm 1: Pseudocode for compressed cells

iterate over every M1 ∈ R1, . . . ,M2d ∈ R2d and check if matchings M1, . . . ,M2d are compatible. By
this, we mean that (i) for every neighboring cell Si, Sj the endpoints of matchings on their shared
facet are the same and (ii) combining M1, . . . ,M2d results in a set of paths with endpoints in ∂C.

Algorithm: MultipathProblem(C, S, r)
Output : Family R, which is the union of sets R[B] of weighted matchings that

representM(B) for each B that is fine with S
1 if |C ∩ P | ⩽ 1 then R ← base case with one or no points
2 else if C is compressed then
3 Let C+ be the only child of C and R+ solution on C+

4 R ← CompressedCase(C,C+,R+)

5 else
6 Let C1, . . . , C2d be the children of C
7 Let Ri ← MultipathProblem(Ci, S, r)
8 foreach M1 ∈ R1, . . . ,M2d ∈ R2d do
9 if M1,M2. . . and M2d are compatible then

10 Let M ← Join(M1, . . . ,M2d), let B ← ground set of M
11 if B is fine with respect to S then
12 Insert

(
M, wt(M1) + . . .+wt(M2d)

)
into R

13 foreach B ⊂ ∂C that is fine with S do
14 R[B]← reduce(R[B])

15 return R
Algorithm 2: Pseudocode of the dynamic programming for the Multipath problem

Next, if the matchings M1, . . . ,M2d are compatible, we join them (join can be thought of as
2d − 1 joins of matchings defined in [10]). This operation will give us the matching obtained from
M1∪ . . .∪M2d by contracting degree-two edges if no cycle is created, and gives us matchings on the
boundary (i.e., set B) and information about the connection between these points (i.e., a matching
M on the set B).

If B is fine with S, then we insert M into R[B] with weight being the sum of the weights of
matchings M1, . . . ,M2d . At the end, we will use the operation reduce to decrease the sizes of all
R[B] and still get a representative set of size 2O(|B|). The corresponding pseudo-code is given in
Lines 5 to 13 of Algorithm 2.
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Overall Algorithm

Lemma 4.3. For a cell C and a fixed B that is fine with respect to S, the set R[B] computed in
Algorithm 2 is representative of M(B).

Proof. The proof is by induction on |C∩P |. For |C∩P | ⩽ 1 the lemma follows from the correctness of
the base case. Next we assume that |C ∩P | > 1 and has some children C1, . . . , C2d in the quadtree.
Let us fix some B ⊆ ∂C of size m that is fine with respect to S, a matching M on B and an
optimal solution, i.e., collection of r-simple paths OPT(S,B,M, r) = {π1, . . . , π|B|/2} with distinct
endpoints in B that realize matching M . Because OPT(S,B,M, r) is r-simple, there exists B1 ⊆
∂C1, . . . , B2d ⊆ ∂C2d that are fine with respect to S and matchings M1, . . . ,M2d on B1, . . . , B2d

such that OPT(S,B,M, r) crosses boundaries between C1, . . . , C2d exactly in B1, . . . , B2d and the
matchings M1, . . . ,M2d are compatible and their join is M . Hence in Line 10, Algorithm 2 finds
B and the matching M . Next we will insert it with the weight wt(OPT(S,B,M, r)) to the set
R[B]. Since the join operation preserves representation (see [10, Lemma 3.6]), the set R[B] is
a representative set. Finally, by Lemma 4.2 we assert that the reduce algorithm also outputs a
representative set. An analogous argument shows that the sets R[B] computed for compressed cells
are also representative.

Lemma 4.4. Algorithm 2 runs in time O(n · |R|2O(d) · 2O(|B|)), where n is the number of points
in C.

Proof. In the algorithm, we use a compressed quadtree, therefore the number of cells to consider
is O(n). Algorithm 2 in the base case runs in time

∑
B |R|2O(|B|) = |R|O(1)2O(|B|). The for loop

in Line 8 of Algorithm 2 has |R1| · · · |R2d | = O(|R|)2
d many iterations, and the analogous for loop

in the compressed case has |Rin| · |R⋆
empty| · 2O(|B|) = 2O(|B|)|R|O(1) iterations. Checking whether

matchings M1, . . . ,M2d are compatible and joining them takes poly(r, 2d) time. Moreover, checking
whether B is fine with respect to the set S can be checked in rO(d) time because Lemma 4.1
guarantees us that access to these points can be achieved through the lists. The for loop in Line 13
of Algorithm 2 has at most |R| many iterations. In each iteration, we invoke the reduce procedure
that takes |R| ·2O(|B|) time according to Lemma 4.2. Note that the running times in the compressed
case can be bounded the same way. This yields the claimed running time.

Lemma 4.5. |R| · 2O(|B|) ⩽ 2O(rd−1)

Proof. First, recall that |B| < 4drd−1+2d = O(rd−1) as Definition 3.1 implied that |B∩F ∗| ⩽ 2rd−1

for each of the 2d faces. Next, we bound the number of possible sets B. We select sets B ∩ F ∗

of size at most mF , where the points can be chosen from grid(ex(F ), r2d−2/mF ) ∩ F ∗, each with
multiplicity 0, 1 or 2, so |B ∩ F ∗| ⩽ 2mF ⩽ 2rd−1 or (when some facet F ∗ is crossed exactly once)
it can also be chosen from S ∩ F with multiplicity at most 2. Including the choice of some subset
of the 2d corners of C, each of multiplicity at most 2, there are at most

32
d · 32d

(
|S ∩ ∂C|

2d

)
·
∏
F

 rd−1∑
mF=1

3mF

(
r2d−2/mF

mF

)
possible choices for B. Recall that there are at most 2d possible facets F . Moreover, Lemma 4.1
guarantees that S crosses each face at most 1/εO(d) times, hence |S ∩ F | ⩽ 1/εO(d) = rO(d) and(|S∩∂C|

2d

)
⩽ rO(d2). By Claim 3.4,

(
r2d−2/mF

mF

)
is bounded by 2O(rd−1), and 3mF = 2O(rd−1). Therefore,
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the number of possible choices for B is at most

32
d · rO(d2) ·

∏
F

 rd−1∑
mF=1

2O(rd−1)

 = 2O(rd−1).

Next we bound R[B] for a fixed B. Note that in Algorithm 2, we always use the subroutine reduce
to reduce the size of R[B]. Lemma 4.2 guarantees that this procedure outputs a set R⋆[B] of size
at most 2|B|−1. Multiplying all of these factors together gives us the desired property.

Combining all of the above observations gives us the following Corollary.

Corollary 4.6. Suppose we are given a compressed quadtree Q, a point set P with n points, and
a set S of segments that cross each facet of Q at most rO(d) times. Let πS ⊆ S be the shortest
salesman tour of P within S. Then, we can find the shortest r-simple salesman tour π′ that visits
all points in P and, if πS crosses any facet of Q exactly once, then π′ crosses it at the same point,
in n · 2O(rd−1) time.

We can now proceed with the proof of the algorithm’s existence from Theorem 1.1.

Proof of the algorithmic part of Theorem 1.1. For the running time observe that Step 1, 2, 3 and 5
take poly(1/ε) · n log n time. In Step 4 we set r to O(d5/2/ε) and by Corollary 4.6 we get an extra
n · 2O(d5/2/ε)d−1 factor. Overall, this gives the claimed running time.

For the approximation ratio, assume that π is the optimal solution. Note that Step 1 perturbs
the solution by at most O(ε·wt(π)). In Step 3, by the Lemma 4.1 we are guaranteed that there exists
a tour πS of weight O(ε ·wt(π)) larger than π (in expectation). Next in Step 4, Corollary 4.6 applied
to the set S, guarantees that that we find a salesman tour π′ that satisfies the condition of Structural
Theorem 3.3 for πS . It means that Ea[wt(π

′)−wt(πS)] = O(ε·wt(π)) and wt(π′) = (1+O(ε))wt(π).
Applying Step 5 on π′ can only decrease the total weight of π′. This concludes the proof of the
algorithmic part of Theorem 1.1.

It is easy to see that the algorithm can be derandomized by trying all possibilities for a.

Remark 4.7. One can swap out the patched spanner of Rao and Smith in Step 3 with Arora’s
structure theorem in order to avoid using spanners, which can be beneficial for certain prob-
lems. As a result, when the patched tour has a single crossing in a facet, its location would
have to be guessed from Arora’s portals, which are grid

(
ex(F ),O

(
log(1/ε)

ε1/(d−1) logn

))
. This results in

poly(1/ε) · (log n)d−1 potential locations for the crossing in the facet rather than just poly(1/ε)

as with spanners. For a given cell C, there would be
∏

F

((
r2d−2/mF

mF

)
+ (poly(1/ε) log n)d−1

)
=

2O(1/εd−1)(log n)(d−1)·2d options. This results in a spanner-free algorithm with a slightly slower
running time of 2O(1/εd−1)

n(log n)2d
2−2d = 2O(1/εd−1)

n poly(log n).

5 Algorithm for Euclidean and Rectilinear Steiner Tree

In this subsection, we consider extensions to two variants of Steiner Tree: Euclidean Steiner
Tree and Rectilinear Steiner Tree. As most techniques work the same way for these prob-
lems, we only sketch the differences compared to our algorithm for Euclidean TSP.

The notion of spanners for the Steiner tree problems is more complicated (one requires so-called
banyans). We summarize this notion at the end of this section. Similarly to how we used spanners
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for the algorithm for TSP, here we use banyan to determine a set S̃ of points. This set will consist
of (1/ε)O(d) portals for each facet that we use in the case of single crossing. Consequently, we say
that a portal set B ⊂ ∂C is valid with respect to S̃ if for each facet F of C, we have that either (i)
B ∩ F = {p} and p ∈ S̃ ∩ F , or (ii) B ⊂ grid(ex(F ), r2d−2/mF ) where |B ∩ F | ⩽ mF ⩽ rd−1.

Additionally, we need to track connectivity requirements with partitions instead of matchings.
A partition M of B is realized by a forest if for any b, b′ ∈ B, we have that b and b′ are in the same
tree of the forest if and only if they are in the same partition class of M . The problem we need to
solve in cells is the following.

r-Simple Steiner Forest Problem
Input: A nonempty cell C in the shifted quadtree, a portal set B ⊆ ∂C that is valid with S̃,
and a partition M on B
Task: Find an r-simple forest PB,M of minimum total length that satisfies the following
properties.

• The forest PB,M spans all input points inside C.

• PB,M crosses ∂C only through portals from B.

• PB,M realizes the partition M on B.

The rank-based approach [10, 16] was originally conceived with partitions in mind, and therefore
we can still use representative sets and the reduce algorithm as before (although the upper bound
on R⋆[B] of 2|B|/2−1 from Lemma 4.2 needs to be increased to 2|B|−1). The main difference between
TSP and Steiner Tree is the handling of leaf and dummy leaf cells (i.e., the base case and the
dynamic programming in the compressed case).

Leaves and dummy leaves for Rectilinear Steiner Tree. Consider now a point set
Q ⊂ Rd. The Hanan-grid of Q is the set of points that can be defined as the intersection of d
distinct axis-parallel hyperplanes incident to d (not necessarily distinct) points of Q. By Hanan’s
and Snyder’s results [33, 54], the optimum rectilinear Steiner tree for a given point set Q lies in
the Hanan-grid of Q. In particular, in a leaf cell, our task is to find a representative set for a fixed
set of k = O(1/ε)d−1 terminals (which includes the input point in case of a non-empty leaf cell).
Note that for each fixed B, this task can be done in the graph G defined by the Hanan-grid of
B ∪ (C ∩ P ), where the edge weights correspond to the ℓ1 distance. The graph G has poly(1/ε)
vertices and edges. Let H be the set of vertices in the Hanan-grid of B, i.e., the set of possible
Steiner points for the terminal set B, where B is the set of portals on the boundary of the cell.

To solve the base case efficiently, we will use a dynamic programming subroutine inspired by the
classical Dreyfus-Wagner algorithm [24]. Let ST[D, v] be the minimum possible weight of a Steiner
Tree for D∪{v}, for all D ⊆ B and v ∈ H. In the base case ST[{b}, v] = ∥b− v∥1. We can compute
it efficiently with the following dynamic programming formula:

ST[D, v] := min
u∈H

∅≠D′⊂D

{
ST[D′, u] + ST[D \D′, u] + ∥u− v∥1

}
.

This algorithm correctly computes a minimum weight Steiner Tree that connects D ⊆ B and the
running time of this algorithm is 2O(|B|) · poly(1/ε) (see [24]). Finally, let ST[X] := minv ST[X, v].

Next, we take care of all partitions of B. This involves a similar dynamic programming as in the
base case of TSP. Let SF(X) be the set R⋆[X] that represents every partition of X ⊆ B. Namely,
for every Steiner forest F with connected components B1, . . . , Bk, such that B1 ⊎ . . . ⊎ Bk = X
there exists M ∈ R⋆[X], such that the union of F and a forest FM whose connected components
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correspond to M gives a tree that spans X. At the beginning, we set SF[∅] = {∅, 0}. Next, we use
the following dynamic programming to compute SF[X] for all X ⊂ B:

SF[X] := reduce

 ⋃
Y⊆X

{
(M ∪ {Y },wt(M) + ST[Y ])

∣∣∣ (M,wt(M)) ∈ SF[X \ {Y }]
}

The number of table entries SF[X] is 2|B|. To compute each entry we need 2O(|B|)|R⋆| time. Because
reduce guarantees that |R⋆| ⩽ 2O(|B|) we can bound the running time of the dynamic programming
algorithm by 2O(|B|). We know that |B| ⩽ O(1/εd−1) and the running time bound for the base
case follows. The correctness follows from the correctness of the procedure reduce for partitions
(see [10]) and the fact that ST[Y ] is an optimal Steiner tree on the terminal set Y ⊆ B.

Leaves and dummy leaves for Euclidean Steiner Tree. In the case of Euclidean
Steiner Tree, we can pursue a similar line of reasoning. First, notice that in leaf and dummy
leaf cells, it is sufficient to compute a (1 + O(ε))-approximate forest for τ ′ ∩ C, as these forests
are a subdivision of τ ′. By the grid perturbation argument within C, it is sufficient to consider
forests where the Steiner points lie in a regular d-dimensional grid of side length O(1/ε). Let VC

be the set of O(1/ε)d grid points obtained this way, and let G be the complete graph on VC where
the edge weights are defined by the ℓ2 norm. Then the minimum Steiner forest of B for a given
partition M is equal to the corresponding forest within G. In particular, it is sufficient to compute
the representative set of all partitions of B in G. To achieve that, we use exactly the same dynamic
programming as in the base case for rectilinear Steiner Tree. We only need to change the distance
in the procedure ST to be ℓ2 distance. Note that ST works in 2O(|B|) · poly(|VC |) and the running
time of the dynamic programming for SF is bounded by 2O(|B|) · poly(|VC |).

Single crossings and banyans Similarly to Step 3 in our algorithm for Euclidean TSP, we
use the structure theorem based on the results of Rao and Smith [52] and Czumaj et al. [18]. We
include the details of the proofs in Appendix A for completeness. Note that this is taken almost
verbatim from [18]. We modify their approach to make it work in the required time for both the
rectilinear and the Euclidean case. Let ST(P ;E) be the minimum length Steiner tree with terminal
set P which is allowed to use only segments from E as edges.

Lemma 5.1. There is a poly(1/ε)n log(n) time algorithm that, given point set P and the random
offset a of the dissection, computes a set of segments S̃ such that:

1. Ea[wt(ST(P ; S̃))− wt(ST(P ;Rd × Rd))] = O
(
ε · wt(ST(P ;Rd × Rd))

)
.

2. for every facet F of D(a) it holds that |F ∩ S̃| = 1/εO(d).

Lemma 5.1 is analogous to Lemma 4.1. It gives us the set S̃ of segments such that (i) there
exists a Steiner Tree that uses only edges from S̃, (ii) in expectation the excess weight of the tree
is only O(εwt(OPT)), and (iii) the segments of S̃ cross every cell of the quadtree at most (1/ε)O(d)

times. Lemma 5.1 works for both Rectilinear and Euclidean Steiner Tree (see Appendix A).
We use Lemma 5.1 analogously to Lemma 4.1. Namely, when our dynamic programming pro-

cedure guesses that an optimum solution of the r-simple Steiner Forest Problem crosses a cell facet
F exactly once, then we guess the crossing exactly from S̃ ∩ F . Lemma 5.1 guarantees that the
number of candidates is (1/ε)O(d), which is less than 2O(1/ε)d−1 .

Putting the above ideas together proves the algorithmic part of Theorem 1.2.
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6 Lower bounds

Our starting point is the gap version of the Exponential Time Hypothesis [23, 46], which is normally
abbreviated as Gap-ETH. The hypothesis is about the Max 3SAT problem, where one is given a
3-CNF formula with n variables and m clauses, and the goal is to satisfy the maximum number of
clauses.

Gap Exponential Time Hypothesis (Gap-ETH) (Dinur [23], Manurangsi and Raghaven-
dra [46]). There exist constants δ, γ > 0 such that there is no 2γm algorithm which, given a 3-CNF
formula ϕ on m clauses, can distinguish between the cases where (i) ϕ is satisfiable or (ii) all variable
assignments violate at least δm clauses.

Let Max-(3,3)SAT be the problem where we want to maximize the number of satisfied clauses
in a formula ϕ where each variable occurs at most 3 times and each clause has size at most 3.
(Let us call such formulas (3,3)-CNF formulas.) Note that the number of variables and clauses in
a (3,3)-CNF formula are within constant factors of each other. Papadimitriou [50, pages 315–318]
gives an L-reduction from Max-3SAT to Max-(3,3)SAT, which immediately yields the following:

Corollary 6.1. There exist constants δ, γ > 0 such that there is no 2γn algorithm that, given a
(3,3)-CNF formula ϕ on n variables and m clauses, can distinguish between the cases where (i) ϕ
is satisfiable or (ii) all variable assignments violate at least δm clauses, unless Gap-ETH fails.

6.1 Lower bound for approximating Euclidean TSP

In this subsection we prove the following Theorem, which will conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 6.2. For any d there is a γ > 0 such that there is no 2γ/ε
d−1

poly(n) time (1 + ε)-
approximation algorithm for Euclidean TSP in Rd, unless Gap-ETH fails.

We show that the reduction given in [21] from (3,3)-SAT to Euclidean TSP (see also the
equivalent reduction for Hamiltonian Cycle in [36]) can also be regarded as a reduction from
Max-(3,3)SAT, and it gives us the desired bound. We start with the short summary of the
construction from [21].

The construction of [21] heavily builds on the construction of [35] for Hamiltonian Cycle in
grid graphs and [51] for Hamiltonian Cycle in planar graphs. A basic familiarity with the lower
bound framework [21] as well as the reductions in [51] and [35] is recommended for this section.

Overall, the construction of [21] takes a (3, 3)-CNF formula ϕ as input, and in polynomial time
creates a set of points P ⊂ Rd where each point has integer coordinates, and P has a tour of length
|P | if and only if ϕ is satisfiable. The set P can be decomposed into gadgets, which are certain
smaller subsets of P .

We will use a notation proposed by [47] to describe properties of gadgets. We say that a set of
walks is a traversal if each point of a given gadget is visited by at least one of the walks. Note that
for a given gadget a TSP tour induces a traversal simply by taking edges adjacent to the points of
a gadget.

Each gadget G has a set of visible points S ∪ T ⊆ G. A state q of gadget G with visible points
S∪T ⊆ G is a collection of pairs (sqi , t

q
i ) for i ∈ [k] where sqi ∈ S and tqi ∈ T . We say that a traversal

W = {W1, . . . ,Wk} represents state q if walk Wi starts in sqi and ends in tqi for each i ∈ [k]. The
set of allowed states form the state space Q of the gadget. Finally, for a given TSP tour π and a
gadget G we say that a traversal induced on G by an (bidirected) tour π has the following weight.
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wt(T,G) :=
∑
p∈G,

(p,x)∈π

∥p− x∥2
2

− |G|,

where (p, x) are ordered pairs, i.e., edges induced by G are counted twice. Hence if a traversal visits
all vertices exactly once and all edges are of length 1, then the weight of the traversal is 0. Note
that the input/output edges contribute 1/2 to the weight of the traversal.

Recall that in the construction developed in [21], the points are placed on a grid of integral
coordinates. The tour that traverses a gadget in a “bad” way (i.e., in a way that does not correspond
to a state of the gadget) has to either visit a point more than once or it must use some diagonal
edge of length at least

√
2. Hence a weight of a traversal that does not represent any state of the

gadget needs to have weight at least
√
2−1
2 .

Observation 6.3. Every gadget G with state space Q developed in [21] has two properties:

(i) for every state q ∈ Q there exists a traversal Wq of weight 0 that represents q, and

(ii) any traversal W that does not represent any q ∈ Q is of weight at least
√
2−1
2 .

Now, we are ready to describe more concretely the gadgets in [21]. There are size-3 and size-2
clause gadgets with state spaces Q3 = Z3

2 \ (0, 0, 0) and Q2 = Z2
2 \ (0, 0) respectively. Both types

of clause gadgets consist of a constant number of points with integer coordinates in {0, . . . , c0}d
(translated appropriately). Clause gadgets are used to encode clauses of the Max-(3,3)SAT in-
stance. Similarly, [21] developed a Variable Gadget for state space Q = Z2, that is used to encode
the values of variables in the Max-(3,3)SAT instance.

A wire is a constant width grid path with state space Z2. It is used to transfer information from
a Variable gadget to a Clause Gadget (note that a wire does have a constant number of points).
In the 2-dimensional case [21] define a crossover gadget that has state space Z2 × Z2 that is able
to transfer information both horizontally and vertically. It is added in the junction of two crossing
wires in order to enable transfer of two independent bits of information. We and [21] do not need
crossing gadgets in higher dimensions.

In the reduction of [21] Clause Gadgets are connected with Variable Gadgets by wires. When a
gadget and a wire are connected, then they always share a constant number of points. Clauses are
connected to Variables in the natural way: Namely, let TOPT be the optimal TSP path. Any clause
gadget ϕ = x∗1 ∨ x∗2 ∨ x∗3 where x∗i ∈ {xi,¬xi} (i = 1, 2, 3) is connected by a wire to the variable
gadgets x1, x2, x3. Moreover if a subpath of the optimal tour TOPT goes through a clause gadget
ϕ and represents a state (y1, y2, y3), then the traversal of P inside the wire connecting ϕ with xi
represents state yi, and the traversal of TOPT inside the gadget of xi represents state yi if xi has a
positive literal in this clause and ¬yi if it has a negative literal there.

The final detail that [21] needs is to place all the gadgets along a cycle. They add a “snake” (a
width 2-grid path based on [35]) through variable and clause gadgets (see [36, Figure 8.10] for a
schematic picture of construction in 3-dimensions). A snake is used to represent a long graph edge.
It has two states, corresponding to the long edge being in the Hamiltonian Cycle or not. Note that
every point in the construction is part of one gadget or gadget and a wire or a gadget and a snake,
and distinct gadgets have distance more than 1.

We are now ready to prove the lower bound for Euclidean TSP.

Proof of Theorem 6.2. We use a reduction from Max-(3,3)SAT. For an input point set P let OPT
denote the minimum tour length. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that for every γ > 0 there is
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an algorithm that for any point set P and ε > 0 returns a traveling salesman tour of length at most
(1+ ε)OPT in 2γ/ε

d−1
poly(n) time. Fix some integer d ⩾ 2, and let ϕ be a (3,3)-CNF formula, and

apply the construction of [21] to obtain a point set P ⊂ Rd satisfying Observation 6.3. Note that
P has a TSP tour of length |P | if and only if ϕ is satisfiable. Let c be such that |P | = cnd/(d−1).

Suppose now that P has a TSP tour Tapx of length (1 + ε)|P |. We mark a gadget G to be
destroyed if the traversal of Tapx does not represent any state of the gadget. By the properties
of the gadget, such a traversal has weight at least

√
2−1
2 . Therefore, there can be at most 4ε|P |√

2−1

destroyed gadgets (note that 1 edge of Tapx can be a part of at most 2 traversals).
For a fixed variable x let Vx be the variable gadget that encodes it. We will mark a variable x

“bad” if one of the following conditions holds:

• the gadget Vx is destroyed, or

• any of the wires or snakes connecting to Vx is destroyed, or

• a crossover gadget on one of the wires of Vx is destroyed, or

• any clause that is connected to Vx is destroyed.

Consequently, one destroyed gadget may result in up to 3 variables being marked bad (in case the
destroyed gadget corresponds to a size-3 clause). Since there are at most 4ε|P |√

2−1
destroyed gadgets,

we can have at most 12 ε|P |√
2−1

< 30ε|P | bad variables. Therefore, for all variables that have not
been marked “bad”, as well as the connected wires, snakes, crossovers, and clause gadgets only have
incident edges of length 1. Just as in the original construction, we can use the length 1 edges of the
tour in these variable gadgets to define a partial assignment for the non-bad variables. This partial
assignment is guaranteed to satisfy all the clauses that contain only non-bad variables. Since each
variable occurs in at most 3 clauses, we have at most 90ε|P | clauses that have a bad variable, so the
partial assignment for the non-bad variables will satisfy at least m− 90ε|P | =

(
1− 90εcn

d/(d−1)

m

)
m

clauses.
We can now set ε = δm

90cnd/(d−1) . Since m = Θ(n), we have that ε = Θ(1/n1/(d−1)). We can now
apply the approximation algorithm for Euclidean TSP with the above ε on P . As a result, we can
distinguish between a satisfiable formula (and thus a tour of length |P |) and a formula in which all
assignments violate at least δm clauses, where therefore any tour has length more than (1 + ε)|P |.
Since the construction time of P is polynomial in n, the total running time of this algorithm is
2γ/ε

d−1
poly(n) = 2γc

′n for some constant c′. The existence of such algorithms for all γ > 0 would
therefore violate Gap-ETH by Corollary 6.1.

6.2 Lower bound for approximating Rectilinear Steiner tree

We will now prove the lower bound of Theorem 1.2, which can be stated as follows.

Theorem 6.4. For any d ⩾ 2 there is a γ > 0 such that there is no (1+ε)-approximation algorithm
for Rectilinear Steiner Tree in Rd that has running time 2γ/ε

d−1
poly(n), unless Gap-ETH

fails.

The proof of Theorem 6.4 has three stages. In the first stage, we give a reduction (in several
steps) from Max-(3,3)SAT, which converts a (3, 3)-CNF formula ϕ to a variant of connected vertex
cover on graphs drawn in a d-dimensional grid. In the second stage, given such a connected vertex
cover instance, we create a point set P ⊂ Rd in polynomial time. A satisfiable formula ϕ will
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correspond to a minimum connected vertex cover, which will correspond to minimum rectilinear
Steiner tree. The harder direction will be to show that from a (1 + ε)-approximate rectilinear
Steiner tree T we can find a good connected vertex cover and therefore a good assignment to ϕ.
Before we can define a connected vertex cover based on the tree T , we need to show that we can
canonize T , i.e., to modify parts of T in a manner that does not lengthen T , and at the same time
makes its structure much simpler. In the final stage, we use the canonized tree T and an argument
similar to the one seen for Euclidean TSP above to wrap up the proof.

6.2.1 From Max-(3,3)SAT to Connected Vertex Cover

The construction begins in a slightly different manner for d = 2 and for d ⩾ 3, but the resulting
constructions will share enough properties so that we will be able to handle d ⩾ 2 in a uniform way
in later parts of this proof.

Let ϕ be a fixed (3, 3)-CNF formula on n variables, and let G be its incidence graph, i.e., G has
one vertex for each variable and one vertex for each clause of ϕ, and a variable vertex and clause
vertex are connected if and only if the variable occurs in the clause.

A grid cube of side length ℓ is a graph with vertex set [ℓ]d where a pair of vertices is connected
if and only if their Euclidean distance is 1. We say that a graph is drawn in a d-dimensional grid
cube of side length ℓ if its vertices are mapped to distinct points of [ℓ]d and its edges are mapped to
vertex disjoint paths inside the grid cube.

Given a graph G = (V,E), a vertex subset S ⊂ V is a vertex cover if for any edge e ∈ E there
is a vertex incident to e in S. The set S is a connected vertex cover if S is a vertex cover and
the subgraph induced by S is connected. The Vertex Cover problem is to find the minimum
vertex cover of a given graph on n vertices, while Connected Vertex Cover seeks the minimum
connected vertex cover. If G is restricted to be in the class of graphs that can be drawn in an n×n
grid, then the corresponding problems are called Grid Embedded Vertex Cover and Grid
Embedded Connected Vertex Cover. (Note that the graph itself may have up to n2 vertices
in these grid embedded problems.)

Grid embedding in R2 Given ϕ, [21] constructs a CNF formula ϕ′ on O(n2) variables such
that the incidence graph G′ of ϕ′ is planar and it can be drawn in [cn]2 for some constant c, and
each variable of ϕ′ occurs at most 3 times, and each clause has size at most 4. By introducing
a new variable for each clause of size 4, we can replace a clause (x1 ∨ x2 ∨ x3 ∨ x4) with the
clauses (x1 ∨ x2 ∨ y) ∧ (¬y ∨ x3 ∨ x4), and this corresponds to dilating the original clause vertex
and subdividing it with the variable vertex of y in G′. One can then modify the drawing of G′

accordingly. (The drawing of G′ may need to be refined, i.e., scaled up by a factor of 3, while
keeping the underlying grid unchanged, to provide enough space for the new vertices.) As a result,
we get a (3, 3)-CNF formula ϕ2 whose incidence graph G2 is planar and has a drawing in the grid
[cn]2 for some constant c.

Lemma 6.5. The formula ϕ is satisfiable if and only of ϕ2 is satisfiable. If ϕ2 has an assignment
that satisfies all but t clauses, then ϕ has an assignment that satisfies all but 6t clauses.

Proof. The first statement follows from the construction. See also [21, 45]. For the second statement,
we simply restrict the assignment to the set of variables that are also present in ϕ; let us call these
original variables. Note that an unsatisfied clause within a crossing gadget of ϕ2 might make two
variables “bad” (see the proof of Theorem 6.2 for a similar argument). Since each variable occurs at
most 3 times, this means that up to 6 clauses may become unsatisfied. As all clauses either occur
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x1

x2x3

Figure 6: Left: incidence graph of ϕ = (x1 ∨ ¬x2 ∨ x3) ∧ (x1 ∨ x2) ∧ (x2 ∨ ¬x3) drawn in a grid. Middle: an instance
of Vertex Cover where variables are replaced with length-6 variable cycles, and size-3 clauses are replaced with
triangles. Right: adding a skeleton (see [28]) to get an instance of Connected Vertex Cover.

in a crossing gadget or are inside ϕ itself, having t unsatisfied clauses in ϕ2 means that there can
be at most 6t clauses that are unsatisfied by the assignment.

Initially, we mostly follow the first few steps of the connected vertex cover construction in [21].
Namely, refine this grid drawing by a factor of 4, that is, we scale the drawing from the origin by
a factor of 4 while keeping the underlying grid unchanged. This allows us to replace the vertices
corresponding to variables with cycles of length 6, where the selection of odd or even vertices on the
cycle corresponds to setting the variable to true or false. We connect graph edges corresponding to
true literals to distinct even vertices and graph edges corresponding to false literals to distinct odd
vertices. Each vertex corresponding to the size 3 clause is replaced by a cycle of length 3, with one
incoming edge for each of the literals. For vertices corresponding to the size 2 we subdivide one
of the incident edges into a path of length 3. Finally, vertices corresponding to the clauses of size
one can be removed in a preprocessing step. Let G∗

2 be the resulting graph, which is drawn in an
O(n)×O(n) grid. In particular, if G∗

2 has n∗
2 vertices, then n∗

2 = O(n2).
Note that each variable cycle needs at least 3 of its vertices in the vertex cover, each size-3

clause needs at least two vertices of its triangle in the vertex cover, and each size-2 clause needs
at least two internal vertices of its path in the vertex cover. A size 3-clause should be satisfied by
some literal, which would mean that the edge corresponding to this literal would be covered from
the variable cycle, and therefore it is sufficient to select the other two vertices of the triangle. In a
size-2 clause at least one of the contained literals should be true, which exactly corresponds to the
fact that one of the endpoints of the corresponding edge has to be selected. Since there is a path of
length 5 connecting these two vertices, we need to select the two odd or even index internal vertices
from it. With these at hand, the following is a simple observation.

Lemma 6.6. The formula ϕ2 has a satisfying assignment if and only if G∗
2 has a vertex cover of

size k∗2 = 3n′ +2m′ = O(n2), where n′ and m′ are the number of variables and size-3 clauses in ϕ2.
If G∗

2 has a vertex cover of size k∗2 + t, then ϕ2 has an assignment that satisfies all but at most 9t
clauses.

Proof. If ϕ2 is satisfiable, then we select the true or false vertices on the variable cycles according
to the assignment. In each clause, there is at least one literal that is true; we select the vertices on
the clause cycle that correspond to the other two literals. The resulting set is clearly a vertex cover.
On the other hand, every vertex cover must have at least 3n′+2m′ vertices, as in order to cover the
variable cycles and the clause triangles individually, one needs at least 3 vertices per variable cycle
and at least 2 vertices per clause triangle. Such a vertex cover in addition will select only even or
odd vertices from variable cycles, which yields a variable assignment that satisfies ϕ2.
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If G∗
2 has a vertex cover of size k∗2 + t, then there can be at most t variable cycles or clause

triangles where the number of vertices selected is more than 3 (respectively, 2). Therefore we can
mark "bad" any variable whose cycle has more than 3 vertices or that appears in size-3 clause whose
triangle has all vertices selected. Consequently, we have at most 3t bad variables. Since 3t variables
can appear in at most 9t clauses, all but at most 9t clause triangles will have exactly two vertices
selected. One can check that the assignment on the non-bad variables will then satisfy all but 9t
clauses.

As a final step for the planar construction, we introduce the skeleton described by Garey and
Johnson [28]; this again requires that we refine the drawing by a constant factor. The procedure
subdivides each edge of the graph twice, using nsub new vertices, and also adds nskel skeleton
vertices. An important property of the skeleton is that the number of newly added vertices is
nskel+nsub = Θ(|V (G∗

2)|+ |E(G∗
2|) = O(n2). The resulting graph is drawn in an O(n)×O(n) grid.

We use a final 4-refinement to ensure that inside the ℓ1-disk of radius 4 around each vertex v the
only grid edges being used are on the horizontal or vertical line going through v. Let G2 denote the
resulting plane graph (i.e., the graph together with its embedding in the plane).

Lemma 6.7. The graph G∗
2 has a vertex cover of size k∗ if and only if G2 has a connected vertex

cover of size k2 := k∗ + (nskel + nsub)/2. If G2 has a connected vertex cover of size k2 + t, then G∗

has a vertex cover of size k∗ + t.

Proof. The construction of Garey and Johnson [28] has the properties that (i) any connected vertex
cover of G2, when restricted to the vertices of G∗

2, is a vertex cover of G∗
2, and (ii) one can add

(nskel + nsub)/2 vertices among the subdivision and skeleton vertices to any vertex cover of G∗
2 to

get a connected vertex cover of G2. The first claim follows directly from the above properties. For
the second claim, we note that the nskel skeleton vertices come in pairs, where one vertex in the
pair has degree one and is connected only to the other vertex. Therefore, at least one vertex in each
pair must be selected in every vertex cover. Similarly, the vertices in nsub also come in pairs, each
pair being connected to each other, therefore one must select at least one vertex from each pair into
any vertex cover. Now consider a connected vertex cover of size k2 + t in G2. Since there must be
at least (nskel + nsub)/2 vertices selected among the vertices newly introduced in G2, there can be
at most k2 + t − (nskel + nsub)/2 = k∗ + t vertices selected among the original vertices in G∗

2. It
follows that G∗

2 has a vertex cover of size k∗ + t.

Grid embedding in Rd for d ⩾ 3. We again start with the incidence graph G of ϕ, and let
L = |E(G)| denote the number of literal occurrences in ϕ. Let G∗ be the graph where variable
vertices are replaced with variable cycles and clause vertices by triangles (or for size 2 clauses,
paths) in the same manner as seen in G∗

2. We will now define a different type of skeleton for these
graphs. First, we subdivide each edge of G∗ twice, that is, we remove the edge vw, add the vertices
u′, v′, and add the edges uu′, u′v′, and v′v. Let G∗∗ be the resulting graph, and let n∗∗ denote the
number of its vertices. Consider the disjoint union of G∗∗ and the cycle graph C∗ with n∗∗ vertices.
For each vertex v of G∗∗, we can associate a distinct vertex v′ in the cycle, and we also create a
new vertex v′′. Finally, we add the edges vv′ and v′v′′. It is routine to check that the resulting
graph has O(n) vertices and O(n) edges, and it has maximum degree 4. Therefore, we can apply
the following theorem, which is paraphrased from [21].

Theorem 6.8 (Cube Wiring Theorem [21]). There is a constant c such that for any d ⩾ 3 it holds
that any graph G of maximum degree 2d on n vertices can be drawn in a d-dimensional grid cube of
side length cn1/d−1. Moreover, given G and d the embedding can be constructed in polynomial time.
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u

v

Pu,v

Halo of Pu,v

Figure 7: Construction of components from [28] in R2. Dotted edges are edge components, and the red rotated
squares are the cutouts. The blue object represents the halo of the edge component Pu,v in the top-right corner. Blue
(thin and thick) edges correspond to the edges of a canonical Steiner tree.

Since the graph has maximum degree 4 < 2d and O(n) vertices and edges, the resulting drawing
is in a grid cube of side length O(n1/(d−1)). For a vertex v, let ℓ1(v) and ℓ2(v) be the lines that are
parallel to the first and second coordinate axis respectively and pass through v. We use a constant-
refinement and reorganize the neighborhood of each vertex v in the grid drawing so that the grid
edges used by the drawing in the ℓ1-ball of radius 4 around v all fall on ℓ1 and ℓ2. Let Gd denote
the resulting graph together with the obtained grid drawing.

One can prove the analogue of Lemma 6.6 for G∗ (with ϕ instead of ϕ2), and also the analogue
of Lemma 6.7 for Gd.

Putting Lemmas 6.5, 6.6 and 6.7 together, and putting the higher dimensional analogues of
Lemmas 6.6, 6.7 together, we get the following corollary, which is all that we will need from this
subsection for the proof.

Corollary 6.9. For each d ⩾ 2 the following holds. Given a (3, 3)-CNF formula ϕ on n variables,
we can generate a graph Gd of degree at most 4 drawn in a d-dimensional grid of side length
O(n1/(d−1)) in polynomial time such that (a) if ϕ is satisfiable then Gd has a connected vertex cover
of size kd = O(nd/(d−1)) and (b) if Gd has a connected vertex cover of size kd + t, then ϕ has an
assignment satisfying all but O(t) clauses.

6.2.2 Construction and canonization

Given any graph Gd that is drawn in a d-dimensional grid, we construct a point set Pd the following
way.

1. Refine the drawing of Gd by a factor of 137. (The constant 137 will be justified in Lemma 6.13.)

2. Add all grid points that are internal to edges of Gd to Pd.

3. Remove any point from Pd that is at distance strictly less than 2 from a vertex of Gd.

We call the set of points in Pd that fall on an edge of Gd edge components, and the l1 balls of
radius 2 around vertices of Gd are the cutouts. (The cutouts are cubes of diameter 4 whose diagonals
are axis-parallel; i.e., they are regular “diamonds” in R2.)

The resulting set Pd is our construction for Rectilinear Steiner Tree. The following lemma
can be found in [28], but we provide a proof for completeness.

Lemma 6.10 (Garey and Johnson [28]). If Gd has a connected vertex cover of size kd, then Pd has
a rectilinear Steiner tree of total length ℓd := L+ 2|E(Gd)|+ 2(kd − 1), where L is the total length
of the edge components.
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Proof. Given a connected vertex cover S of size kd, we construct a Steiner tree T the following way.
First, we add all length 1 edges connecting neighboring vertices in edge components to T ; these
have total length L. Since S induces a connected graph, it has a spanning tree that has kd − 1
edges. The total length of these edges is 4(kd − 1). On each such edge component, we add the
length 2 edges that connect to the incident cutouts on both ends. Furthermore, on each edge e of
Gd that is not an edge of this spanning tree, there is at least one endpoint s of e that is in S as S
is a vertex cover. We add a length 2 cutout edge connecting the edge component of e to the center
of the cutout of s. These edges have a total length of 2(|E(Gd)| − kd +1). The result is a tree T on
Pd that has total length

L+ 4(kd − 1) + 2(|E(Gd)| − kd + 1) = L+ 2|E(Gd)|+ 2(kd − 1).

In the remainder of this subsection, we will canonize an approximate Steiner tree of Pd in order
to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 6.11. If Pd has a rectilinear Steiner tree of length ℓd + ℓ′, then Gd has a connected vertex
cover of size kd + ℓ′/2.

Canonization We say that a Steiner tree of Pd is canonical if (i) every length 1 edge in edge
components is included in T and (ii) all other segments in T have length 2 and connect the center
of some cutout to the nearest point in one of the incident edge components.

A Steiner point of T is a point that has degree at least 3. The vertices of T are its Steiner points
and Pd. An edge of T is a curve connecting two vertices. It follows that T has at most |Pd| − 2
Steiner points.

For a fixed constant d ⩾ 2 we can change each edge of T so that it is a minimum length path in
the ℓ1 norm between these two vertices, by moving parallel to the x1 axis, then to the x2 axis, etc.
until we arrive at the destination. The resulting tree consists of O(|Pd|) axis-parallel segments.

Lemma 6.12. For any approximate Steiner tree T on Pd there is a Steiner tree T ′ so that it
contains all length-1 edges in edge components and all of its edges have length at most 4, and T ′ is
no longer than T .

Proof. Recall that the Hanan-grid [33] of Pd is the set of points Hd ⊂ Rd that can be defined as the
intersection of d distinct axis-parallel hyperplanes incident to d (not necessarily distinct) points of
Pd. Snyder [54] shows that there exists a minimum rectilinear Steiner Tree whose Steiner points are
on the Hanan-grid. In fact, he proposes modifications that are local, and can be applied also to a
non-optimal Steiner tree, i.e., affect only a vertex of a Steiner tree and its neighbors, and result in a
tree whose Steiner points lie on the Hanan-grid. None of the local modifications lengthen the tree.
Moreover, each type of local modification either shortens T by removing at least one segment, or it
does not shorten the tree but it can be repeated no more than O(|Pd|) times. Consequently, given
a tree T , we can use the local modifications of Snyder exhaustively to get a tree that is not longer
than T , and whose Steiner points lie in the Hanan-grid of Pd.

Suppose now that T is a rectilinear Steiner tree of Pd whose Steiner points are in Hd. Notice
that the minimum distance between points of Hd is 1, and the minimum distance between points
from two distinct edge components is at least 4. Suppose that there is an edge uv of length 1 in an
edge component that is not in T . Then adding uv to T creates a cycle, and that cycle has at least
one edge e that has either length more than 1, or e has length exactly one but its endpoints are not
covered by any edge component. Replacing e with uv therefore results in a tree that is no longer
than T and has one more length-1 edge that is inside an edge component. Repeating the above
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check O(|Pd|) times results in a tree T that contains all length-1 edges in edge components. Suppose
now that T has an edge uv of length more than 4. Removing the edge uv from T creates a forest
of two trees. Suppose that one tree spans P ⊂ Pd and the other spans Q ⊂ Pd. Note that P and Q
are non-empty, disjoint, and their union is Pd. Observe that there exists p ∈ P and q ∈ Q such that
∥p− q∥1 ⩽ 4. Now the shortest edge connecting p and q is shorter than e was, therefore by adding
this edge the created tree is not longer than the original. As each such modification decreases the
number of edges of length more than 4 and there are only O(|Pd|) edges in T , we can remove all
edges longer than 4 in O(|Pd|2) time. The resulting tree T ′ satisfies the required properties.

Lemma 6.13. For any approximate Steiner tree T ′ on Pd that contains all length-1 edges in edge
components and no edges longer than 4, there is a canonical tree T ′′ that is no longer than T ′.

Proof. A full Steiner subtree of T is a subtree of T whose internal vertices are Steiner points of T ,
and whose leaves are points of Pd. Let F be a full Steiner subtree of T ′ with k leaves. The halo of
an edge component Puv is the set of points in Rd whose ℓ1-distance from Puv is at most 68. The
refinement step of the construction of Pd (see step (i)) ensures that two halos intersect if and only
if the corresponding edges are incident to the same vertex.

Since T ′ contains all length-1 edges in edge components, the role of F is to connect a certain
set of edge components; each edge component contains at most one leaf of F (as otherwise there
would be a cycle). Let γ be the number of edge components adjacent to F in the tree, that is, F
has γ leaves. Let β be the number of Steiner points in F . Notice that β < γ.

First, we show that the leaves of F are in edge components that are incident to the same cutout.
Let µ be the number of pairs (p,H) where p is a Steiner point of F , and H is a halo for one of
the edge components connected to F , and moreover p ∈ H. On one hand, every Steiner point can
be contained in at most 4 halos, since that is the maximum overlap achieved by the halos. This
is a consequence of the fact that halos corresponding to non-incident edge components are disjoint
so any set of intersecting halos must correspond to the neighborhood of a single vertex, and the
maximum degree of a vertex in Gd is 4. Therefore, we have that µ ⩽ 4β.

On the other hand, since the maximum degree of Gd is 4, there is a set E of at least γ/4 pairwise
non-incident edge components; in particular, there is a point r in F that is outside all the closed
halos corresponding to edge components in E. Let r be the root of F , and for an edge component
Puv ∈ E, consider the unique path in F from the leaf in Pu,v to r. This path must intersect the
halo of Puv at some point, and the portion of this path within the halo of Puv has length at least
68. Notice that these paths are disjoint for each edge component of F . Since edges of F have length
at most 4, there must be at least 68/4− 1 = 16 Steiner points on each such path, so altogether we
have µ ⩾ (γ/4) · 16 = 4γ. Putting the upper and lower bound on µ together, we have that 4γ ⩽ 4β.
But this contradicts the fact that β < γ.

Consider now a full Steiner subtree F that is connecting γ ∈ {2, 3, 4} adjacent edge components.
Then F could have length 2γ, as we can connect the point associated with the common vertex v
from the point set P1 with length two segments to the nearest vertex of all the edge components
connected by F . We show that this is the shortest possible tree for γ edge components. Notice that
any pair of edge components have ℓ1-distance exactly four, so the shortest path in the rectilinear
Steiner tree between any pair of components is at least four. Now consider the geometric graph that
we get by doubling every segment in the tree, so that we get parallel edges everywhere. This graph
has an Euler tour (since every degree is even); on such an Euler tour, the length required between
any pair of tree leaf vertices is at least the length of a shortest path between them, which is at least
4. Since the length of the tour is exactly twice the length of the tree, we get that the tree has total
length at least 4γ/2 = 2γ, as claimed. Therefore, we can exchange each full Steiner subtree with a
canonical connection. The resulting tree T ′′ is canonical and no longer than T ′.
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We can now prove the correspondence between an approximate rectilinear Steiner tree and a
connected vertex cover.

Proof of Lemma 6.11. Let T be a Steiner tree of Pd of length ℓd + ℓ′. Using Lemma 6.12 and
Lemma 6.13, we can create a canonical tree T ′′ in nO(1) time of length at most ℓd + ℓ′. Let k be
the number of non-empty cutouts. Observe that the vertices of Gd corresponding to the non-empty
cutouts form a connected vertex cover.

Consider the subtree U of T ′′ that is spanned by the centers of the non-empty cutouts. Every
edge component in U must be connected to the centers of both neighboring cutouts, and U contains
k − 1 edge components. Furthermore, every edge component outside U must be connected to
the center of at least one of the neighboring cutouts. Consequently, the length of T ′′ is at least
L+ 4(k − 1) + 2(|E(Gd)| − k + 1) = L+ 2|E(Gd)|+ 2(k − 1). Therefore, we have

L+ 2|E(Gd)|+ 2(k − 1) ⩽ ℓd + ℓ′ = L+ 2|E(Gd)|+ 2(kd − 1) + ℓ′,

and thus k ⩽ kd + ℓ′/2, as required.

6.2.3 Concluding the proof of Theorem 6.4

Proof of Theorem 6.4. Putting Corollary 6.9 and Lemmas 6.10 and 6.11 together, we have that if
a (3, 3)-CNF formula ϕ on n variables has a satisfying assignment then Pd has a rectilinear Steiner
tree of length ℓd = O(nd/(d−1)). Let c1 be such that ℓd = c1n

d/(d−1). Additionally, if Pd has a
rectilinear Steiner tree of length ℓd + ℓ′, then ϕ has an assignment that satisfies all but c2ℓ′ clauses,
where c2 is a constant.

Suppose that there is a 2γ/ε
d−1

poly(n) algorithm for Rectilinear Steiner Tree for all γ > 0.
Given a formula ϕ, we create the set Pd in polynomial time, and we run the above algorithm
with ε = δm

c1c2nd/(d−1) , where m is the number of clauses in ϕ. Since m = Θ(n), we have that
ε = Θ(1/n1/(d−1)). We can now distinguish between a satisfiable formula (when a rectilinear Steiner
tree on Pd is of length ℓd) and a formula in which all assignments violate at least δm clauses (when
any rectilinear Steiner tree on Pd has length greater than (1 + ε)ℓd). Since the construction time of
Pd is polynomial in n, the total running time of this algorithm is 2γ/ε

d−1
poly(n) = 2γcn for some

constant c. The existence of such algorithms for all γ > 0 would therefore violate Gap-ETH by
Corollary 6.1.

7 Conclusion and Open Problems

In this article we gave randomized (1 + ε)-approximation algorithms for Euclidean TSP, Eu-
clidean Steiner Tree and Rectilinear Steiner Tree that run in 2O(1/ε)d−1

n+poly(1/ε)n log n
time. In case of Euclidean TSP and Rectilinear Steiner Tree, we have shown that there are
no 2o(1/ε)

d−1
poly(n) algorithms under Gap-ETH. We achieved the improved algorithms by extending

Arora’s method [1] with a new technique: Sparsity-Sensitive Patching.
As mentioned in the beginning of this paper, the methods from [1, 48] have been greatly gener-

alized and extended to various other problems by several authors. A natural direction for further
research would be to see whether Sparsity-Sensitive Patching can also be employed to obtain im-
proved (and possibly, Gap-ETH-tight) approximation schemes for these problems. Examples of
problems where such a question can be studied include

• Euclidean versions of Matching, k-TSP and k-Steiner Tree [1], Steiner Forest [11],
k-Connectivity [17], k-Median [39, 5] and Survivable Network Design [18],
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• versions of some of the above problems in other metric spaces (e.g., doubling, hyperbolic), and
in planar, surface-embedded and minor free graphs (see Section 1.4 for such studies for TSP).

Since the publication of the conference version of this paper, our sparsity-sensitive patching was
already used in the follow up papers [25, 56] on a certain separation problem and k-TSP. For both
these problems, spanners do not seem to be useable and therefore the sparsity-sensitive technique
was especially instrumental to obtain the results.

There are several open questions worth exploring further. The ideal algorithm for Euclidean
TSP would have a running time of 2O(1/ε)d−1

n, and it would be deterministic. However, achieving
this running time with a randomized algorithm is already a challenging question. The most natural
way to pursue this would be to try and unify Bartal and Gottlieb’s techniques [7] with ours. Is it
possible to get this running time without spanners by using some new ideas to handle singletons
(e.g., crossings that appear on their own on a facet of a quadtree cell)?

One could also pursue a (1 + ε)-approximation algorithm that uses f(1/ε)nO(1) time and only
poly(1/ε, n) space, but this would likely require an algorithm that is not based on dynamic pro-
gramming. Is such an algorithm possible (say, for d = 2)?
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A Filtering Algorithm

The goal of this section is to prove Lemma 5.1. Most of this section is taken almost verbatim
from the unpublished full version of [18]. We include it for four reasons:

• to make this paper self-contained,

• we need to analyze the running time dependence in a slightly different setting,

• we need to extend the result to the ℓ1 metric in addition to the ℓ2 metric,

• we are able to simplify some of the arguments due to our special setting.

For a given set of points P ⊆ Rd let ST(P ) be the minimum Steiner tree9 with terminals P and
MST(P ) be the minimum spanning tree of P . For any X ⊆ Rd let ST(P ;X) be the9 minimum
length Steiner tree that connects the terminal set P and is only allowed to use a subset of X as
Steiner vertices (therefore ST(P ;Rd) = ST(P )). We use B(x, r) to denote the ball centered at x of
radius r.

We will use some named constants in the following definitions, which all depend only on the
dimension d. The constant k will be defined later in Claim A.6; it will be set so that k = Θ(d2).
Let ∆ be the maximum degree of any minimum spanning tree of points in Rd. It is well-known that
∆ ⩽ 3d [53]. We furthermore define:

γ := 4k∆k/ε = 2O(d3)/ε,

ϕ :=
ε

80d∆γ
= ε2/2O(d3).

Finally, let c∗ be a universal constant to be defined later (completely independent of d and ε).

Definition A.1 (Steiner filter). For point sets P0, P1 ⊆ Rd and ε > 0 we say that X ⊆ P1 is a
Steiner filter of P1 with respect to P0 if:

(i) |X| ⩽ 2c
∗d4

εc∗d
|P0|, and

(ii) wt(ST(P0;X)) ⩽ (1 + c∗ε) · wt(ST(P0;P1)), and

(iii) wt(MST(P0 ∪X)) ⩽
2c

∗d4

εc∗d
· wt(MST(P0)).

In this section we prove the following filtering Lemma.

Lemma A.2. For any point set P ⊂ Rd and any ε > 0, there is an algorithm that:

(a) finds a X ⊆ Rd that is a Steiner filter of P with respect to Rd, and

(b) runs in 2O(d4)

εO(d) · |P | log(|P |) time.

The proof of our Lemma is based on the following theorem proved by Czumaj et al. [18].

Theorem A.3 (Lemma 4.1 from full version of [18]). For any point sets P0 and P1 in Rd and any
ε > 0, there is an algorithm that finds a subset X of P0 that is a Steiner filter of P1 with respect to
P0 and runs in (d/ε)O(d)n log n time, where n = |P0 ∪ P1|.
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Algorithm: Steinerfiltering(P ), points P ⊆ Rd snapped to Ld grid, where L = O(n/ε)
1 Build a light (1 + ε)-spanner G on P // Theorem 15.3.20 in [49]
2 foreach edge e of G do
3 re := 20γ|e|
4 Set grid(e) := d-dimensional grid of side length ϕ · |e| and ze := midpoint of e
5 Xe := grid(e) ∩ B(ze, re)
6 return X :=

⋃
e∈E[G]Xe

Algorithm 3: Pseudocode for the Steiner filtering algorithm of Czumaj et al. [18] when
P0 = Rd.

Observe that if we were to plug naively the set P1 = Rd into Theorem A.3 we would already
prove Lemma A.2. Unfortunately, the running time of Theorem A.3 depends on |P0 ∪ P1|. For our
purposes we only need to analyze their algorithm in the special case of P1 = Rd. In Algorithm 3 we
present (a simplified version of) the Steiner filtering procedure of [18] in the special case of P1 = Rd.
First a light (1 + ε)-spanner G of P is computed (this step already takes ε−O(d)|P | log(|P |) time).
Next, for every edge e of G we consider the d-dimensional axis-parallel grid of cell side length
ϕ|e| = ε2|e|/2O(d3). We add to X all the grid points within distance 20γ|e| = 2O(d3)|e|/ε from the
midpoint of e. After processing all edges of G in this manner we return the resulting point set X.

Now, we show that Algorithm 3 runs in 2O(d4)

εO(d) |P | time.

Proof of Lemma A.2 (b). To construct a light spanner G we need ε−O(d)|P | log |P | time (note that
Algorithm 3 computes the spanner on P ). Known constructions guarantee that the number of
edges of such a spanner is bounded by |P |/εO(d) [18, 32, 49]. For any edge e ∈ E[G], the number
of grid points that we add to X is bounded by 2O(d4)/εO(d). The time needed to construct the grid
around edge e is bounded by 2O(d4)/εO(d). Therefore the total runtime of Algorithm 3 is bounded
by Tspanner(|P |, ε) + 2O(d4)

εO(d) |P |.

Lemma A.2 (a) follows from Theorem A.3. For completeness we provide the detailed arguments
in Section A.2, making some simplifications that come from our specific setting.

A.1 Properties of Spanners and Steiner Trees

Claim A.4 (Lemma 4.6 in [18]). Let P ⊆ Rd and let x, y be any pair of distinct points in P . Let
uv be any edge in ST(P ) that separates x and y in T .

Suppose that G is a connected graph on P and px⇝y is the shortest path in G from x to y. Then
at least one edge of px⇝y is not shorter than dist(u, v).

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that all edges on px⇝y are shorter than dist(u, v), and
let T1, T2 be the two connected components of ST(P ) − uv. Since x and y are in two different
components there must exist an edge e ∈ px⇝y such that its endpoints are in different components
Ti and |e| < dist(u, v). This means that T1 ∪ T2 ∪ {e} is a Steiner tree of P and has smaller length
than ST(P ), which contradicts the minimality of ST(P ).

Claim A.5 (Lemma 4.7 in [18]). For any P,X ⊆ Rd let T be any subtree of ST(P ;X) and let LT

be the set of leaves of T . Then T = ST((P ∩ T ) ∪ LT ;X).10

9For the simplicity of notation we act as if the minimum Steiner trees and minimum spanning trees are unique;
one can check that all our arguments hold if there are multiple minima.

10More precisely, T is a minimum Steiner tree of (P ∩ T ) ∪ LT that uses Steiner points only from X.
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Proof. For the sake of contradiction assume that T ∗ = ST((P ∩ T ) ∪ LT , X) and wt(T ∗) is smaller
than wt(T ). We replace the tree T by the tree T ∗ in ST(P,X). We get a connected graph of
weight smaller than ST(P ;X) that contains a Steiner Tree of P and uses only X as Steiner points.
However, this graph has smaller weight than ST(P ;X) which implies a contradiction.

Claim A.6 (Lemma 4.8 in [18]). For any P,X ⊆ Rd and ρ0 ∈ Rd if B(ρ0, 1) has at most 1 terminal
from P , then for any α ∈ (0, 1/2] the tree ST(P ;X) contains less than 2k Steiner points from
X ∩B(ρ0, α) where k = O(d2) is an integer multiple of d2. The statement is true for both ℓ1 and ℓ2
norms.

The proof of this claim follows [18]. An analogous statement to Claim A.6 also appears in [52,
Lemma 36].

Proof. For brevity of notation let Br be B(ρ0, r). Let Tr be the subforest of ST(P ;X) consisting of
edges with 1 or 2 endpoints in Br. Let sr be the number of internal vertices in Tr. Note that when
r ⩽ 1, then all but one internal vertex of Tr has to be a Steiner vertex. Finally, let nr be the number
of edges of ST(P ;X) with exactly one endpoint inside Br. Observe that for any r ∈ (0, 1], the value
sr counts the internal points of Tr plus perhaps the single terminal from P , while nr counts the
number of leaf edges of Tr. Our goal is therefore to show sr ⩽ 2O(d2).

Observe that we can assume that the degree of Steiner vertices is at least 3 and at most ∆.
Therefore sr + 1 ⩽ nr ⩽ ∆ · (sr + 1) ⩽ 2∆sr (we use sr ⩾ 1, as otherwise the claim is obviously
true). Therefore, Tr has at most (sr + 1) + nr ⩽ 2nr vertices.

Consider arbitrary r and r∗, such that α ⩽ r < r∗ ⩽ 1. If nα < 2d, then sα < nα < 2d and the
claim is correct. Hence, we assume from now that nr∗ ⩾ nr ⩾ nα ⩾ 2d.

Next, we show that the length of Tr∗ is at least (r∗− r) · sr. Observe that each edge counted by
nr is on at least one path to a leaf of the tree Tr. Moreover, there is at most one non-Steiner point
inside B1. Hence every edge (except perhaps one) counted by nr is on at least one path from Br to
the outside of B1. Hence the length of Tr∗ is at least (r∗ − r)(nr − 1) ⩾ (r∗ − r)sr.

Next, we upper bound the length of Tr∗ . Observe that Tr∗ contains at most 2nr∗ points. It is
well known that for any P ⊆ B1 of at least 2d points we have MST(P ) ⩽ 8r|P |1−1/d [49, Exercise
6.3], [18, Lemma 4.4]. Therefore,

(r∗ − r) · sr ⩽ wt(Tr∗) ⩽ 16 · (nr∗)
1−1/d.

We combine this with nr∗ ⩽ 2∆sr∗ and set r∗ = r + ε. We get that for every ε ∈ (0, 1) and
r ∈ (0, 1− ε) it holds that:

sr ⩽
16

ε
(nr+ε)

1−1/d <
32∆

ε
· (sr+ε)

1−1/d. (7)

It remains to show that sα must be bounded by 2O(d2) for α ⩽ 1/2. Let τ := 1
ln ln(s1)

(we can assume
that τ < 1/2, as otherwise s1 is constant-bounded). Fix some r ∈ (0, 1− τ ] and set ε = 1

d(ln ln sr+τ )2
.

Observe that sr+τ < s1 and thus τ/ε < d ln ln sr+τ . We iterate Inequality (7) ⌊τ/ε⌋ times:

sr < 32∆d(ln ln sr+τ )
2(s

1−1/d
r+ε ) < . . .

< (32∆d(ln ln sr+τ )
2)

∑
j>0(1−1/d)j · s(1−1/d)τ/ε

r+τ

< (100d ·∆ · ln ln sr+τ )
2d,

(8)

where we used that
∑

j>0(1− 1/d)j = d and the following bound:

s
(1−1/d)τ/ε

r+τ < s
(1−1/d)d ln ln sr+τ

r+τ < s
(1/e)ln ln sr+τ

r+τ = s
1/ ln sr+τ

r+τ = e.
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Next, we iterate Inequality (8) ℓ = ln∗(s1) times for r ∈ {α, α + τ, . . . }. Assuming α ∈ [0, 1− ℓτ),
we have that ln(ℓ) sα+ℓτ < ln(ℓ) s1 ⩽ 1, where ln(j)(.) denotes the j-times iterated natural logarithm.
Therefore we can bound sα as follows.

sα < (100d∆ · ln ln sα+τ )
2d

<
(
100d∆ · ln ln

(
100d ·∆ · ln ln sα+2τ )

2d
))2d

=
(
100d∆ ·

(
ln(2d) + ln(ln(100d) + ln∆ + ln(3) sα+2τ )

))2d
<
(
100d∆ ·

(
4 ln d+max{ln ln(100d), ln ln∆, ln(4) sα+2τ})

))2d
<
(
100d∆ ·

(
4 ln d+max

j⩾1
{ln(2j+1)(2d), ln(2j)(100d), ln(2j)∆, ln(2ℓ) sα+ℓτ}

))2d
< (100d∆ · 20 ln d)2d

< (2000∆d ln d)2d

= 2O(d2)

Note that when ℓτ ⩾ 1/2, then s1 is constant-bounded. Hence, for every α ∈ (0, 1/2], it holds that
sα ⩽ 2O(d2).

A.2 Proving that X is a Steiner filter of P

A.2.1 Property (i) of X:

The set X returned by Algorithm 3 satisfies property (i) of Definition A.1 because there are at most
|P |/εO(d) edges in G and for each edge we add at most

|Xe| = O
(
20γ

ϕ

)d

= 2O(d4)/εO(d) (9)

points to X.

A.2.2 Property (ii) of X:

We prove that wt(ST(P ;X)) ⩽ (1+ 2ε) ·wt(ST(P ;Rd)). Let T ∗ be the minimum Steiner tree of P
that can use any point in Rd as a Steiner point. We build a graph H in three steps, consisting of
edge sets H1, H2 and H3. The set H1 consists of all the edges (u, v) ∈ T ∗ with u, v ∈ P . The set H2

will be defined later; these edges are created from edges (u, v) ∈ T ∗ by moving the endpoints (u, v)
to X. Finally, the set H3 makes H connected by adding additional edges incident to the endpoints
of H1 ∪H2 that have total minimum weight.

Let E1 denote the edges of T ∗ with both endpoints in P . Moreover, E2 are the edges of T ∗ that
are transformed in the second phase into H2 and E3 = T ∗ \ (E1 ∪ E2).

Clearly the graph H is spanning P and uses only points from X ∪P as endpoints; consequently,
it contains a Steiner tree spanning P that uses only X as Steiner vertices. We need to bound the
total weight of H. Czumaj et al. [18] show that wt(H2) ⩽ wt(E2) + ε · wt(T ∗) and wt(H3) ⩽
wt(E3) + ε · wt(T ∗). Since wt(H1) = wt(E1), this leads to:

wt(H) ⩽ wt(H1) + wt(H2) + wt(H3)

⩽ wt(E1) + (wt(E2) + εwt(T ∗)) + (wt(E3) + εwt(T ∗))

⩽ (1 + 2ε)wt(T ∗).
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We now expand on the construction of H2 and H3.

Construction of H2: We begin by constructing the graph H2. First, we define its set of edges
E2. Recall that we defined k to be the constant from Claim A.6 and k = Θ(d2) and γ = 4k∆k/ε.

Since the edge (u, v) ∈ T ∗ is not in E1 either u or v are not in P . Let t be the midpoint of
(u, v). For a tree T ∗, let STu and STv be the two subtrees of T ∗ that arise after removing an edge
(u, v) from T ∗ and u ∈ STu and v ∈ STv. Let T k

u be the subtree of STu induced by the vertices
within hop-distance k from u (analogously T k

v is a subtree of STv induced by the vertices within
hop-distance k from v). Let ℓ = dist(u, v). Then, Czumaj et al [18] add an edge (u, v) to E2 if all
the following conditions hold:

(C1) every edge in T k
u and T k

v is shorter than 2γℓ/k.

(C2) STu has at least one point (call it x) from P that is contained in the ball B(t, 4γℓ).

(C3) STv has at least one point (call it y) from P that is contained in the ball B(t, 4γℓ).

This concludes the construction of E2. Let E3 be T ∗ \ (E1 ∪ E2). It remains to analyse the total
length of these edges.

Bound on wt(H2): Since T k
u contains vertices within hop-distance k from u, Condition (C1)

implies that T k
u ⊂ B(t, 4γℓ), and the same holds for T k

v . Conditions (C2) and (C3) ensure that x
and y are disconnected in T ∗ after the removal of the edge uv. Claim A.4 shows that the spanner
G has at least one edge e on px⇝y whose length is at least |e| ⩾ ℓ.

Next, we prove that px⇝y is contained in B(t, (20γℓ). First note that x, y ∈ B(t, 4γℓ), and thus
dist(x, y) ⩽ 8γℓ. On the other hand, we have |px⇝y| ⩽ (1 + ε)dist(x, y) by the spanner property of
G. Thus for any point z of px⇝y we have dist(x, z) ⩽ (1 + ε)dist(x, y) < 2dist(x, y) ⩽ 16γℓ, and by
the triangle inequality dist(t, z) ⩽ dist(t, x) + dist(x, z) < 20γℓ.

Now since px⇝y is contained in B(t, 20γℓ) and e is in px⇝y, we have that both endpoints of
e are contained in B(t, 20γℓ). By Claim A.4 and the construction of X, there exist two points
u∗ and v∗ in P ∪ X, such that dist(u, u∗) and dist(v, v∗) are at most dϕ|e|; this is because the
axis-parallel square grid of side-length ϕ|e| has cells of ℓ2-diameter

√
dϕ|e| and ℓ1-diameter dϕ|e|.

We modify T ∗ by moving all edges incident to u and v to have their endpoints at u∗ and v∗. Since
the degree of both u and v is bounded by ∆, the operations at u and v will increase the cost of T ∗

by at most an additive term 2∆ · dϕ|e|. Because e is completely contained in B(t, 20γℓ), we have
|e| ⩽ 2 · 20γℓ ⩽ 40γℓ. Thus, the cost of T ∗ will increase by at most an additive term

2∆dϕ|e| ⩽ 2∆dϕ · 40γℓ = εℓ = εdist(u, v).

To summarize the total cost of the edges in H2 is bounded by wt(E2)+
∑

(u,v)∈T ∗ ε ·dist(u, v) ⩽
wt(E2) + εwt(T ∗).

Construction of H3: Observe that E3 induces a forest. For each tree T ′ in this forest let V ′ be
the set of vertices in T ′ belonging to P . Take any minimum spanning tree on V ′ and add it to H3.
This concludes the construction of H3.
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Bound on wt(H3): Consider removing edge (u, v) ∈ ST(P ) from ST(P ). Let STu(P ) and STv(P )
denote the resulting trees containing u and v respectively. Recall that T k

u is the subtree of STu(P )
induced by the vertices that is at a hop distance at most k from u for some parameter k = Θ(d2).

Consider an edge (u, v) ∈ E3. Because (u, v) /∈ E1 ∪ E2 at least one of the following conditions
hold: (i) either T k

u or T k
v contains an edge of length greater than 2γℓ/k, or (ii) STu(P ) or STv(P ) has

no endpoint in the ball B(t, 4γℓ) (where t is the midpoint of edge (u, v)) (see conditions (C1), (C2)
and (C3)).

Next, we will show that when (u, v) ∈ E3 then (ii) cannot hold.

Claim A.7. If (u, v) ∈ E3 then there is an edge (u∗, v∗) ∈ T k
u ∪ T k

v of length at least 2γℓ/k.

Proof. Fix R := 4γℓ. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that all edges in T k
u are smaller than

R/2k. Since (u, v) ̸∈ E1 ∪ E2, we have that STu(P ) ∩ B(t, R) or STv(P ) ∩ B(t, R) is empty of
terminals (other than u, v). Without loss of generality, assume that P ∩ STu(P ) ∩ B(t, R) = {u}.
Then, T k

u must by fully contained in B(t, R/2). Since there are no terminals in B(t, R) other than
u, the tree T k

u must contain at least 2k Steiner points. Note that STu(P ) is a Steiner tree of its
leaves by Claim A.5. Now applying Claim A.6 to STu(P ) and the balls B(t, R) and B(t, R/2) leads
to a contradiction, as B(t, R/2) has at least 2k Steiner points.

Czumaj et al. [18] charge the cost of the edge (u, v) ∈ E3 to the edge (u∗, v∗) ∈ Tu∪Tv guaranteed
by Claim A.7 in order to bound the cost of edges in H3. We will show that the total cost of all
edges charged to e is upper bounded by ε|e|.

To analyze the charging scheme observe that an edge can be charged to e ∈ T ∗ only if it is at
most (k− 1) hops from one of the endpoints of e. The number of such edges is at most 4∆k (where
∆ ⩽ 3d is the maximum degree of any minimum spanning tree in Rd). Moreover, the lengths of
such edges are upper bounded by ε|e|/(4∆k): by Claim A.7 an edge (u, v) is charged to (u∗, v∗)
only if dist(u, v) ⩾ 2γℓ/k. This shows that wt(E3) ⩽ εwt(T ∗).

Recall that for each tree T ′ of the forest in E3 with vertex set V ′ = V (T ′) there is a spanning
tree of V ′ in H3. Because the cost of the minimum spanning tree on V ′ is at most twice the cost of
wt(ST(V ′)) ⩽ wt(T ′) it shows that wt(H3) ⩽ 2wt(E3) and therefore wt(H3) ⩽ wt(E3) + εwt(T ∗).
This concludes the proof of Property (ii).

A.2.3 Property (iii) of X:

Now, we prove property (iii) of X, namely that wt(MST(P ∪X)) ⩽ 2O(d5)/εO(d) ·wt(MST(P )) (see
Lemma 4.10 in the full version of [18]). We construct a spanning graph T of P ∪X. First we take
T to be the minimum spanning tree of P . Next for every edge e ∈ G we find a minimum spanning
tree Te of Xe and connect it to any of the endpoints of e. Such a graph is a spanning graph of
P ∪X. Now we focus on estimating the cost of T .

Fix an arbitrarily edge e in G. By (9) we have |Xe| = 2O(d4)

εO(d) , and each edge has length at most
dϕ|e| = ε2/2O(d3). Therefore the total length of the minimum spanning tree Te is:

O(|Xe| · µ) =
2O(d4)

εO(d)
|e|.

Hence, the total cost of T is bounded by

wt(MST(P )) +
∑

e∈E[G]

2O(d4)

εO(d)
· |e| ⩽ 2O(d4)

εO(d)
· wt(G) ⩽

2O(d4)

εO(d)
· wt(MST(P ))
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This concludes the proof of Property (iii) of the set X and the proof of Lemma A.2. Note that
the constant c∗ used in Definition A.1 can be properly defined to be global constant greater than
any constant hidden behind the O(·) notation in this section.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 5.1

Now we proceed with the proof of Lemma 5.1. Recall that we are given a point set P and a random
offset a. The task is to find a set S̃ of segments with the property that (i) there is a Steiner tree that
uses S̃ which is a (1 + ε)-approximation of the optimum solution and (ii) it has at most (1/ε)O(d)

crossings with each facet of the quadtree.
We use the Lemma A.2 and get a set X ⊆ Rd, with the property that ST(P ;X) is a (1 + ε)-

approximation of ST(P ) and MST(P ∪X) ⩽ 2O(d4)

εO(d) ·MST(P ). Next, we compute a graph G that is
a light (1 + ε)-spanner of P ∪X. Here, we use a spanner construction due to [27] that guarantees
a light spanner in doubling metrics (to make it work both in Euclidean and Rectilinear Space) and
works in O(n log n) time.

The graph G has weight poly(1/ε)MST(P ) and there is a (1 +O(ε))-approximate Steiner tree
on P that uses only the edges of G. Now, we need to guarantee that edges of G are crossing each
facet of a quadtree at most 1/εO(d) times. To achieve that we use the lightening procedure of Rao
and Smith [52] (see Lemma 4.1). Their lightening procedure works for any connected graph (see
also the lightening procedures in [18, 17] and [49, Lemma 19.3.2]).

This gives us a graph G̃ with wt(G̃)−wt(G) ⩽ εwt(ST(P )), it contains a Steiner tree on P that
is only (1 +O(ε)) times heavier than ST(P ), and each shared facet of sibling cells in the quadtree
is crossed by G̃ at most 1/εO(d) times. The set S̃ consists of the edges of G̃. This concludes the
proof of Lemma 5.1.
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