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Abstract

Prize-Collecting Steiner Tree (PCST) is a generalization of the Steiner Tree problem, a fundamental
problem in computer science. In the classic Steiner Tree problem, we aim to connect a set of vertices
known as terminals using the minimum-weight tree in a given weighted graph. In this generalized
version, each vertex has a penalty, and there is flexibility to decide whether to connect each vertex or pay
its associated penalty, making the problem more realistic and practical.

Both the Steiner Tree problem and its Prize-Collecting version had long-standing 2-approximation
algorithms, matching the integrality gap of the natural LP formulations for both. This barrier for both
problems has been surpassed, with algorithms achieving approximation factors below 2. While research
on the Steiner Tree problem has led to a series of reductions in the approximation ratio below 2, culmi-
nating in a In(4) + € approximation by Byrka, Grandoni, Rothvo8, and Sanita [[12]], the Prize-Collecting
version has not seen improvements in the past 15 years since the work of Archer, Bateni, Hajiaghayi,
and Karloff [5,16] (FOCS’09), which reduced the approximation factor for this problem from 2 to 1.9672.
Interestingly, even the Prize-Collecting TSP approximation, which was first improved below 2 in the
same paper, has seen several advancements since then (see, e.g., Blauth and Nigele [[L1] in STOC’23).

In this paper, we reduce the approximation factor for the PCST problem substantially to 1.7994 via
a novel iterative approach.

1 Introduction

The Steiner Tree problem is a well-known problem in the field of combinatorial optimization. It involves
connecting a specific set of vertices (referred to as terminals) in a weighted graph while aiming to minimize
the total cost of the edges used. The problem also allows for the inclusion of additional vertices, known as
Steiner points, which can help reduce the overall cost. This problem has a long history and was formally
defined mathematically by Hakimi in 1971 [19]]. It is recognized as one of the classic NP-hard problems
[20]. The Steiner Tree problem finds applications in various domains, including network design [4] and phy-
logenetics [24]], prompting continuous research efforts to develop more efficient approximation algorithms.

Initial algorithmic strategies for the Steiner Tree problem, while heuristic in nature, set the stage for more pre-
cise approaches. Zelikovsky’s 1993 introduction of a polynomial-time approximation algorithm achieved
an 11/6-approximation ratio [25]], which was followed by further improvements including Karpinski and
Zelikovsky’s 1.65-approximation in 1995 [21]. The approach was refined to a 1.55-approximation by
Robins and Zelikovsky in 2005 [23], and by 2010, Byrka, Grandoni, RothvoB3, and Sanita advanced this
to a 1.39-approximation [12]]. An earlier MST-based 2-approximation algorithm, introduced in the early
1980s, also played a crucial role due to its simplicity [22].
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The computational complexity of the Steiner Tree problem has been firmly established. Bern and Plassmann
showed its MAX SNP-hardness, indicating the absence of a polynomial-time approximation scheme (PTAS)
for this problem unless P equals NP [8]. Building on this, Chlebik and Chlebikova in 2008 established a
lower bound, demonstrating that approximating the Steiner Tree problem within a factor of 96/95 of the
optimal solution is NP-hard. This finding marks a crucial step in understanding the inherent complexity of
the problem [13]].

In combinatorial optimization, prize-collecting variants are distinct for their detailed decision-making ap-
proach. These variants focus not only on building an optimal structure but also on intentionally excluding
certain components, which leads to a penalty. This introduces more complexity and makes these problems
more applicable to real-world scenarios. The concept of prize-collecting problems in optimization was
first brought forward by Balas in the late 1980s [7]]. This pioneering work opened a new research direction,
particularly in scenarios where avoiding certain elements results in penalties. Following this, the first approx-
imation algorithms for prize-collecting problems were introduced in the early 1990s by authors including
Bienstock, Goemans, Simchi-Levi, and Williamson [9]. Their initial contributions have significantly shaped
the research direction in this area, focusing on developing solutions that effectively balance costs against
penalties.

The Prize-collecting Steiner Tree (PCST) problem is a key example in this category, as it takes into ac-
count both the costs of connectivity and penalties for excluding vertices. In this problem, we consider an
undirected graph G = (V, E) where V represents vertices and E represents edges. Each edge e € E has an
associated cost c(e), and each vertex v € V comes with a penalty m(v) that needs to be paid if the vertex is
not connected in the solution. The objective is to find a tree T = (Vy, E7) within G that minimizes the sum
of edge costs in T and penalties for vertices not in 7. This is mathematically expressed as:

Minimize Z cle) + Z w(v).
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This formulation captures the essence of the PCST problem: a trade-off between the infrastructure cost,
represented by the sum of the edge costs within the chosen tree, and the penalties assigned to vertices
excluded from this connecting structure. This detailed view of the problem applies to various situations,
such as network design where not every node needs to be connected, and resource allocation where some
demands might not be met, resulting in a cost.

Initial strides in developing approximation algorithms for PCST were made by Bienstock, Goemans, Simchi-
Levi, and Williamson with a 3-approximation achieved through linear programming relaxation [9]. Subse-
quent advancements by Goemans and Williamson, and later by Archer, Bateni, Hajiaghayi, and Karloff,
refined the approximation ratio to 2 and 1.967, respectively [15} 16]. Our work contributes to the ongoing
research efforts in the field by presenting a 1.7994-approximation algorithm for the PCST problem, improv-
ing upon the previous best-known ratio of 1.967 established in 2009 [6]. This achievement marks progress
in enhancing the efficiency of solutions for this long-standing open problem.

Besides PCST, the Prize-collecting Steiner Forest (PCSF) problem stands as another open area of research in
combinatorial optimization. In PCSF, the objective is to efficiently connect pairs of vertices, each of which
has an associated penalty for remaining unconnected. Work on this area began with the work of Agrawal,
Klein, and Ravi [} 2]]. Following this, 3-approximation algorithms were developed using cost-sharing and
iterative rounding, respectively [[16}[17]. Progress continued with Hajiaghayi and Jain’s 2.54-approximation
algorithm [18]], and more recently, the 2-approximation by Ahmadi, Gholami, Hajiaghayi, Jabbarzade, and
Mahdavi [3]].



Another related problem, the Prize-collecting version of the classic Traveling Salesman Problem (PCTSP),
focuses on optimizing the length of the route taken while also accounting for penalties associated with
unvisited cities. Although the natural LP formulations for PCTSP and PCST share lots of similarities,
PCTSP has experienced considerably more progress. The first breakthrough in breaking the barrier of 2 for
PCST also introduced a 1.98-approximation algorithm for PCTSP [6]. Subsequently, Goemans improved
this to a 1.91 approximation factor [14]. The approximation factor was further improved to 1.774 by Blauth
and Nagele [11], and most recently, to 1.599 by Blauth, Klein, and Négele [10]. These advances in PCSF
and PCTSP underline the significance and continuous research interest in prize-collecting problems.

1.1 Contribution Overview

In this paper, we focus on rooted PCST where a designated vertex, denoted as root, must be included in the
solution tree. The objective is to connect other vertices to root or pay their penalty. The general PCST and
its rooted variant are equivalent. Solving the general PCST involves iterating over all vertices as potential
roots and solving the rooted variant for each. Conversely, we can adapt the general version to address rooted
PCST by assigning an infinite penalty to the root vertex, ensuring its inclusion in the optimal solution. This
two-way equivalence is crucial for our approach, allowing us to concentrate on rooted PCST and extend our
findings to the general case. In the rooted version, we define an instance of the PCST problem using a graph
G = (V, E, c¢) with edge weight function ¢ : E — Ry, root vertex root, and penalty function 7 : V — Ryy.
In the penalty function, while only non-root vertices have actual penalties, we include root in the domain of
7 and assume it has penalty m(root) = co. This does not affect the actual costs of solutions, but simplifies
our statements by adding consistency.

In designing our algorithm, we utilize the recursive approach introduced by [3]]. The concept involves
running a baseline algorithm with a higher approximation factor on PCST to get an initial solution. We
then account for the penalties associated with any vertices identified by the baseline algorithm, paying
these penalties, and subsequently removing their penalties from consideration. Next, we apply a Steiner
tree algorithm to the remaining vertices to obtain another solution. We then call our algorithm recursively
with the adjusted penalties. At each recursive step, two algorithms are executed on the current input, each
producing a tree as a solution. Our procedure aggregates all solutions generated during the recursion process
and selects the one with the lowest cost as the final output.

We give a quick overview of the major components of our algorithm here.

Goemans and Williamson Algorithm for PCST. We use a slightly modified version of the algorithm
introduced by Goemans and Williamson in [[15]] as the baseline algorithm in the recursive process. We briefly
present this algorithm for completeness. Throughout the paper, we refer to this algorithm as PCSTGW and
denote the solution found by the algorithm as GW.

Let’s assume that each edge of the input graph G is a curve with a length equal to its cost. We want to build
a spanning tree F, which starts as a forest during our algorithm and transforms into a tree by the end of the
algorithm. We then remove certain edges from this tree to obtain our final tree 7 and pay penalties for every
vertex outside 7'.

To run our algorithm, we define C as the connected components of F, and active sets ActS as subsets of
C. Initially, both C and ActS consist of single-member sets, with each vertex belonging to exactly one set.
We assign a unique color to each vertex of the graph, with the value 7(v) representing the total duration that
color v can be used. As m(root) = oo, the color of root can be used without any limitation.

At any moment, each active set colors its adjacent edges (edges with exactly one endpoint in that set) with



the color of one of its vertices that still has available color.

Every time an edge becomes fully colored, it will be added to F, and subsequently, the connected compo-
nents of F and active sets will be updated. Moreover, if all vertices in an active set run out of color, the
active set becomes deactivated and will be considered a dead set, along with all the vertices inside it. We
continue this process until all vertices are connected to the root. Note that this is ensured since the root has
an infinite amount of color.

After the completion of this process, we remove some edges from F to obtain 7. We will select every dead
set § that cuts exactly one edge of F and remove all vertices in S from F to obtain 7. Every live vertex,
which refers to vertices not marked as dead, will be connected to the root in T, along with some dead vertices.
In fact, the tree T is the smallest subtree of F that contains all live vertices, including root, and every vertex
whose color has been used in 7.

Steiner Tree Algorithm for PCST. Here we want to construct a new solution ST based on the outcome
of PCSTGW. During the execution of the PCSTGW algorithm, certain active sets and their vertices may
reach a dead state, leaving them incapable of coloring edges as their vertices have used all of their colors. In
such cases, it is reasonable to pay their penalties and subsequently remove them from consideration. This
decision makes sense, as connecting these vertices to other vertices requires excessive costs compared to
their penalties.

In the GW solution, some of these dead vertices may eventually connect to the root when other active sets
link to them, and we utilize these dead vertices to connect live vertices to root. However, in ST, we pay the
penalties of all dead vertices and seek a tree that efficiently connects other vertices to root. The problem
of finding a minimum tree that connects a set of vertices to root is known as the Steiner Tree problem, and
we employ the best-known algorithm for this, assuming it has a p approximation factor, which currently is
In(4) + € [12].

Improving the approximation factor of the Steiner Tree algorithm would consequently enhance the approx-
imation factor of our PCST algorithm. It’s worth noting that one might suggest paying penalties only for
vertices that the GW solution pays penalties for, rather than all dead vertices. However, the GW solution
may connect all vertices to the root and influence the Steiner Tree algorithm to establish connections for
every vertex. This constraint restricts the algorithm’s flexibility in exploring alternative tree structures.

Iterative algorithm. Now, let’s explore our iterative algorithm. Our aim is to create an iterative procedure
that results in a @-approximation algorithm for PCST. We will discuss the value of « in the future.

At the initiation of our algorithm, we divide the vertex penalties by a constant factor 3 to obtain 7ig. The idea
of altering penalties has been used in [S]], but they focus on increasing penalties, while we decrease them.
The specific value of 8 will be determined towards the conclusion of our paper. This determination will
be based on the value of p, representing the best-known approximation factor for the Steiner Tree problem,
with the goal of minimizing the approximation factor a.

Now, we execute PCSTGW using the modified penalties 7g. Running PCSTGW on 7g provides us with a
tree Tgw, and paying the penalty of vertices outside Tgw yields one solution for the input. Subsequently,
we pay the penalty of every vertex that becomes dead during the execution of PCSTGW, set their penalty to
zero for the remainder of our algorithm, and connect the remaining vertices using the best-known algorithm
for the Steiner tree problem, denoted as STEINERTREE. The tree generated by STEINERTREE, denoted as T'sr,
presents another solution for the input.



Then, if no vertices with a non-zero penalty become inactive in PCSTGW, indicating that we haven’t altered
the penalties of vertices at this step, we terminate our algorithm by returning the minimum cost solution
between Tgw and Tst. Otherwise, we recursively apply this algorithm to the new penalties, and refer the
tree of the best solution found by the recursive approach as Tyr.

Finally, we select the best solution among Tgw, Tst, and Tyr. It’s important to note that our algorithm
essentially identifies two solutions at each iteration and, in the end, selects the solution with the minimum
cost among all these alternatives.

In analyzing our algorithm, we focus on its initial step, specifically the first invocation of PCSTGW and
STeINERTREE. We categorize vertices based on their status in PCSTGW, distinguishing between those marked
as dead or live, and whether their penalties have been paid in both PCSTGW and the optimal solution.
Additionally, we classify active sets based on whether they color only one edge or more than one edge of
the optimal solution. Through this partitioning, we derive lower bounds for the optimal solution and upper
bounds for the solutions Tgw and Tst. Leveraging the recursive nature of our algorithm, we establish an
upper bound for the solution 77t using induction. Following that, we evaluate how much these solutions
deviate from « - costopr.

Next, we show that for 8 = 1.252 and a = 1.7994, a weighted average of the cost of the three solutions is at
most « - costopr. This shows that our algorithm when using this value of £ is a 1.7994 approximation of the
optimal solution since the minimum cost is lower than any weighted average. We note that throughout our
analysis, we do not know the value of @. Instead, we obtain a system of constraints involving «, 8, p, and the
weights in the weighted average which needs to be satisfied in order for our proof steps to be valid. Then,
we find a solution to this system minimizing « to find our approximation guarantee. In this solution, we use
p = In(4) + €, using the current best approximation factor for the Steiner tree [12]]. Finally, we explain the
intuition behind certain parts of our algorithm, including why we need to consider all three solutions that we
obtain.

Outline. In Section 2] we explain Goemans and Williamson’s 2-approximation algorithm for PCST [15]],
using the coloring schema effectively utilized by [3] for PCSF. Then, in Section 3 we present our iterative
algorithm along with its analysis. Finally, in Section 4] we highlight the importance of employing both
algorithms in conjunction with the iterative approach to improve the approximation factor.

1.2 Preliminaries
Throughout our paper, we assume without loss of generality that the given graph is connected.
Let T be a subgraph, then ¢(T") denotes the total cost of edges in 7', i.e., c(T) = > o7 c(e).

For a subgraph T, we use V(T) to represent the set of vertices in 7', and V(T') denotes the set of vertices
outside 7.

Given a subset of vertices S C V, we define n1(S) = },c5 7(v) as the sum of penalties associated with
vertices in S .

For a PCST solution X, we denote its corresponding tree as Ty. Furthermore, we use costy to represent the
total cost of X, defined as c¢(Tx) + n(V(Tx)).



2 Goemans and Williamson Algorithm

Here we define a slightly modified version of the algorithm initially proposed by Goemans and Williamson
in [15] (hereinafter the GW algorithm) for the sake of completeness of our algorithm. Then we use it as a
building block in our algorithm in the next section. We introduce several lemmas stating the properties of
the algorithm and its output. We defer the proofs of these lemmas to the appendix.

The algorithm consists of two phases. In the first phase, we simulate a continuous process of vertices
growing components around themselves and coloring the edges adjacent to these components at a constant
rate. In this process, we imagine each edge e with weight c(e) as a curve of length c(e). Each vertex v has
a potential coloring duration equal to its penalty (v). We assume that the root vertex root has n(root) = oo,
indicating infinite coloring potential. This process of coloring will give us a spanning tree, which we will
then trim in the second phase to get a final tree.

During the algorithm, we keep a forest F' of tentatively selected edges, a set C of connected components of
this forest, and a subset ActS of active sets in C. For each component S in C, we will also store its coloring
duration yg. Initially, the forest F is empty, every vertex is an active set in C, and all ys values are 0.

At any moment in the process, all active sets color their adjacent edges using the coloring potential of their
vertices at the same rate. So, the amount of color on each edge is the total duration its endpoints have
been in active sets. We define an edge as fully colored if the combined active time of its endpoints totals
at least the length of the edge while they belong to different components. When such an edge between two
sets becomes fully colored, it is added to F, and the two sets containing its endpoints are merged, with their
coloring potentials summed together. An active set becomes inactive if it runs out of coloring potential. This
means that this set and its subsets have used the coloring potential of all the vertices in the set. We call an
edge getting added to F or an active set becoming inactive events in the coloring process. It may be possible
for multiple events to happen simultaneously, and in that case, we would handle them one by one in an
arbitrary order. The addition of one edge in the order may prevent the addition of other fully colored edges.
However, this can only happen if the latter edge forms a cycle in F, and therefore, the resulting components
are independent of the order in which we handle the events. As the component containing root remains
active and edges are only added between different components, F will eventually become a spanning tree of
G. This marks the completion of the coloring phase.

In the second phase, we will select a subset of F' as our Steiner tree and pay the penalties for the remaining
vertices. We refer to any active set that becomes inactive as a dead set. Throughout the first phase, we
maintain dead sets in DS to utilize them in the second phase. We categorize vertices into dead and live,
where a dead vertex is any vertex contained in at least one dead set, and all other vertices are considered
live. We store dead vertices in K and return them at the end of PCSTGW since they are used in our iterative
algorithm in the next section. For any dead set S, if there is exactly one edge of F cut by S (i.e., |0(S) N F| =
1), we remove this edge and all the edges in F that have both endpoints in S. This effectively removes S
from the tree and disconnects its vertices from the root. We repeat this process until no dead set with this
property can be found. Figure [I]illustrates how dead sets may be removed.

As each operation in the second phase disconnects only the selected dead set from the root, the final result
will be a tree T that contains all the live vertices, including root. We pay the penalties for the vertices outside
the tree, which are all dead vertices belonging to the dead sets we removed in the second phase. Algorithm
[[ provides a pseudocode that implements this process.

To facilitate our analysis throughout the paper, we assume that each vertex is associated with a specific color.
During the coloring process of an active set S, we assign each moment of coloring to a vertex v € S with
non-zero remaining coloring potential and utilize its color on the adjacent edges. For consistency, we choose



Figure 1: Illustration of dead sets in the final tree of GW algorithm. The dead sets colored in blue cut
multiple edges of F, and removing them would disconnect other vertices so they are not removed. On the
other hand, the dead sets colored in red can be safely removed without affecting other vertices.

vertex v based on a fixed ordering of the vertices in V where root comes first. So, a set S containing root
will always assign its coloring to root. We note that a set S can not use the color of a vertex that is already
dead. Based on this assignment, we define the following values:

Definition 1. For each vertex v, we define its total coloring duration y,, and the coloring duration assigned
toit by aset S as yg,:

e yg,= total coloring duration using color v in set S

® y, = ZSQV;veS Ysv
Note that ), ysv = Vs

We bound the cost of both the chosen tree and the penalty of the dead vertices in the following lemmas.
Proofs of these lemmas are in the appendix given their similarity to [15]].

Lemma 2. Let T be the tree returned by Algorithm [Il We can bound the total weight of this tree by

«T)<2- Z yg =2 Z Yy

S cV—-{root}; veV(T)—{root}
SNV(T)#0

Lemma 3. For any vertex v € V, we have y, < n(v). Furthermore, if v € K which means it is a dead vertex,
we have y, = m(v).

Lemma 4. Any vertex v ¢ V(T) is a dead vertex.

Lemmas 2, 3] and 4 immediately conclude the following lemma.

Lemma 5. The total cost of the GW algorithm is bounded by

costgw = c(T)+n(V(T)) <2 - Z yy + Z Yy
veV(T)—{root} veV(T)

We note that Lemma 5] can be used to prove that the GW algorithm achieves a 2-approximation by showing

that the optimal solution has cost at least Y,  y,. We prove a stronger version of this fact in Lemma[13]
veV—{root}



In addition to the above lemmas on the cost of the solution and its connection to the coloring, we also prove
the following lemma. This lemma will help in our analysis in Section 3.1, where we use it to introduce
an upper bound for the cost of the optimal Steiner tree connecting all the live vertices in a call to the
GW algorithm.

Lemma 6. Let I = (G, root,n) and I’ = (G’, root, ) be instances of PCST, where G’ is obtained from G by
adding a set of edges Ey with weight O from root to a set of vertices U. Let y, be the coloring duration for
vertex v in a run of the GW algorithm on 7, and let K be the set of dead vertices in this run. Let y/, and K’
be the corresponding values when running the GW algorithm on instance I’ using the same order to assign
coloring duration to vertices. We have

y:)sy\/a
w=0ifveU,

and
K' CK.

Proof. We will prove these facts by comparing the run of the GW algorithm on instances / and I”. We can
identify "moments" in the first phase of the algorithm in these runs by the total coloring duration using the
color of root which is always active, and look at the same moments across these two runs. Let C and C’ refer
to the set of components in the runs on 7 and I’ respectively. We prove the invariant that at any moment in the
run of the GW algorithm on I’, for any component S € C’ such that root ¢ S, S would also be a component
in C at the same moment of the algorithm on instance /. In addition, S would be active for instance I’ if and
only if it is active in instance I. Figure 2lillustrates how the components in the runs can look.

Initially, at moment ¢ = 0, before any events are applied, the invariant holds as we start with each vertex
being an isolated component in both cases. The invariant also holds after events at ¢ = 0 are processed: We
can assume that the shared events are handled first in both runs, with the second run also having additional
events corresponding to the edges in E( being fully colored, which will only merge components with the
component containing root.

We will now prove that if the invariant holds at moment ¢, it will also hold at the next moment ¢’ > ¢ where
an event happens in the second run. Combined with the invariant being true at time ¢ = 0, this will prove the
invariant for the duration of the algorithm as the invariant can only break when an event occurs. Note that
unless otherwise specified, when referring to a moment ¢, we consider the state of the runs after the events
at moment ¢ have been applied.

Let 7 be the current moment, where we know the invariant holds. Let ¢ be the first moment after # when an
event happens in the run for instance I’. We first claim that between ¢ and #', there can be no events in the
run for / that affect a component S € C’ not containing root. Assume otherwise that such an event exists
and the first event of this kind occurs at moment ¢* < ¢’. There are two possible cases:

e The event corresponds to a fully colored edge getting added. One of the endpoints of this edge must
be in set S'. Let S’ be the set in C’ containing the other endpoint. If root ¢ S’, then at each moment
until ¢, the component containing each endpoint has been the same between I and I’. In addition,
these components have been active at the same moments. So, the amount of coloring on the edge is
the same in both runs, and this edge should become fully colored in the run on /" at time ¢’ too. This
is in contradiction with the fact that the first event after moment ¢ for I’ is at time ¢’ > ¢”.

We arrive at the same contradiction if S’ includes root. In this case, the coloring on the edge would
have been the same in both runs until the other endpoint joins a component including root. Afterward,
the coloring from the endpoint in S would be the same between the two runs, and the other end is
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Figure 2: An illustration of how the components in C and C’ can be. The components in C” are shown in
red circles, and the components in C are shown in blue ones. Each red component that does not include root
is also a blue component.

always in an active set. So, the coloring on this edge in I’ at moment ¢ is at least as much as in 7 and
so it must be fully colored by #”. This also can’t happen before # since S is a component in C’, so we
again get an event between ¢ and ¢ which is a contradiction.

e The event corresponds to the set S becoming inactive. Since S and its subsets have been active sets at
the same moments in both runs, if S becomes inactive in 7 at time ¢ it will also become inactive in I’
at the same moment as a set becoming inactive only depends on the coloring duration of its subsets.
This contradicts our assumption of the first event for I’ occurring at ¢’ > ”.

This shows that the invariant holds just before #'. We now show that events at #' will not break this invariant.
We note that multiple events may happen at the same moment, but as previously mentioned the order of
considering the events does not change the final components. So, we assume that relevant events are taken
in the same order in both runs and consider the effect of events at time #’ one at a time. There are again two
cases for the event:

e The event corresponds to an edge becoming fully colored. Let S and S’ be the components in C’
containing the endpoints of this edge. If neither set contains root, then the same components contain
these endpoints in C, and by the same argument as the previous case, this edge becomes fully colored
at time ¢’ in the run for /. So, we can add the edge in both runs, and the invariant will still hold for the
new components. Otherwise, since the merged component will contain root, its addition to C” does
not affect the invariant and it will again hold.

e The event corresponds to a set S becoming inactive. This set cannot contain root as the set containing
root has unlimited potential and never becomes inactive. So, by the same argument we used previously,
this set must also be in C and become inactive at the same time.

This proves that the desired invariant will hold at all moments in the run for I’. Now, let y¢, y , and y,
denote the coloring duration values for this run and yg, ys, and y, be the same values for the run on /. Based
on the above invariant, we will show that y;, < y, for all vertices v # root. For any non-root vertex v, before
it joins a component containing root in the run on I’, it belongs to the same component in both runs at any
moment. In addition, these components will be active sets at the same moments. This is also true for all the



vertices that are in the same component as v in any of these moments. So, the ys and y§ values for these
components up until this moment will be identical. Consequently, the y = values and therefore y;, will also
be equal to their counterparts in the other run as the same ordering is used to assign coloring duration. After
this moment, y; will not increase anymore, as all coloring for the component will be assigned to root, and
¥y can only increase further. So, y;, <y, for all v # root. We can also show that y; ,, < V.. Consider
the moment the run on / ends. At this moment, the only component in C is the one containing root. Based
on the invariant, we can infer that this is also the only component in C’. So, the run on I’ ends at least as
soon as the run on /. But as the component containing root is always active and assigns its coloring to root,
the y value for the root is exactly the total duration of the process. So, y/,,; < Yror- In addition, as any
vertex v € U can immediately merge with root using the added 0-weight edge, we will have y/, = O for these
vertices.

We can see from our proof of the invariant that any dead set in the run on I’ will also be a dead set in the run
on [. Therefore, K’ C K. This completes our proof of the lemma. O

Algorithm 1 GW Algorithm

Input: undirected graph G = (V, E, ¢) with edge costs ¢ : E — Ry, root root, and penalties 7 : V —
Rso.

Output: Subtree T of G containing root, alongside a set K of dead vertices.
1: procedure PCSTGW(I = (G, root, )
2: Initialize F as an empty forest
3 Initialize ActS and C as {{v} | v € V}
4: Setys « Oforall S € ActS
5: K0
6
7
8
9

DS «0
while |[C| > 1 do
Ay« mingeaers (Xyes 7(V) — Xsrcs Ys7)

. Ce= .5 ee5(5) VS
Ay M1Ne=(y,v)eE; eUF is aforest(HSEAC,S |;€S VveS}I)

10: A «— min(A, Ar)

11 for S € ActS do

12: Vg «— ys + A

13: if A| < A, then

14: Find a set S minimizing A4

15: ActS « ActS —{S}

16: K—KUS

17: DS « DS U{S}

18: else

19: Find an edge e = (u, v) minimizing A,
20: F—FUe

21: Update C and ActS accordingly

22: Extract T from F' by repeatedly removing dead sets in DS that cut a single edge in F'
23: return (7, K)

10



3 The Iterative Algorithm

In this section, we present our iterative algorithm which is described in Algorithm 2l In Section[3.1] we give
an analysis for this algorithm.

Our algorithm makes use of the PCSTGW procedure from Algorithm [Ias a fundamental component. Addi-
tionally, we employ an approximation algorithm for the Steiner tree problem to improve the approximation
factor. This can be any approximation algorithm for the Steiner tree problem. We denote the approximation
factor for this algorithm as p. Whenever we require this p-approximation solution for the Steiner tree, we
invoke the procedure named STEINERTREE. As our final approximation factor will depend on p, we will use
the current best approximation algorithm for Steiner Tree [12]] with p = In(4) + € in our analysis. In addition,
our algorithm depends on a constant 8 which we will fix later in Section [3.2]to optimize the approximation
ratio.

Our algorithm, as described in Algorithm [2 identifies three solutions for the given PCST instance I =
(G, root, ). Subsequently, we opt for the solution with the minimum cost as the final solution for instance /.

First, we construct the instance Ig = (G, root, ng) from I by replacing 7, with % for all vertices. One solution
named “GW” for instance /, denoted as 7Tgw, can be obtained by invoking procedure PCSTGW (Line 4)) on
instance Ig, buying edges in Tgw and paying penalties for vertices in V(Tgw). From the definition of I, we
can conclude that 7(V(Tgw)) = Brg(V(Tgw)). As stated in Section [2] in addition to Tgw, procedure PC-
STGW also returns a set of vertices, K, which represents dead vertices during the coloring process.

Another solution for instance / named “ST” is obtained by retrieving a Steiner tree T'st in graph G for the
set of terminals L := V \ K which are the live vertices in the output of the GW algorithm. This solution is
found using the procedure STEINERTREE and is therefore a p-approximation of the minimum Steiner tree on
this terminal set. We pay the penalties for the vertices outside T'st, which will be a subset of K.

If K is empty, the algorithm immediately returns the solution with the lower total cost between the two
obtained solutions. Otherwise, a third solution named “IT”, denoted as T, is obtained through a recursive
call on a simplified instance R. The simplified instance is formed through a process of adjusting penalties.
We set the penalties for the vertices in K, which are the dead vertices in the result of the PCSTGW procedure,
to zero while maintaining the penalty for the live vertices L, as indicated in Lines [L] through 121

As a final step, the algorithm simply selects and returns the solution with the lowest cost. To help with the
comparison of these three solutions, the algorithm calculates the values costgw = c(Tgw) + 7(V(Tgw)),
costst = c(Tst) + m1(V(Tsr)), and costit = c(T1r) + n(V(T1r)), representing the costs of the solutions (as
indicated in Lines[5] [8] and [14).

3.1 Analysis

For an arbitrary instance I = (G, root, ) in PCST, our aim is to analyze the approximation factor achieved
by Algorithm 2l We compare the output of IPCST on I with an optimal solution OPT for the instance 1. We
denote the tree selected in OPT as Topr. Then, the cost of OPT is given by costopr = c(Topt) + 7(V(TopT)).

We use an inductive approach to analyze the algorithm, where we focus on a single call of the algorithm and
find upper bounds for each of our three solutions and a lower bound for the optimal solution OPT. To find
these lower and upper bounds, we make use of the coloring done by the GW algorithm on instance Iz and
the values ys, ysy, and y, relating to this coloring process. In addition, we establish an upper bound for the
solution obtained from the recursive call based on the induction hypothesis. In our inductive analysis, we
only consider one individual call to the procedure at each time, to analyze either the induction base or the
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Algorithm 2 Iterative PCST algorithm
Input: Undirected graph G = (V, E, ¢) with edge costs ¢ : E — Ry, root root, and penalties 7 : V —
Rso.
Output: Subtree T of G containing root.
1: procedure IPCST(I = (G, root, ir))
2: Construct 7g by dividing all penalties by f.
3 Construct the PCST instance Ig = (G, root, nig).
4 Tow, K < PCSTGW(lp)
5: costgw — c(Tgw) + n(V(Tgw))
6
7
8
9

L—{v:iveV,v¢K}
Tst < STEINERTREE(G, L)
costst < c(Tst) + n(V(TsT))
: if 7(K) = 0 then
10: return 7Ty where costy is minimum among X € {GW, ST}
11: Construct 7’ by adjusting 7 through the assignment of penalties for vertices in K to 0.
12: Construct the PCST instance R = (G, root, i’).
13: Tir < IPCST(R)
14: costit < c(Trt) + n(V(T11))
15: return 7y where costy is minimum among X € {GW, ST, IT}

induction step. So, all the variables used in the analysis will relate to the algorithm’s variables in the specific
call we are analyzing. This includes the trees Tgw, TsT, and 77T, and the live and dead vertices L and K.

We note that in our induction, we do not initially know the value of the approximation factor @ which we
want to prove the algorithm achieves. Instead, we use « as a variable in our inequalities, and this leads to
a system of constraints involving « that need to be satisfied for our induction to prove an @ approximation
guarantee. These inequalities involve not only the approximation factor @ which we seek to find but also the
parameter S which defines the behavior of our algorithm. Throughout the analysis, we assume that 8 < 2.
We justify this assumption in Subsection 4.11by showing that values of 8 > 2 cannot lead to a better than 2
approximation. To determine our approximation factor @, we consider the range p < a < 2. This range is
chosen because we cannot assume that our algorithm performs better than the Steiner tree algorithm, which
we use as a component. Additionally, our solution is guaranteed to be at least as good as the 2-approximation
provided by the GW algorithm.

In the first step, we categorize non-root vertices based on the output of PCSTGW(/3) and OPT. This catego-
rization helps us establish more precise bounds for the solutions by enabling a more tailored analysis within
each category.

Definition 7. For an instance /, OPT partition vertices into two sets: V(Topr) and V(Topr). PCSTGW(Ip)
also partitions vertices into two sets: L and K. We define four sets to categorize the vertices, excluding root,
based on these two partitions:

A = V(Topr) N L — {root} B=VTopr) NK
C=V(Topr)NL D =V(Topr)NK

12



PCSTGW (1)

Live vertices! | Dead vertices
. . Connected to roott A B
Optimal Solution Penalty paid C D

Table 1: This table illustrates the categories of vertices.

Using the coloring scheme of PCSTGW(I), we introduce the following values to represent the total duration
of coloring with vertices in these sets.

"71=Zyv VB=Z)’V

veA veB
rc = Zyv rp = Zyv
veC veD

Definition 8 (Connected and unconnected dead vertices). For an instance I, based on Definition [7] the sets
8B and D represent dead vertices in the output of PCSTGW(Ig). We further divide set 8 into 8’ and B”,
and set O into O’ and D", based on whether they are connected to the root at the end of the PCSTGW (/3)
procedure. Let 8’ and 9’ be the subsets of B and D, respectively, representing the vertices connected to the
root. Similarly, 8" and D" are the subsets of 8 and D, respectively, indicating the vertices not connected
to the root at the end of the procedure.

B =B8nV(Tgw) = V(Torr) N K N V(Tgw)
B" =BnV(Tow) = V(Torr) N K NV(Tgw)
D' =DNV(Tw) = V(Topr) N K N V(Taw)
D" =DNV(Tew)) = V(Topr) N K NV(Tow)

Subsequently, we define rg/, rg-, roy, and ro- as the total duration of coloring with vertices in sets 8’, 8",
9, and D", respectively.

rgr = Zyv rgr = Z Yy

ves’ veB’
VZ)'=Z)’V ropr = Zyv
vedy e

It is trivial to see that rpp = rgy + rpr as D' U D" = Dand D' N D" = (. Similarly, rg = rg + rg-.

Definition 9 (Single-edge and multi-edge sets). For an instance /, we call a set § € V a single-edge set if
|6(S) N Topr| = 1 and a multi-edge set if |6(S) N Topr| > 1 (Illustrated in Figure [3). We assign each moment
of coloring with colors of vertices in 8 which are inside a single-edge set to by, and those in a multi-edge

lexcluding root.

13



Multi-edge

Figure 3: Illustration of single-edge set vs. multi-edge set in Topr. The red set is a single-edge set, but the
blue one is a multi-edge set.

set to by. These definitions are as follows:
b=, ), s
veB |6(S)NTopr|=1

By Y
veB |6(S)NTopr|>1

Note that rg = by + by, as every vertex in B is connected to root in the optimal solution. Therefore, with
each moment of coloring involving vertices in B, the corresponding active set cuts an edge belonging to the
path from that vertex to root in the optimal solution.

Lemma 10. For any vertex v € V, we have 8y, < n(v). Furthermore, if v € 8 U D, which means is a dead

vertex, we have By, = m(v).

Proof. Since we run PCSTGW on 75 in Line ] we can use Lemma 3] using penalties 5. That means, for
any vertex v € V, we have y, < mg(v), and if v is a dead vertex, we have y, = mg(v). Since in Line 2, we set

ng(v) = @, we can conclude the lemma. O
PUTB

Now for a given instance /, we derive lower bounds on the optimal solution using terms defined earlier. We
use a similar approach that is used in [3] to bound the optimal solution.

Lemma 11. We can bound the cost of the optimal solution in terms of the cost of its tree as follows:
costopr = c(Toptr) + Br¢ + Bro.

Proof. According to the definition of cost in PCST, we can determine the cost of the optimal solution by
separately calculating the weight of its tree and the penalties it pays. Additionally, based on Definition
we have V(Topr) = C U D. Utilizing these two observations, we can establish an upper bound for costopr

14



as follows:

costopt = c(Topt) + n(V(Topr))

= c(Topr) + Z n(v)

veV(Topr)

= c(Topr) + ) 7() + Y 7(v) CcnD=0
veC veD

> c(Topr) + ) By + ) B (Lemma [I0)
veC veD

= c(Topr) + Prc + Brop (Definition

O

Based on LemmalIT] we can easily conclude the following corollary which bounds the weight of the optimal
solution tree using the cost of the optimal solution.

Corollary 12. We can bound the cost of optimal solution’s tree as follows:

c(Topr) < costopt — Bre — PBro.

Now we use Lemmal[IT] to expand the bound of the optimal solution.

Lemma 13. We can establish a lower bound for the optimal solution as follows:
costopr = rq + by + 2by + Bre + Bro

Proof. First, we demonstrate that r4 + by + 2b, is a lower bound for ¢(Topr). To achieve this, for any set S,
we define dopr(S) as the number of edges of Topr that are colored by S. Given that each portion of an edge
will be colored at most once, and each set S C V colors dopr(S) - ys of the optimal solution, we can derive
a lower bound for ¢(Topr) based on the proportion of the colored edges in Topr.

c(Topt) 2 Z dopt(S) - ys
Scv

= > dopr(S) - ys. (s = Zves Vsv)

SCV veS
= Z Z dopt(S) - ysy (change the order of summations)

> Z ZdOPT(S)‘ySv ANB=0, AUBCYV)

VEAUB SCV
vesS

> Z Z dop1(S) - ys, + Z Z dopt(S) - ysv-

vVEASCV veB SCV
vesS ves
Furthermore, for any vertex v in A or B, based on Definition [7 there exists a path from v to root in Topr.
Also, for every set S C V where ys, > 0, we know root ¢ S otherwise all coloring of set S would be
assigned to root. Using these two observations, we can infer that at least one edge of Topr is colored by S,
resulting in dopr(S) > 1.
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For vertices in (A, we have:

DD dort($) sy = )L D vy (dovr(S) = 1 when ys, > 0)
VEASCV VEASCV
veS veS
- Z vy (Definition [T))
VEA
=rq. (Definition

For vertices in B, we have:

ZZdOPT(S)'ySv:Z Z dOPT(S)'ySv+Z Z dopt(S) - ysv

veB SCV veB SCV veB SCV
vesS vesS vesS
dopr(S)=1 dopr(S)>1
(dopt(S) = 1 when yg, > 0)
DINDISTED IR -2
veB ScV veB SCV
vesS vesS
dopr(S)=1 dopt(S)>1
= by +2bs. (Definition [9))

Combining all together, we obtain:
c(Topr) = ra + by + 2bs.
By using this bound along with Lemmal[I1l we can bound costopr.

costopr 2 c(Topr) + Bre +Brop (Lemmal[LT)
>rq+ by +2by + Bre + Pro. O

Next, we bound the GW solution.

Lemma 14. The following bound holds for the cost of the solution returned by the output of PCSTGW(l3)
for instance I:
costgw < 2rq + 2rg + 2rg + 2rp.

Proof. According to Line 3l of Algorithm 2] we have
costgw = c(Taw) + 7(V(Tow))
To start, based on Definition [7l we have
AUC = (V(Topr) N L — {root}) U (V(Topr) N L) = L — {root},
and based on Definition [§] we have
B'UD = (V(Topr) N K N V(Taw) U (V(Torr) N K N V(Tow) = K N V(Taw)-
Then, we can combine them to obtain

AUCUB UD = (L - {root}) U(KNV(Tgw))
= (LN V(Tgw)) — {rooth) U (K N V(Tgw)) (L < V(Tow))
= V(Tgw) — {root}.
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Applying this observation to Lemma[2 results in a bound for c(Tgw).

c(Tgw) <2- Z Y

veV(Tgw)—{root}

=2 Z Yy

VeAUCUB' UDY
Sz'zyv+2'zyv+2'zyv+2' Z)’v
veEA veC veB’ vepy
=2rq +2rc +2rg + 2rgy. (Definitions [7]and [8))

Additionally, in GW, we pay penalties for the vertices that are not connected to the root, all of which are
dead according to Lemmall Consequently, we can deduce that:

aVTaw) = . a0

veV(Tow)

= Z Byy (Lemma[10)
veéV(Tow)

= Z By, + Z By, = Brgs + Broy. (Definition 8]
veB” veD”’

It is worth emphasizing that throughout the algorithm, we assume 8 < 2. In conclusion, we can establish an
upper bound for costgw.

costgw = c(Tgw) + n(V(Tgw))
<2rq +2rc + 2rg + 2rgy + Bray + Broy

< 2ra+2rc +2rg + 2rgr 4+ 2rgy + 2rpy (B<2)
=2rq + 2rg + 2rc + 2ro. (Definition [8))
O

We restate this upper bound in terms of the variable a and the cost of the optimal solution costgpr using
Lemma[I3]

Lemma 15. The following bound holds for the cost of the solution returned by the output of PCSTGW(/3)
for instance I:

costgw < a-costopr + R —a)yra+ 2 —a)b; + 2 - 2a)by + 2 — af)rc + (2 — af)rp.
Proof. We can directly apply Lemmal[I3]to the previous bound obtained in the preceding Lemma[14l

costgw < 2rq + 2rg + 2rc + 2rp (Lemma[14)
< 27‘;,2( + 2([91 + bz) + 21"(; + 2?‘1) +a- (COSZOPT —rq — b1 - 2b2 —ﬂl’c —,BFD) (Lemma [13)
<a-costopr+ L—-a)rg+ 2 —a)by + 2 -2a0)b, + 2 — af)re + 2 — af)ryp.

O

Next, we bound the cost of the ST solution. For a set S, let Topr; denote the minimum cost Steiner tree on
this set. In the following lemma, we relate the cost of the ST solution to the cost of Topr, -
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Lemma 16. For instance I/, we can bound the cost of the solution returned by the output of ST as follows:
costst < p - C(TOPT’L) + Brg + Bro.

Proof. Since in Tst, we are connecting every vertex in L to root, using an Steiner tree algorithm with an
approximation factor of p, the cost of the tree T'st can be bounded by

c(Tst) < p - c(Topt))-

Moreover, as all vertices in L are connected to root, the vertices for which we need to pay penalties for this
solution form a subset of K, i.e., V(T'st) C K. Furthermore, by Definition [/] we have:

BUD=V(Topr) N K)U V(Topr) N K) (Deﬁnition[j])
=K

Now, we can bound the penalty paid by the ST solution.

n(V(Tst)) < n(K)
=n(BUD)

Z n(v)

(Lemma [10)

I
g
&

=pBra + Pro (Definition
Finally, we use these bounds to complete the proof

costst = c(Tst) + n(V(Tst)) < p - c(Topr)) +Bra + Brp

O

We now provide an upper bound for the cost of Topr; based on the cost of Topr to obtain our main upper
bound for ST.

Lemma 17. For the minimum cost Steiner tree Topr, on L, we have
C(TOPT’L) < c(Topr) + 2rc + 2rp.

Proof. We construct a new instance I[’g = (G', root, ng) where G’ is obtained from G by adding a set Ey of
edges of weight 0 from root to every vertex in U = AU B = V(Topr) — {root}. Let TE}W be the resulting tree
and y;, be the coloring duration for the vertices in this process assuming we assign the colors in the same
way as we did when running the GW algorithm on Ig. By Lemmal6] y, < y, for all vertices in C U D. In
addition, we have y/, = 0 for all vertices in U = AU B. Then, using Lemma[2lwe can bound the cost of Téw
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as

c(TGw) <2 Z v, (Lemmal2)

veV(T’GW)—{mot}

<2 v (V(Thy) € V)
veV—{root}

<2 Z Yo +2 Z ¥, (AUBUCUD =V — {root))
VEAUB veCUD

<2 Z v, (O, =0if v € AU B by Lemmald)
veCUD

<2 Z Y (v}, <y, by Lemmal6)
veCUD

=2rc + 2rp. (Definition [7))

Let K’ be the set of dead vertices returned by the GW algorithm on /, /; Based on Lemmal6] we have K’ C K.
Therefore, as vertices in A U C U {root} = L are not part of K, they cannot be part of K’ either and must be
live vertices in this run. Lemma 4 means that these vertices are connected by T,y .

If we remove any edges in £y from T’GW, and instead add Topt, which is a spanning tree on A U B U {root},
all the vertices in V(T,y,) will remain connected. So, we get a connected subgraph of G that connects L.
The cost of this subgraph is at most

c(Tgw = Eo) U Topr) < c(Topr) + ¢(TGy)
< c(Topr) + 2r¢ + 2rp.

As this subgraph connects L, its cost gives us an upper bound on the cost of the minimum Steiner tree on
these vertices. So we have
c(Topr,) < c(Topr) + 2rc + 2rp.

O

We combine the last two lemmas to introduce an upper bound for the ST solution. We again state this upper
bound in terms of costopr and a. Here, we rely on the fact that @ > p to add a non-negative value to an
initial upper bound based on Lemmas[16]and

Lemma 18. For instance /, we can bound the cost of the solution returned by the output of ST as follows:
costst <a-costopr+ (p—a)ra+(p+L—-—a)by + Cp+-2a)by + Cp —af)rc+ 2Cp + 5 —af)rp.

Proof. By combining Lemma/[I6 with Lemmal[I7] we can derive a new bound for costsr.

costst < p - c(Topr,) + Prs + pro (LemmalT6)
< p(c(Topr) + 2r¢ + 2rp) + Brg + Bro (Lemma [I7)
< p(costopr — Bre — Bro + 2rc + 2rp) + Brg + Bro (Corollary [12))
< p(costopr — Bre — Bro + 2re + 2rp) + Bra + Bro
+ (a — p)(costopr — ra — by — 2by — Bre — Brp) (Lemmal(I3l @ — p > 0)

= a - costopr + (p — Ara + (P +B—a)by + 2p + B = 2a)by + 2p — aP)rc + 2p + B = af)rp
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Now, assume that we want to show that the algorithm achieves an approximation factor of @. Then, to prove
this by induction, we need to show two things. First, we need to show that in the base case where the dead
set K returned by the GW algorithm has penalty 0 and we do not make a recursive call, our solution is an «
approximation. Secondly, we have to demonstrate the induction step. This means that we have to show that
if our recursive call on instance R returns an « approximation for this instance, the final returned solution
will also be an a approximation. If these two steps are accomplished, then by induction on the number of
vertices with non-zero penalties (which decreases with every recursive call), we can prove that our algorithm
achieves an « approximation.

So far, we do not know the value of @ so we cannot prove the induction steps directly. Instead, we will
show that if « satisfies certain constraints then both the base case and the step of induction can be proven for
that value of @ and therefore our algorithm will give us an @ approximation. These constraints are obtained
by thinking of @ as a variable and then trying to prove the induction base and the induction step for a.
Minimizing « in this system of constraints will give us an upper bound on the approximation factor of our
algorithm.

In the following, we first assume that the recursive call on R is an a approximation, and bound the iterative
solution using this assumption. Then, in Section [3.2] we combine the bounds for the different solutions to
find a system of constraints that restrict @. We also consider the constraints that arise from the base case
being an @ approximation, which turn out to form a subset of the former constraints. Finally, we find the
minimum value of « that can satisfy these constraints to obtain our approximation guarantee.

We start with the next lemma, which bounds the cost of the iterative solution’s output, assuming that the
recursive call returns an « approximate solution for instance R. Here, OPTy denotes the optimal solution for
the PCST instance R.

Lemma 19. For instance I, the cost of the iterative solution, denoted as costit, can be bounded as follows:
costit < @ - costopry + PBrag + Pro,
assuming that the recursive call on instance R returns an a approximate solution.

Proof. Based on our assumption, IPCST(R) will return a solution that is an a-approximate of the optimal
solution of instance R which we indicate by OPTg. This gives us the following bound:

c(Trr) + ﬂ’(V(TIT)) < @ - costoptg-

However, as costit = c(T1r) + n(V(T1T)), we need to establish the relationship between 7(V(T1r)) and
7'(V(T1r)). The only difference between these functions lies in setting the penalty for vertices in K = BU D
to zero in 7/, as indicated in Line Thus, we can conclude that

a(V(Trr)) < 7' (V(Tir)) + (B U D)

=R (VT +8 ), » (LemmalI0)
ve(BUD)
= 7' (V(Tir)) + Brg + Bro. (Definition [7)

By combining these inequalities, we get

costir = c(Trr) + 7(V(Trr)) < c(Trr) + 7' (V(Tr)) + Brg + Bro < @ - costopry, + Bra + Pro.
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Lemma 20. For an instance /, we can remove a set of edges with a total length of b; from Topr in such a
way that the vertices in A remain connected to root.

Proof. Consider a moment of coloring with the color of a vertex v € B in a single-edge set S C V. Given
that we are coloring with v at this moment, the vertex is still a live vertex. However, since v is in B, it
will become dead at some moment of the algorithm. Since all the vertices in § will remain in the same
component until the end of the algorithm, the moment v becomes dead, all vertices in S will also become
dead. That means, every vertex in § is either in Bor D,ie. S CHBUD =K.

Since S is a single-edge set, there is only one edge from Topr that cuts this set. Let assume that this edge is
e, i.e. 6(S) N Topr = {e}. Removing edge e from Topr, Will only disconnect vertices in S from root, since S
is a single-edge set and paths in Topt from root to vertices outside of S will not pass through e.

If we remove all such edges from Topr, the total cost of the removed edges will be at least b;. This is due to
the fact that the coloring on these edges from single-cut sets assigned to the vertices in 8 is equal to by, and
the coloring on each edge is at most its weight. Note that, each single-edge set is coloring exactly one edge
of the optimal solution at each moment. So, we can remove edges with a total length of at least b; from
Topr without disconnecting vertices in A from root. |

Lemma 21. For an instance /, we can bound the cost of the optimal solution for instance R by

costopr, < costopr — Bro — by,

where R is created at Line[I2] of IPCST(J).

Proof. To prove this lemma, we start by showing that there is a solution for instance R that costs at most
costopt — Brp — by. Since OPTy, is the optimal solution of instance R, its cost would not exceed the cost of
the instance we are constructing. This will complete the proof of the lemma. To construct the mentioned
instance, we take the optimal solution of instance /, which we indicate by OPT, and remove extra edges
from its tree Topr. Additionally, we do not need to pay penalties for pairs in OPT whose penalty is set to
zero in 7" at Line [[1] for instance R.

Let’s start with the tree Topr. Using Lemma[20, we can remove a set of edges from Topr with a total length
of at least b; without disconnecting vertices in set A from root.

Moreover, the optimal solution pays penalties for vertices in set C U 9. However, instance R has been
constructed by assigning zero to the penalty of vertices in set K, which includes vertices in set 9. Therefore,
the penalty that we pay for vertices in D in the optimal solution is not required to be paid in OPTg. This
deducts m(9) from the cost of the optimal solution, which is equal to Srp according to Lemma This
completes the proof of this lemma. O

Lemma 22. For instance /, the output of the iterative solution can be bounded as follows:
costit < @ - costopr + (B — a)by + Bby + (B — af)rp
assuming that the recursive call on instance R returns an a approximate solution.

Proof. We utilize Lemma[21]to modify the terms of the bound in Lemma [I9]

costit < acostopr, + Pra + Pro (Lemmal[19)
< a(costopr — Brp — by) + B(b1 + by) + Bro (Lemma [21] and Definition [9))

< a-costopr + (B— )b + Bby + (B — aB)rp
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3.2 Finding The Approximation Factor

Now that we have bounded costgw, costst, and costit, we can determine an appropriate value for a such that,
during each call of IPCST on instance /, the minimum of costgw, costst, and costit is at most @ - costopr.

To achieve this, we assign weights to each solution in a way that the weighted average of these three bounds
is at most «@ - costopr. This completes our proof and demonstrates that the minimum among them is at most
a - costopr since any weighted average of a set of values is greater than or equal to their minimum.

Denoting wgw, wst, and wyt as the weights of solutions GW, ST, and IT respectively, let costwag represent
their weighted average cost. As we are taking an average, we assume wgw + wst + wir = 1 to simplify the
calculation. We also have wgw, wst, wit = 0. The bound for the weighted average is then given by

costwag < (@ - wgw + @ - wsT + @ - WT) * COStOPT
+((2-a@) -wgw +(p—a@)-wst) - ra
+((2-a) - wgw+ (p+B—a) -wsr+ (B—a) wir) - by
+((2-2a) -wgw + 2p +B—2a) - wst + B -wiT) - by
+(2-ap)-wew + 2p —af) - wst) - rc
+(2—aB) -wew +2p+B—af)-wst+ (B—apf) -wir) - rp

Given that wgw + wsT + wiT = 1, we have (@ - wgw + @ - wsT + @ - wiT) - costopr = « - costopr. Thus, the
first term in the expression is « - costopr.

To ensure costwag < @ - costopr, we aim to make the rest of the expression non-positive. Since r4, by, by,
re, and rgy are non-negative values, it suffices to make their coefficients non-positive by assigning suitable
values to a, 8, and the weights wgw, wst, and wyr. This leads to finding values that satisfy the following
inequalities, with each inequality corresponding to one of the coefficients.

2-a)-wegw+(p—a)-wst <0 (ra)
2-a)-wegw+(p+B—a) - wst+(B—a) -wr <0 (b1)
(2-2a)-wew +2p+p-2a) - wst+B-wir <0 (b2)
2-ap)-wew +(2p—apf)-wst <0 (re)
2-ap)-wew+CLp+B—af)-wstr+(B—-af) -wir <0 (rp)

We can also use a weighted average to ensure that our solution in the induction base has cost < « - costopr.
In this case, the IT solution cannot be employed as it represents the final step of recursion. So, we must
have wir = 0. Additionally, it’s essential to note that in this step, 7(K) = n(B U D) = 0, resulting in
by = by = rp = 0. Thus, only the inequalities for the coefficients of r# and r¢ remain relevant, which
already do not contain wyr:

Q-a)-wgw+(p—a)-wstr <0 (ra)
2-ap)-wew +(2p—aP)-wst <0 (rc)

We can see that if a solution for the system of constraints used for the induction step is found, setting
wrr = 0 and scaling wgw and wgst by a factor of ﬁ gives us a solution for these two new constraints
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with wgw + wst = 1 and wit = 0. So, whatever values of @ and 8 we find by solving the initial system of
inequalities will give us a valid solution and an approximation guarantee of «.

Considering the best-known approximation factor for the Steiner tree problem, which is p = In(4) + € [12],
we determine that choosing the values @ = 1.7994, 8 = 1.252, wgw = 0.385, wst = 0.187, and wir = 0.428
satisfies all the inequalities for a small enough value of €. This provides a valid proof for both the induction
base and induction step, leading to the conclusion of the following theorem.

Theorem 23. The minimum cost among GW, ST, and IT is a 1.7994-approximate solution for the Prize-
Collecting Steiner Tree instance I. Therefore, IPCST is an 1.7994 approximation for PCST.

Finally, we note that our algorithm runs in polynomial time.

Theorem 24. The procedure IPCST(/) runs in polynomial time.

Proof. The procedure IPCST(/) calls the PCSTGW(Ig) which runs in polynomial time and a polynomial
time algorithm STEINERTREE for the Steiner tree problem. Then it recursively calls itself on a new instance
such that the new instance has more vertices with a penalty of 0. The construction of this instance involves
a simple loop on the vertices and is done in polynomial time. Since the number of vertices is |V|, and each
time the number of vertices with non-zero penalty decreases by one, the recursion depth is at most |V|. So,
in IPCST we have a polynomial number of recursive steps, and each step takes a polynomial amount of time.
Therefore, the total running time of the algorithm is polynomial in the size of the input. O

4 Necessities in Our Algorithm

In this section, we demonstrate the necessity of utilizing all three solutions in IPCST and selecting the
minimum among them. Table [2] is completed based on the constraints 1 < p < a < 1.8, derived from
the NP-hardness of finding an exact algorithm for Steiner tree, the fact that Steiner tree is a special case of
PCST, and the goal of achieving an approximation factor better than 1.8. Additionally, we select 8 such that
2/a < B < a because if 2/a > B, both coefficients in r¢ will be positive. Also, if 8 > «, all coefficients of b;
become positive.

ra | b | by || rp
GW | + | + | - - -
ST | - [+ [|+2] 2] +
IT 0 - + | 0 -

Table 2: Sign of coefficients of each solution.

Table 2ldemonstrates the sign of the coefficient for each variable in every algorithm. We refer to this table to
explain why all three algorithms are essential. We need to find a combination of these algorithms such that
the weighted average of these coefficients adds up to zero. Since each row associated with an algorithm has at
least one positive value, achieving this balance is not possible if we use only one of the algorithms. Moreover,
omitting IT results in a positive coefficient for b;, making the iterative approach necessary. Similarly, using
GW and IT together leads to a positive coefficient for r4, emphasizing the need for ST to offset it. Lastly, if
we drop GW, the coefficient of b, constrains our approximation factor, as its coefficient in the IT algorithm
is positive, and in the ST algorithm, it is 2p + 8 — 2a. Given that the best-known approximation factor for

2Could potentially turn negative after further improvement in the approximation factor of the Steiner tree problem.
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Figure 4: A star graph with n + 1 vertices. We construct a PCST instance on this graph with vertex r as the
root, the central vertex ¢ having penalty 0, and all other vertices with having penalty 2(1 + ﬁ).

the Steiner tree is In(4) + € [12], replacing p with In(4) + € results in a positive value for the coefficient of b,
in the ST algorithm. Therefore, the GW algorithm is necessary to decrease the coefficient of b,.

4.1 Bad example for g > 2

Let B = 2(1 + €) for some € > 0. We consider a star graph G with n + 1 vertices as shown in Figure []
where one vertex is a central vertex and all other vertices are connected to this vertex with edges of length
1 for some value of n such that ﬁ < €. We construct an instance of PCST on this graph where one of the
non-central vertices is the root, the central vertex has penalty 0, and any other vertex has penalty 2(1 + ﬁ).

When we run the GW algorithm on this instance, the center vertex dies instantly as it has 0 coloring potential.

Additionally, as ﬁ < €, each non-root leaf has coloring potential

20+ a+ L
B T l+e

)<1

and therefore dies before reaching the central vertex. So, the GW solution will pay penalty (n — 1)(2(1 +
ﬁ)) = 2n. This is twice the cost of the optimal solution, which can be obtained by taking all n edges of
length 1. The other solutions we consider will also have the same cost as the GW solution, as they will aim
to connect only the root and will pay the penalties for all the dead vertices. So, using any 8 > 2 will lead to
an approximation factor of at least 2.

S Acknowledgements

Partially supported by DARPA QulCC, ONR MURI 2024 award on Algorithms, Learning, and Game The-
ory, Army-Research Laboratory (ARL) grant W911NF2410052, NSF AF:Small grants 2218678, 2114269,
2347322,

24



References

(1]

(2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]
(8]

(9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

A. Agrawal, P. Klein, and R. Ravi. When trees collide: An approximation algorithm for the generalized
steiner problem on networks. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Third Annual ACM Symposium on Theory
of Computing, STOC °91, page 134-144, New York, NY, USA, 1991. Association for Computing
Machinery.

A. Agrawal, P. N. Klein, and R. Ravi. When trees collide: An approximation algorithm for the gener-
alized steiner problem on networks. SIAM J. Comput., 24(3):440-456, 1995.

A. Ahmadi, I. Gholami, M. Hajiaghayi, P. Jabbarzade, and M. Mahdavi. 2-approximation for prize-
collecting steiner forest. In D. P. Woodruff, editor, Proceedings of the 2024 ACM-SIAM Symposium on
Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2024, Alexandria, VA, USA, January 7-10, 2024, pages 669-693. SIAM,
2024.

R. K. Ahuja, T. L. Magnanti, and J. B. Orlin. Network flows - theory, algorithms and applications.
Prentice Hall, 1993.

A. Archer, M. Bateni, M. Hajiaghayi, and H. J. Karloff. Improved approximation algorithms for prize-
collecting steiner tree and TSP. SIAM J. Comput., 40(2):309-332, 2011.

A. Archer, M. Bateni, M. T. Hajiaghayi, and H. J. Karloff. Improved approximation algorithms for
PRIZE-COLLECTING STEINER TREE and TSP. In 50th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations
of Computer Science, FOCS 2009, October 25-27, 2009, Atlanta, Georgia, USA, pages 427-436. IEEE
Computer Society, 2009.

E. Balas. The prize collecting traveling salesman problem. Networks, 19(6):621-636, 1989.

M. W. Bern and P. E. Plassmann. The steiner problem with edge lengths 1 and 2. Inf. Process. Lett.,
32(4):171-176, 1989.

D. Bienstock, M. X. Goemans, D. Simchi-Levi, and D. P. Williamson. A note on the prize collecting
traveling salesman problem. Math. Program., 59:413-420, 1993.

J. Blauth, N. Klein, and M. Négele. A better-than-1.6-approximation for prize-collecting TSP. CoRR,
abs/2308.06254, 2023.

J. Blauth and M. Nigele. An improved approximation guarantee for prize-collecting TSP. In B. Saha
and R. A. Servedio, editors, Proceedings of the 55th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing,
STOC 2023, Orlando, FL, USA, June 20-23, 2023, pages 1848—1861. ACM, 2023.

J. Byrka, F. Grandoni, T. Rothvo83, and L. Sanita. An improved lp-based approximation for steiner tree.
In L. J. Schulman, editor, Proceedings of the 42nd ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC
2010, Cambridge, Massachusetts, USA, 5-8 June 2010, pages 583-592. ACM, 2010.

M. Chlebik and J. Chlebikova. The steiner tree problem on graphs: Inapproximability results. Theor.
Comput. Sci., 406(3):207-214, 2008.

M. X. Goemans. Combining approximation algorithms for the prize-collecting TSP. CoRR,
abs/0910.0553, 2009.

M. X. Goemans and D. P. Williamson. A general approximation technique for constrained forest
problems. SIAM J. Comput., 24(2):296-317, 1995.

25



[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]
[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

A. Gupta, J. Kénemann, S. Leonardi, R. Ravi, and G. Schifer. An efficient cost-sharing mechanism for
the prize-collecting steiner forest problem. In N. Bansal, K. Pruhs, and C. Stein, editors, Proceedings
of the Eighteenth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2007, New Orleans,
Louisiana, USA, January 7-9, 2007, pages 1153-1162. SIAM, 2007.

M. Hajiaghayi and A. A. Nasri. Prize-collecting steiner networks via iterative rounding. In A. Lépez-
Ortiz, editor, LATIN 2010: Theoretical Informatics, 9th Latin American Symposium, Oaxaca, Mexico,
April 19-23, 2010. Proceedings, volume 6034 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 515-526.
Springer, 2010.

M. T. Hajiaghayi and K. Jain. The prize-collecting generalized steiner tree problem via a new approach
of primal-dual schema. In Proceedings of the Seventeenth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete
Algorithms, SODA 2006, Miami, Florida, USA, January 22-26, 2006, pages 631-640. ACM Press,
2006.

S. L. Hakimi. Steiner’s problem in graphs and its implications. Networks, 1(2):113-133, 1971.

R. M. Karp. Reducibility among combinatorial problems. In R. E. Miller and J. W. Thatcher, editors,
Proceedings of a symposium on the Complexity of Computer Computations, held March 20-22, 1972,
at the IBM Thomas J. Watson Research Center, Yorktown Heights, New York, USA, The IBM Research
Symposia Series, pages 85-103. Plenum Press, New York, 1972.

M. Karpinski and A. Zelikovsky. New approximation algorithms for the steiner tree problems. Electron.
Colloquium Comput. Complex., TR95-030, 1995.

L. T. Kou, G. Markowsky, and L. Berman. A fast algorithm for steiner trees. Acta Informatica, 15:141-
145, 1981.

G. Robins and A. Zelikovsky. Tighter bounds for graph steiner tree approximation. SIAM J. Discret.
Math., 19(1):122-134, 2005.

F. J. Rohlf. J. felsenstein, inferring phylogenies, sinauer assoc., 2004, pp. xx + 664. J. Classif.,
22(1):139-142, 2005.

A. Zelikovsky. An 11/6-approximation algorithm for the network steiner problem. Algorithmica,
9(5):463-470, 1993.

26



A Proofs of GW Algorithm

Lemmalll Let T be the tree returned by Algorithm [Il We can bound the total weight of this tree by

c(T)<2- Z ys =2 Z Yy

S cV—{root}; veV(T)—{root}
SNV(T)#0

Proof. First, we note that the 7" is completely colored in our algorithm. Therefore, we have

oT) =) ys - 16(8) N T
Scv
= > ys-les)nTl. (6(S)NT| = 0if S N V(T) = 0)
SmSV%}/);;t(b

So we first want to prove the following:

D, v l®)NTI<2 Yy,

Scv; S cV—{root};
SNV(T)#0 SNV(T)#0
We consider how each side of this inequality changes in one step of the coloring process. Let C be the set
of components in this step. Take H to be the tree obtained from 7 by contracting each component in C
to one vertex. For a set S € C, let comp(S) denote the vertex corresponding to S in H. We can see that
16(S) N T| = degy(comp(S)).

Let H4 and H; respectively denote the set of active and inactive sets in C that share a node of V(T'). Then
each node in H corresponds to a set in H4 UH;. Now, assume that in this step, we are increasing the yg values
for all active sets by A. Then the increase in the left-hand side of the inequality is A- Y gcpy, degu(comp(S)).
The increase in the right-hand side is equal to 2A-(|JH4|—1) as there are |Hy4| active sets intersecting V(7') that
increase their yg value by A and only one contains root. So it suffices to prove that }.gcp, degr(comp(S)) <
2(1Hal = D).

We argue that any leaf in H must correspond to an active set in H4. Assume otherwise that a leaf in H is
inactive in this step. So this leaf corresponds to a dead set S. As the corresponding vertex is a leaf, |6(S) N T
is equal to 1. But in this case, § would have been disconnected from root in the second phase and this edge
along with all edges inside S would have been removed. So any leaf in H must correspond to an active set
and therefore vertices in H not corresponding to active sets have a degree of at least 2. Therefore, we have

D, degulcomp($) = ) degu(v) = > degu(comp($))

SeHy veV(H) SeH;
<2(VH)|-1) - Z degp(comp(S)) (H is a tree)
SEH[
<2(IV(H)| - 1) = 2(|Hy)) (vertices of H; have degree at least 2)
<2(V(H)I = 1) = 2(V(H)| - |Hal) (1H,| = |V(H)| — |Hal)
< 2(|Hal = D).

This completes the first part of our proof. Next, we need to show that

ys = Z Yv-
ScVirootgsS ; veV(T);v#root
SNV(T)+0
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We expand the left-hand side:

S o= Y S

S cV—{root} S cV-{root} veS
SNV(T)+0 SNV(T)#0

Now, for a set § where S NV(T) # 0, we claim that yg, can only be non-zero if v € V(T'). Assume otherwise
that yg, > O but v ¢ V(7). This means that v must have been disconnected from root as part of a dead set.
As yg, > 0, v was not already dead when becoming part of S. But any active set containing v afterward
also includes all the vertices in S. So any dead set that could lead to v being disconnected from root also
disconnects all the vertices in S. This goes against our assumption that S N V(T') # 0, so if yg, > 0, v must
be in V(T'). Based on this, we can rewrite the previous equation as follows:

S o= Y Y

ScV—{root}; S cV—{root} veS
SNV(T)#0 SNV(T)#0
DD s (isy = 0if v ¢ V(T))
S cV—{root} veV(T)NS
SNV(T)#0
= sy (Change the order of summation noting root ¢ S)
veV(T)—{root} S cV—{root}
vesS
= Z V. (Definition

veV(T)—{root}

In the last equation, we use the fact that if a set S contains root, all the coloring for that set will be assigned
to root so yg, = 0 for all v # root. This completes our proof of the lemma. O

Lemma[3l For any vertex v € V, we have y, < n(v). Furthermore, if v € K which means is a dead vertex,
we have y, = n(v).

Proof. By definition, y, is the amount of coloring potential of a vertex that is used and therefore y, < n(v)
for all vertices. In addition, for a dead vertex v, its coloring potential is completely used so y,, = 7 (v). O

Lemmaldl Any vertex v ¢ V(T) is a dead vertex.
Proof. This is true by our construction. When we remove the single edge connecting a dead set to our tree,

this only disconnects this dead set from the root. As no dead set contains live vertices, they all remain in
V(T). So any vertex outside V(T") will be a dead vertex. O
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