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Abstract

In this note, we show that the integrality gap of the k-Directed-Component- Relaxation (k-
DCR) LP for the Steiner tree problem, introduced by Byrka, Grandoni, Rothvob and Sanita
(STOC 2010), is at most In(4) < 1.39. The proof is constructive: we can efficiently find a Steiner
tree whose cost is at most In(4) times the cost of the optimal fractional k-restricted Steiner tree
given by the k-DCR LP.

1 Introduction

Given a n-node graph G = (V| E), with edge cost ¢ : E — R, and a subset R C V of nodes, which
we call terminals, the goal of the Steiner Tree problem is to find a minimum cost tree .S spanning
R. Note that S might contain nodes outside R (called Steiner nodes). The decision version of this
problem is one of the Karp’s 21 NP-complete problems. Thus, the Steiner tree problem is NP-hard.
In fact, it is NP-hard to give a solution with cost less than 96/95 times the optimal cost([2] [4]).

It is well known that the minimum cost terminal spanning tree is a 2-approximation for the
Steiner tree problem, if we replace the weighted graph by its metric closure. The first improvement
over the naive 2-approximation was the 11/6-approximation given by Zelikovsky in 1992([10]), after
which a sequence of improvements came out. Berman and Ramaiyer improved the bound to 1.746
in 1992([1]). Then, Zelikovsky himself improved it to 1.693 in 1996 [I1], which was followed by Pro
mel and Stegers improvement to 1.667 in 1997 [8], by Karpinski and Zelikovsky to 1.644 in 1997
[6], and by Hougardy and Pro mel to 1.598 in [5]. Then, Robins and Zelikovsky, in 2005 [9] gave a
1+ In(3)/2 < 1.55-approximation. The best approximation ratio is In(4) + ¢ < 1.39 + ¢, given by
Byrka et al. in 2010([3]).

The In(4) 4 € approximation is given by an iterative rounding to the directed component relaz-
ation (DCR) introduced in [3], of the k-restricted Steiner tree problem (see [7]). Given a Steiner
tree S, a component of S is a maximal sub-tree of S whose all internal nodes are Steiner nodes. A
component is k-restricted if it contains at most k terminals. Then, a k-restricted Steiner tree is a
tree spanning R whose all components are k-restricted. Without loss of generality, we can assume
the cost function ¢ form a metric. Then, it is known that

1
opt;, < <1 + T)gz /<;J> opt,
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where opt and opt;, are the costs of the optimal Steiner tree and k-restricted Steiner tree, respec-
tively.

The rounding procedure in [3] gives a Steiner tree whose cost is at most In(4)opt,,. Since the In(4)
ratio is with respect to the cost of the optimal (k-restricted) Steiner tree, the rounding procedure
does not give an In(4) upper bound on the integrality gap of the k-DCR. The authors of [3] left an
open problem in their discussion section: whether the integrality gap of the k-DCR LP is at most
In(4).

In this note, we answer the question positively, by proving the following theorem.

Theorem 1. We can efficiently find a random Steiner tree whose expected cost is at most In(4)opt! ,
where optfC is the cost of optimal fractional k-restricted Steiner tree given by the k-DCR.

Unlike the iterative rounding in [3], our algorithm solves the LP only once, at the beginning
of the algorithm. The remaining part of this note is organized as follows. In Section 2] we review
the k-DCR LP introduced in [3]. Then, we give our rounding algorithm in Section [l and prove
Theorem [l in Section [

2 k-DCR LP

In this section, we review the k&-DCR, LP introduced in [3]. We say a component is k-restricted if it
contains at most k terminals. Then, a k-restricted Steiner tree is a Steiner tree whose all components
are k-restricted. We think of k as a constant. Then, given a subset R’ of terminals of size at most
k, we can easily compute the optimal component spanning R’, by enumerating all Steiner nodes in
the component. Given a Steiner tree S, we choose an arbitrary root r € R, and direct all edges in
S towards . Then, each component C has a root in S (which is called the sink of the component).
We call a component with a specified sink a directed component. Let Cy,Cy, - ,Cy, for h = O(kn*)
be the set of all directed components. Let ¢(C;) be the cost of C;, R(C}) be the set of terminals
contained in C, sink(C}) be the sink of C; and sources(C;) = R(C};) \ {sink(C;)} be the sources of
Cj. We say a component C; crosses a subset U C R if sources(C;) N U # ) and sink(C;) ¢ U. Let
6,7 (U) be the set of directed components that cross U. The k-DCR LP is as follows.

mian(C’j)xj (k — DCR)
J
>ow = 1, VUCR\{r},U#0
Cje8t(U)
Z |sources(Cj)|z; = |R|—1
J
x> 0, Vj=1,2-,h

Notice that the second constraint does not appear in [3]. However, it is easy to check its validity.
All the arguments will go through without the constraint; we add the constraint so that we can use
Lemma 15 in [3] as a black-box.



3 Rounding Algorithm

We obtain {z; : j € [h]} by solving the above LP. Without loss of generality, we assume each z; is
a multiply of 1/m, for some large integer m. Then, let C be the multi-set of components, in which
C; appears mx; times. By abusing the notation, we assume C = {C} : j € [N]} and z; = 1/m for
every j € [N]. We shall keep using z;’s throughout the note, to emphasize that they are obtained
by solving the LP; we shall use only once the fact that all z-values are 1/m.

We make multiple copies of a Steiner node v such that each Steiner node appears in at most 1
component in C. By adding co-located Steiner nodes, we can think of each component C; as a full
binary-tree, with leaves being terminals and internal nodes being Steiner nodes.

Constructing witness trees We shall construct a witness tree Y; on R(C};) for every j € [N].
For each Steiner vertex v in the tree C}, we randomly color one of the two edges to its children
black and the other white. For two distinct terminals s, s € R(C}), (s,s’) € Yj if and only if the
unique path connecting s and s” in C; contains exactly one black edge. Notice that Y is indeed a
tree on R(C}). For an edge € € Cj, define

W) = {e € Y; : the unique path in C; connecting the two end points of e contains e'} .

For an edge e € Y, let W—l(e) = {¢' € Cj : e € W(e')} be the set of edges in the unique path in
C; connecting the two end points of e.

Lemma 2. Y = Uje[N} x;Y; is a conver combination of trees in R, where x;Y; denotes the tree Y;
with edge capacities scaled by xj, and the |J notion denotes union of graphs.

Proof. For each j € [N], we direct the edges of Y; towards sink(Cj). We show that for every
s € R\ {r}, we can send 1 unit flow from s to r in the directed Y.

Suppose not. Then we can find a cut (U, R\ U) of R such s € U,r ¢ U and the total capacity
from U to R\ U is less than 1. C; € 6 (U) only if some edge in x;Y; goes from U to R\ U.
This edge has capacity x;. Since the total capacity of the directed cut is smaller than 1, we have
ijcjeﬁ(U) xj < 1, contradicting the fact that {z;,j € [IN]} is a valid LP solution.

By the second constraint of the k-DCR LP, the total capacity of YV is exactly |R| — 1. Thus, it
is enough to show that Y dominates a linear combination of trees. By standard matroid theory, it
suffices to check that for every partitioning Rq, Ro,--- , Ry of R into ¢ partitions, the total capacity
of edges across different partitions is at least ¢ — 1. Without loss of generality, assume r € Rj.
Consider each directed cut (R;, R\ R;) for i = 2,3,---¢. The total capacity of edges from R; to
R\ R; is at least 1, since we can send 1 unit from from some terminal in R; to 7. Summing up the
inequalities over ¢ = 2,3,--- , £, we get that the total capacity is at least £ — 1. Notice that every
edge across two different partitions is counted at most once, since we directed the edges. Thus, the
total capacity of edges across different partitions in Ry, Ra,- - Ry is at least £ — 1. O

The following lemma will be useful later.

Lemma 3. Let Y; be the witness tree of Cj and L be a subset of edges in Yj. Let L' be the set of
edges € in C;j such that W(e') C L. Suppose the removal of L from Y breaks Y; into £ = |L| + 1
connected components Y;1,Yj2,--- ,Y;,.

Then, the removal of L from Cj breaks C; into ¢ connected components Cj1,Cja,- - ,C; ¢ which
contain terminals (we ignore the connected components containing only Steiner nodes). Moreover,
for ever i € [{], the set of terminals in C;; is exactly the set of terminals in Y ;.



Proof. We show that two terminals s,s’ € R(C}) are connected in C; \ L' if and only if they are
connected in Yj \ L.

Consider an edge e € Y; \ L. Then, no edge in W~'(e) will be in L. Notice that W~1(e) form
a path in C; connecting the two end points of e. Thus, if s and s’ are connected in Y; \ L, we
can connect them in C; \ L' using edges in W~1(Ps ) := UeEPS y W~1(e), where P ¢ denotes the
unique path in Y; \ L connecting s and s'. '

Then, suppose s and s” are connected in C; \ L' by a path Py ¢ = (vg = s,v1,v2, v = §').
Consider a black edge (v;,v;4+1) in the path. If v;y; is the parent, the witness terminal for (v;, v;y1)
is defined as the unique terminal whose path to v;11 contains only white edges. This terminal can
be located by starting from v;; and following the white children. If v; is the parent, the witness
terminal is defined as the unique terminal whose path to v; contains only white edges. Then, for two
adjacent black edges e; and ey in the path P o, the witness terminals for e; and ey are connected
by an edge in e € Y;. Moreover, W (e;) = {e}, assuming e; is higher than es in the tree. Since e; is
not in L/, e is not in L. Thus, two witness terminals for two adjacent black edges are connected in
Y; \ L. Similarly, s (resp.,s’) is connected with the witness terminal for the first (resp. last) black
edge in Ps ¢ in Yj \ L. Thus, s and s’ are connected in Yj \ L. O

Rounding fractional solution in iterations We process the algorithm in iterations. After
t iterations, we obtain a set Y() = {Yj(t) 1 j € [N (t)] }, where each Yj(t) is a tree spanning some

subset R <Yj(t)> C R, a set {xgt) 1j € [N(t)] }, aset Y® of edges in R x R, and a set S of edges
in V x V. Define
y® — U :Eg_t)}/j(t)_
JE[ND)]
For every t, we make sure that

(P1). YO UY® is a convex combination of trees on R.
(P2). If two terminals s and s’ are connected in Y ®), then they are connected in S©®.

Initially N© = N, Yj(o) =Y, and azgo) = z; for every j € [N]. Y(© and S are empty. When
the algorithm terminates after T iterations, Y(T) is a terminal spanning tree and S(T) is the Steiner
tree we output. Notice that Properties and hold for ¢ = 0.

Now we show how to update the objects we maintain in the ¢ + 1-th iteration. For the sake of
simplicity, we omit the superscript (¢) in the description and simply use N,),Y;,Y,z; and Y. We
randomly select a j € [N] according to the values x;. That is, the probability that j is selected is
zj/% where ¥ =3y ;. We add all edges in Yj to Y and the set W=(Y;) := Ueeyj WL(e) of
edges to S. Notice that W~1(e) forms a path connecting the two endpoints of e; thus, after adding
edges to Y and S, Property still holds.

Since we added |R(Y;)| — 1 edges to Y, we can remove edges of total capacity |R(Y;)| — 1 from
Y to maintain [(P1)| (in particular, edges in x;Y; themselves will be removed from Y'). We remove
edges randomly such that the probability that each edge e € Y is removed, over the choices of all
j’s, is 1/%. This is possible due to the following lemma in [3].

Lemma 4 (Lemma 15 in [3]). Let Y’ be a convex combination of trees on the set R of terminals
and T be a tree on R. Suppose Y' = Ujrern %, Y], where 2, € [0,1] and each Y], is tree on a
subset R;-, C R of terminals. We can find a set of distributions {Bj/ 17 € [N’]} such that
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1. Ewvery distribution Bj,j' € [N'] is over subsets of edges in T, such that for every subset B in
the support of By, (T'\ B) U Yj’, is a tree spanning R.

2. For every edge e € T, Ej,E[N/] x;-, PrBNBj, [e€ B] =1.

We show how to apply Lemma [ to remove edges from Y. Because z; = 1/m for every j € [N]
(notice that this is true for ¢t = 0, and we make sure that this is true for every t), each edge in Y

has capacity 1/m. We can find a decomposition of ¥ U Y into m trees 11, Ty, , T, such that

every edge in Y appears in exactly one tree. That is, Y UY = % Ui, T;. Let Y’ YJ,:EJ = I;
. . / / / < . o . .

for j € [N]; let Yyir Yngo ’YNHY/‘ be the ‘Y‘ singular sets, each containing one element in

Y. Let N' = N + ‘ff‘ and 2, = 1 for j € [N']\ [N]. We then apply Lemma Hl with Y’ =Y Uy =
Ujren @Y and T = T; for each i € [m].

Then, for each T;, we randomly select a subset B € B; and remove B from T'. Notice that T;
contains all edges in Y also, when Y’ = {e} for some e € Y, the only possible choice for B € B

is {e}. Thus, by the second property of Lemmald, e € Y will not be in Bj: for any j' < N; also, no
edges in Y will be in B/ for j > N. Then, the probability that some edge e € Y is removed, over

all choices of j, is
Z 2] Pr [e € B] =
JEIN]

Since for each i € [m], T; \ BUYj is a tree, the new Y and Y satisfy Property [[P1)]

Removing edges from Y}, will break Y} into £ connected components Yj 1,Yj o, -+ , Y} 4. Then,
we remove Yy from ) and add the £ connected components to ). The correspondent x values of
these components will be z;,. Notice that N and X may increase.

This finishes the description of an iteration. The algorithm terminates when Y = ieN %3Y
becomes empty.

Mll—‘

4 Proof of the In(4)-Integrality Gap

For the sake of analysis, we can assume X never changes by the following trick. Let ¥’ be the upper
bound of ¥ at any time. We add dummy components of total z-value ¥’ — X so that the sum of x
values become Y/. If we sampled a dummy component, we do nothing in the iteration.

For any edge ¢’ € G that is used by the fractional solution(that is, ¢’ € C; for some j € [N (0)] ),
let D be the index t of the iteration after which edges in W (e') are all removed from Y.

Lemma 5. E[D.]| < In(4)X.

Proof. In [3], it is shown that Pr[|IW(¢’)| > i] < 27"*!. Also, since each e € W(e') will be removed
from Y with probability 1/¥ in each iteration, by Lemma 18 of [3], E[D.||W(e)| =i < H; - X,
where H; =1+ 1/2+1/3+ ---1/i is the i-th harmonic number. Thus,

(o] o0
E[D(e)] <Y 27N (H; — H;_1)S = Z 1S =In(4) - %.
i=1 =1



(0)

Consider a component Cj,j € N ) and its witness tree Y;

subset L of edges from Yj(o) and break Yj(o) into £ = |L| 4+ 1 connected components. Let L’ be the
set of edges ¢ in C; such that W(e’) C L. Then, by Lemma [ the removal of L’ from C; breaks
C; into £ connected components that contain terminals. Also, there is a one-to-one correspondence

. After t iterations, we removed a

between the ¢ connected components of Yj(o) \ L and those of C;\ L'. If we sampled some connected

component of Yj(o) \ L at the some iteration, we shall add the correspondent connected component
of C;\ L' into S. Thus, each edge in C; \ L' will be added to S with probability at most x§0) /%
at the iteration; the edges in L’ will not be added to S. Since L’ contains the edges €’ such that
all edges in W (e') are removed from V), the expected contribution of an edge ¢/ € C; to the final
cost is at most _ .
E(Def)ijc(e/) < 111(4)25]0(6/) = In(4)z;c(e).

Since the contribution of ¢’ € Cj to optfg is zjc(e’), the expected cost of the Steiner tree we

constructed is at most In(4)opt.
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