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Abstract

We consideponlinealgorithms for pull-based broadcast scheduling. In thisrepthere arex pages
of information at a server and requests for pages arrivenenlWhen the server serves (broadcasts)
a pagep, all outstanding requests for that page are satisfied. Wiy dtmo related metrics, namely
maximum response time (waiting time) and maximum delayefaand theirweightedversions. We
obtain the following results in the worst-case online cotitipe model.

e We show that FIFO (first-in first-out) i8-competitive even when the page sizes are different.
Previously this was known only for unit-sized pagesl|[10] &iaelicate argument. Our proof
differs from [10] and is perhaps more intuitive.

¢ We give an online algorithm for maximum delay-factor thabigl /e?)-competitive with(1 + ¢)-
speed for unit-sized pages and with+ ¢)-speed for different sized pages. This improves on the
algorithm in [12] which required2 + €)-speed and4 + ¢)-speed respectively. In addition we show
that the algorithm and analysis can be extended to obtaisaime results for maximumeighted
response time and delay factor.

e We show that a natural greedy algorithm modeled after LWm{ast-Wait-First) is noO(1)-
competitive for maximum delay factor with any constant speeen in the setting of standard
scheduling with unit-sized jobs. This complements our ufgoeind and demonstrates the impor-
tance of the tradeoff made in our algorithm.
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1 Introduction

We considemnline algorithms in pull-based broadcasting. In this model thameen pages (representing
some form of useful information) available at a server aneints request a page that they are interested
in. When the server transmits a pageall outstanding requests for that pagere satisfied since it is
assumed that all clients can simultaneously receive thmrmdtion. It is in this respect that broadcast
scheduling differs crucially from standard scheduling véheach jobs needs its own service from the server.
We distinguish two cases: all the pages are of same sizequnitwithout loss of generality) and when
the pages can be of different size. Broadcast schedulingtivaited by several applications in wireless
and LAN based systems|[1],[2,126]. It has seen a substan&aksitin the algorithmic scheduling literature
starting with the work of Bartal and Muthukrishanan [5]; §2&]. In addition to the applications, broadcast
scheduling has sustained interest due to the significambitead challenges that basic problems in this setting
have posed for algorithm design and analysis. To distilgbi®adcast scheduling from “standard” job
scheduling, we refer to the latter as unicast scheduling —dseerequests in the context of broadcast and
jobs in the context of unicast scheduling.

In this paper, we focus on scheduling to minimize two relaibpctives: the maximum response time
and the maximum delay factor. We also consider thaiightedversions. Interestingly, the maximum re-
sponse time metric was studied in the (short) paper of Ban@IMuthukrishnari [5] where they claimed that
the online algorithm FIFO (for First In First Out) iscompetitive for broadcast scheduling, and moreover
that no deterministic online algorithm (8 — ¢)-competitive. (It is easy to see that FIFO is optimal in usica
scheduling). Despite the claim, no proof was publisheds dinly recently, almost a decade later, that Chang
et al. [10] gave formal proofs for these claims for unit-sipages. This simple problem illustrates the diffi-
culty of broadcast scheduling: the ability to satisfy npl#irequests for a pagewith a single transmission
makes it difficult to relate the total “work” that the onlinkgarithm and the offline adversary do. The upper
bound proof for FIFO in[[10] is short but delicate. In fact] Baimed 2-competitiveness for FIFO even
when pages have different sizes. As noted in previous wqrk4525], when pages have different sizes,
one needs to carefully define how a request for a paggets satisfied if it arrives midway during the trans-
mission of the page. In this paper we consider the sequenbdkl [14], the most restrictive one, in which
the server broadcasts each page sequentially and a cleaitee the page sequentially without buffering;
see [25] on the relationship between different models. Taiencin [5] regarding FIFO for different pages
is in a less restrictive model in which clients can buffer gtk advantage of partial transmissions and the
server is allowed to preempt. The FIFO analysis in [10] fat-sized pages does not appear to generalize
for different page sizes. Our first contribution in this paisehe following.

Theorem 1.1. FIFO is 2-competitive for minimizing maximum response time in beaatischeduling even
with different page sizes.

Note that FIFO, whenever the server is free, picks the pagéh the earliest request amdn-preemptively
broadcasts it. Our bound matches the lower bound shown evemit-sized pages, thus closing one aspect
of the problem. Our proof differs from that of Chang et aldaes not explicitly use the unit-size assumption
and this is what enables the generalization to differenezes. The analysis is inspired by our previous
work on maximum delay factor [12] which we discuss next.

Maximum (Weighted) Delay Factor and Weighted Response Time: The delay factor of a schedule is a
metric recently introduced in[10] (and implicitly inl[7])en requests have deadlines. Delay factor captures
how much a request is delayed compared to its deadline. Moneadly, let.J, ; denote the'th request of
pagep. Eachrequest,, ; arrives at, ; and has a deadling, ;. The finish timef,, ; of arequest/,, ; is defined

to be the earliest time aftey, ; when the page is sequentially transmitted by the scheduler starting ftioen
beginning of the page. Note that multiple requests for theespage can have the same finish time. Formally,

the delay factor of the job), ; is defined asnax{1, (’;Z%Z;} we refer to the quantitys, ; = d,; — ap,;
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as theslackof .J,, ;. For a more detailed motivation of delay factor, see [12]teNtbat for unit-sized pages,
delay factor generalizes response time since one could,set a,; + 1 for each requesf,, ; in which
case its delay factor equals its response time. In this papeare interested in online algorithms that
minimize the maximum delay factor, in other words the ofjectunction ismin max, ;{1, 52:‘:{:} We
also consider a related metric, namelgightedresponse time. Leb, ; be a non-negative weight associated
with J,, ;; the weighted response time is thep ;(f,; — ap,;) and the goal is to minimize the maximum
weighted response time. Delay factor and weighted respamsehave syntactic similarity if we ignore the
1 term in the definition of delay factor — one can think of the g¥etias the inverse of the slack. Although
the metrics are some what similar we note that there is natdivay to reduce one to the other. On the other
hand, we observe that upper bounds for one appear to transléie other. We also consider the problem
of minimizing the maximum weighted delay factein max,, ; w, ;{1, 5::‘;5 }.

Surprisingly, the maximum weighted response time metrigeaps to not have been studied formally
even in classical unicast scheduling; however a special casnely maximurstretchhas received attention.
The stretch of a job is its response time divided by its preiogstime; essentially the weight of a job is the
inverse of its processing time. Bender et al.[[B, 8], mo#idaby applications to web-server scheduling,
studied maximum stretch and showed very strong lower boumitie online setting. Using similar ideas, in
some previous work [12], we showed strong lower bounds farimizing maximum delay factor even for
unit-time jobs. Inl[12], constant competitive algorithmere given for minimizing maximum delay factor in
both unicast and broadcast scheduling; the algorithmsasedon resource augmentation| [20] wherein the
algorithm is given a speed > 1 server while the offline adversary is given a speestrver. They showed
that SSF (shortest slack first) i€ (1/¢)-competitive with(1 + ¢)-speed in unicast schedulingSF does not
work well in the broadcast scheduling. A different algamitithat involves waitingSSF-W (shortest slack
first with waiting) was developed and analyzed[in|[12]; thgoaithm isO(1/¢?)-competitive for unit-size
pages with(2 + ¢)-speed and witti4 + ¢)-speed for different sized pages. In this paper we obtaimoxgal
results by altering the analysis 85F-W in a subtle and important way. In addition we show that the
algorithm and analysis can be altered in an easy fashionttrothe same bounds for weighted response
time and delay factor.

Theorem 1.2. There is an algorithm that i§1 + ¢)-speedO(1/¢2)-competitive for minimizing maximum
delay factor in broadcast scheduling with unit-sized padies different sized pages there iS22+ ¢)-speed
O(1/€%)-competitive algorithm. The same bounds apply for minimgiznaximum weighted response time
and maximum weighted delay factor.

Remark 1.3. Minimizing maximum delay factor is NP-hard and there is(2c- ¢)-approximation unless
P = NP foranye > 0in theoffline setting for unit-sized pages. There is a polynomial timemaable
2-speed schedule with the optimal delay factor (witbpeed)[10]. Theoreiin 1.2 gives a polynomial time
computablg1 + ¢)-speed schedule that(1/e2)-optimal (with1-speed).

We remark that the algorithi8SF-W makes an interesting tradeoff between two competing nsedinc
we explain this tradeoff in the context of weighted respdiree and a lower bound we prove in this paper
for a simple greedy algorithm. Recall that FIFQRisompetitive for maximum response time in broadcast
scheduling and is optimal for job scheduling. What are rsdtways to generalize FIFO to delay factor
and weighted response time? As shownlin [123F (which is equivalent to maximum weight first for
weighted response time) 3(1/¢)-competitive with(1 + ¢)-speed for job scheduling but is not competitive
for broadcast scheduling — it may end up doing much more whak thecessary by transmitting a page
repeatedly instead of waiting and accumulating requests foage. One natural algorithm that extends
FIFO for delay factor or weighted response time is to schetha request in the queue that has the largest
current delay factor (or weighted wait time). This greedyoaithm was labeled F (longest first) since it
can be seen as an extension of the well-stutdd- (longest-wait-first) for average flow time. Sinc&VF
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is known to beO(1)-competitive withO(1)-speed for average flow time, it was suggested_in [11] ktHat
may beO(1)-speedD(1)-competitive for maximum delay factor. We show that thisas the case even for
unicast scheduling.

Theorem 1.4. For any constants, ¢ > 1, LF is not c-competitive withs-speed for minimizing maximum
delay factor (or weighted response time) in unicast schiaguwf unit-time jobs.

Our algorithmSSF-W can be viewed as an interesting tradeoff betw88R andL F. SSF gives pref-
erence to small slack requests while thie strategy helps avoid doing too much extra work in broadcast
scheduling by giving preference to pages that have waitétismtly long even if they have large slack.
The algorithmSSF-W considers all requests whose delay factor at tirffe weighted wait time) is within a
constant factor of the largest delay factot ahd amongst those requests schedules the one with the simalle
slack. This algorithmic principle may be of interest in atkettings and is worth exploring in the future.

Other Related Work: We have focussed on maximum response time and its variadthare already
discussed closely related work. Other metrics that haveved substantial attention in broadcast scheduling
are minimizing average flow time and maximizing throughpfisatisfied requests when requests have
deadlines. We refer the reader to a comprehensive surveplore scheduling algorithms by Pruhs, Sgall
and Torng [[24] (see also [23]). The recent paper of Chang. §L@] addresses, among other things, the
offline complexity of several basic problems in broadcakesdaling. Average flow-time received substantial
attention in both the offline and online settingsl|[21],[17 /1R|3,4]. For average flow time, there are three
O(1)-speedO(1)-competitive online algorithmsLWF is one of them([14, 11] and the others are BEQUI
[14] and its extention [16]. Our recent work J11] has invgatedZ; norms of flow-time and showed that
LWF is O(k)-speedO (k)-competitive algorithm. Constant competitive online aithons for maximizing
throughput for unit-sized pages can be found.in [22, 9, 2F.,A8Bnore thorough description of related work
is deferred to a full version of the paper.

Organization: We prove each of the theorems mentioned above in a diffeemtios. The algorithm and
analysis for weighted response time and weighted delagrface very similar to that for delay factor and
hence, in this version, we omit the analysis and only desctib algorithm.

Notation: We denote the length of pageby ¢,. That is,/, is the amount of time a 1-speed server takes to
broadcast pagenon-preemptively. We assume without loss of generalityfvaany request, ;, S, ; > £,,.

For an algorithmA we leta” denote the maximum delay factor witnessedAyor a given sequence of
requests. We let* denote the optimal delay factor of an offline schedule. Lisewwe letp? denote the
maximum response time witnessed Ayandp* the optimal response time of an offline schedule. For a time
interval I = [a, b] we define|I| = b — a to be the length of interval.

2 Minimizing the Maximum Response Time

In this section we analyzel FO for minimizing maximum response time when page sizes aferdiit. We
first describe the algorithial FO. FIFO broadcasts pagemn-preemptivelyConsider a time whenFIFO
finished broadcasting a page. Lg&t; be the request iffl FO’s queue with earliest arrival time breaking
ties arbitrarily. FIFO begins broadcasting pageat timet. At any time during this broadcast, we will say
that.J,, ; forced FIFO to broadcast page at this time. When broadcasting a pagall requests for page
that arrived before the start of the broadcast are simudtasig satisfied when the broadcast completes. Any
request for page that arrive during the broadcast are not satisfied until the full transmission op.

We considelFI FO when given a-speed machine. Letbe an arbitrary sequence of requests. Let OPT
denote some fixed offline optimum schedule andptetlenote the optimum maximum response time. We
will show that pF'FO < 2p*. For the sake of contradiction, assume tRHEO witnesses a response time
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cp* by some jobJ, ; for somec > 2. Lett* be the timeJ, ; is satisfied, that i$* = f, ;. Lett; be the
smallest time less thati such that at any timeduring the interval¢,, t*] the request which forcesl FO
to broadcast a page at timéas response time at leastwhen satisfied. Throughout the rest of this section
we let] = [t1,t*]. Let 77 denote the requests which forcEtFO to broadcast during. Notice that during
the intervall, all requests in7; are completely satisfied during this interval. In other vy request in
Jr starts being satisfied duringand is finished durind.

We say that OP Tnergegwo distinct requests for a pagef they are satisfied by the same broadcast.

Lemma 2.1. OPT cannot merge any two requests/jf into a single broadcast.

Proof. Let J,;,J,; € Jr such that < j. Note that that/,; is satisfied before/,, ;. Lett' be the time
that FIFO startssatisfying request,, ;. By the definition ofI, requestJ, ; has response time at least
The request/,, ; must arrive after time’, that isa,, ; > t/, otherwise request), ; is satisfied by the same
broadcast of page that satisfied/,, ;. Therefore, it follows that if OPT merge,; and.J, ; then the finish
time of J,; in OPT is strictly greater than its finish time F FO which is already at least*; this is a
contradiction to the definition gf*. O

Lemma 2.2. All requests in7; arrived no earlier than time; — p*.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, suppose some reqigstc J; arrived at timea,,; < t; — p*.
During the intervala, ; + p*, t1] the requesy, ; must have wait time at leagt. However, then any request
which forcesFI FO to broadcast duringy,, ; + p*, 1] must have response time at least contradicting the
definition of¢;. O

We are now ready to prove Theorémll1.1, stating FA&O is 2-competitive.

Proof. Recall that all requests iff; are completely satisfied during Thus we have that the total size of
requests in7; is |1|. By definitionJ, ;, witnesses a response time greater thginand therefore* — a, ,, >
2p*. SinceJ,;, € Jr is the last request done IBfFO during I, all requests in/; must arrive no later than
aq k- Therefore, these requests must be finished by dgimet- p* by the optimal solution. From Lemrha 2.2,
all the requestg/; arrived no earlier tham, — p*. Thus OPT must finish all requests iy, whose total
volume is|I|, during I,,: = [t1 — p*, aqx + p*]. Thus it follows thatI| < |[t; — p*, aqr + p*]|, which
simplifies tot* < a, ;, + 2p*. This is a contradiction to the fact theit — a, ;. > 2p*. O

( ) ) o o o ([ Jak

I opt

Figure 1: Broadcasts Wyl FO satisfying requests iy; are shown in blue. Note that, ;, anda, . + p* are
not necessarily contained In

We now discuss the differences between our prodfléfO for varying sized pages and the proof given
by Chang et al. in [10] showing th&ll FO is 2-competitive for unit sized pages. [n[10] it is shownttaga
anytimet, F'(t), the set oluniquepages inFIFO’s queue satisfies the following property'(¢) \ O(t)| <
|O(t)| whereO(t) is the set of unique pages in OPT’s queue. This easily imptiesdesired bound. To
establish this, they use a slot model in which unit-sizedepayrive only during integer times which allows
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one to define unique pages. This may appear to be a techyitahvever when considering different sized
pages, it is not so clear how one even defines unique page&sthisqiumber varies during the transmission
of p as requests accumulate. Our approach avoids this issudgararoanner by not assuming a slot model
or unit-sized pages.

3 Minimizing Maximum Delay Factor and Weighted Responsetime

In this section we consider the problem of minimizing maxmmdelay factor and prove Theorém]1.2.

3.1 Unit Sized Pages

In this section we consider the problem of minimizing the immaxm delay factor when all pages are of
unit size. In this setting we assume preemption is not akkbwa the standard unicast scheduling setting
where each broadcast satisfies exactly one request, itvarkimat the algorithm which always schedules the
request with smallest slack at any timgis+ e)-speedO(%)-competitive [12]. However, in the broadcast
setting this algorithm, along with other simple greedy altons, do not provide constant competitive ratios
even with extra speed. The reason for this is that the adyecsm force these algorithm to repeatedly
broadcast the same page even though the adversary cap satibfof these requests in a singe broadcast.

Due to this, we consider a more sophisticated algorithned&@8F-W (Shortest-Slack-First with Wait-
ing). This algorithm was developed and analyzed in [12]hia paper we alter the algorithm in a slight but
practically important way. The main contribution is, howeva new analysis that is at a high-level similar
in outline to the one iN_[12] but is subtly different and leadsnuch improved bound on its performance.
SSF-W adaptivelyforces requests to wait after their arrival before they amesiered for scheduling. The
algorithm is parameterized by a real valug 1 which is used to determine how long a request should wait.
Before scheduling a page at timethe algorithm determines the largest current delay famtt@ny request
that is unsatisfied at timg «;. Amongst the unsatisfied requests that have a current datdgrfat least
%at, the page corresponding to the request with smallest stabkoiadcasted. Note that in the algorithm,
each request is forced to wait to be scheduled until it hasydalttor at Ieas?g-at. ThusSSF-W can be seen
an adaptation of the algorithm which schedules the requigistsmallest slack in broadcasting setting with
explicit waiting. Waiting is used to potentially satisfy tiple requests with similar arrival times in a single
broadcast. Another interpretation, that we mentionedezart thatSSF-W is a balance betwednF and
SSF.

Algorithm: SSF-W
e Leta; be the maximum delay factor of any requesBBF-W's queue at time.

e Attimet, letQ(t) = {J,: | Jp,; has not been satisfied aﬁ@% > 1oy}

e If the machine is free at schedule the request @(¢) with the smallest slackhon-preemptively

First we note the difference betwe&SF-W above and the one described inl[12]. Lkgtdenote the
maximum delay factor witnessed so far 8gF-W at timet over all requests seen byncluding satisfied
and unsatisfied requests. [n [12], a requéstis in Q(t) if t_s% > %a;. Note thato is monotonically
increases witht while o; can increase and decrease witimd is never more tham,. In the old algorithm it
is possible that)(¢) is empty and no request is scheduled aven though there are outstanding requests!
Our new version ofSSF-W can be seen as more practical since there will always be seqjureQ(¢) if
there are outstanding requests and moreover it adapts andeghacex; as the request sequence changes
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with time. It is important to note that our analysis and thalgsis given in[12] hold for both definitions of
SSF-W with some adjustments.

We analyzeSSF-W when it is given a1 + ¢)-speed machine. Let > 1 + % be the constant which
parameterizeSSF-W. Let o be an arbitrary sequence of requests. We let OPT denote sxadedfifline
optimum schedule and let* anda>™W denote the maximum delay factor achieved by OPT $&@-W,
respectively. We will show thatSS™W < 2a*. For the sake of contradiction, suppose tB&F-W
witnesses a delay factor greater thaia*. We consider thdirst time t* when SSF-W has some request
in its queue with delay factaa*. Let the request, ;. be a request which achieves the delay factor at
timet*. Lett; be the smallest time less th&nsuch that at each tim!eduring the intervalt,, t*] if SSF-W
is forced to broadcast by request; at timet it is the case thaﬁﬁ > o* andS,; < S, . Throughout

this section we lef = [t1,t*]. The main difference between the anaIyS|s in [12] and theheme is in the
definition of¢;. In [12], ¢, was implicitly defined to be, ;. + c(fq.x — ag.k)-

We let 77 denote the requests which forc88F-W to schedule broadcasts during the interfwalt*].
We now show that any two requestjfi cannot be satisfied with a single broadcast by the optimatisol
Intuitively, the most effective way the adversary to pernierbetter thaiSSF-W is to merge requests of the
same page into a single broadcast. Here we will show thistipossible for the requests jfi;. We defer
the proof of Lemma3]1 to the Appendix, since the proof is kinto that of Lemma2]1

Lemma 3.1. OPT cannot merge any two requests/jf into a single broadcast.

To fully exploit the advantage of speed augmentation, wel neensure that the length of the interval
is sufficiently long.

Lemma3.2. |I| = [[t1, ]| > (¢ — ¢)Syra*.

Proof. The request/, ; has delay factor at least* at any time during’ = [/, ¢*], wheret’ = t* — (¢ —
¢)S, k. LetT € I'. The largest delay factor any request can have at tiisdess thar?a* by definition
of t* being the first ime&SSF-W witnesses delay factefa*. Henceq, < c2a*. Thus, the requesk, . is in
the queud)(7) becausea™ > %aT. Moreover, this means that any request that foi$8-W to broadcast
during I’, must have delay factor at least and sinceJ, ,, € Q(7) for anyr € I’, the requests scheduled
during I’ must have slack at most, ;. O

We now explain a high level view of how we lead to a contradittiFrom Lemm&3]1, we know any two
requests in7; cannot be merged by OPT. Thus if we show that OPT must finisthedle requests during
an interval which is not long enough to include all of them,a&e draw a contradiction. More precisely, we
will show that all requests itf¥; must be finished during,,; by OPT, wherdl,,; = [t1 — 25, ya*c, t*]. It
is easy to see that all these requests already have delay dadby time¢*, thus the optimal solution must
finish them by time*. For the starting point, we will bound the arrival times oé ttrequests 77 in the
following lemma. After that, we will draw a contradiction iemmd 3.4.

Lemma 3.3. Any request in7; must have arrived after timg — 2.5, pa*c.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, suppose that some regiyest J; arrived attime’ < ¢, —25, ya*c.
Recall thatJ,, ; has a slack no bigger tha), ;. by the definition ofl. Therefore at timé; — S, pa*c, Jp;
has a delay factor of at least*. Thus any request scheduled during the intefiat [t; — S, a*c, t1] has

a delay factor no less thart. We observe thaf,, ; is in Q(7) for 7 € I'; otherwise there must be a request
with a delay factor bigger tha#fo* at timer and this is a contradiction to the assumption tfias the first
time thatSSF-W witnessed a delay factor efa*. Therefore any request scheduled duriidnas a slack
no bigger tharb,, ;. Also we know thatS,, ; < S, x. In sum, we showed that any request done dufirttad

slack no bigger thal, .. and a delay factor no smaller thafi, which is a contradiction to the definition of
ty. O



Now we are ready to prove the competitivenesSsif-W.
Lemma 3.4. Suppose is a constant s.tc > 1 + 2/e. If SSF-W has(1 + ¢)-speed theaSSFW < c2a*.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, suppose th&"W > c2o*. During the intervall, the number of
broadcasts whicl®SF-W transmits is(1 + ¢)||. From Lemmd_ 33, all the requests processed dufing
have arrived no earlier than — 2ca* S, ;.. We know that the optimal solution must process these régjues
before timet* because these requests have delay factor atdédstt*. By Lemmd 3.1l the optimal solution
must make a unique broadcast for each of these requests. tiugptimal solution must finish all of these
requests irkca*S, i, + |I| time steps. Thus, the it must hold thdt+ €)|I| < 2ca*S,; + |I|. Using
Lemmd3.2, this simplifies to < 1 + 2/, which is a contradiction to > 1 + 2/,. O

The previous lemmas prove the first part of Theofem 1.2 when 1 + 3/e. Namely thatSSF-W
isa(l+ e)—speedO(E%)—competitive algorithm for minimizing the maximum delaycfer in broadcast
scheduling with unit sized pages.

We now compare proof of Theordm 1.2 and the proof of Thedreiiwith the analysis given ifil2].
The central technique used|it?] and in our analysis is to draw a contradiction by showing thaptimal
solution must complete more requests than possible on doraerttervall. This technigue is well known
in unicast scheduling. At the heart of this technique is td flre which requests to consider and bounding
the length of the interval. This is where our proof and the one givenlin|[12] differ. Here are more
careful on how! is defined and how we find requests the optimal solution mustdwast during. This
allows us to show tighter bounds on the speed and compaetitiias while simplifying the analysis. In fact,
our analysis oFI FO andSSF-W shows the importance of these definitions. Our analysksl BO shows
that a tight bound on the length éfcan force a contradiction without allowing extra speed-ivemyto the
algorithm. Our analysis d8SF-W shows that when the length éfvaries how resource augmentation can
be used to force the contradiction.

3.2 Weighted Response Time and Weighed Delay Factor

Before showing tha8SF-W is (2 + e)—speeoD(e%)—competitive for minimizing the maximum delay factor
with different sized pages, we show the connection of oulyaigof SSF-W to the problem of minimizing
weightedresponse time. In this setting a requédgst has a weightw,,; instead of a slack. The goal is to
minimize the maximum weighted response timex,, ; w,, ;( fp,i —ap.;). We develop an algorithm which we
call BWF-W for Biggest-Wait-First with Waiting. This algorithm is de&d analogously to the definition
of SSF-W. The algorithm is parameterized by a constant 1. At any timet before broadcasting a page,
BWF-W determines the largest weighted wait time of any requesthvhas yet to be satisfied. Let this
value bep;. The algorithm then chooses to broadcast a page corresgptudine request with largest weight
amongst the requests whose current weighted wait time etttislarger than}; Dt

Algorithm: BWF-W
e Let p; be the maximum weighted wait time of any requedBIWWF-W'’s queue at time.

o Attimet,letQ(t) = {J,; | Jp: has not been satisfied ang ;(t — a,;) > 1p,}.

e If the machine is free at schedule the request @(¢) with largest weighhon-preemptively

Although minimizing the maximum delay factor and minimigithe maximum weighted flow time are
very similar metrics, the problems are not equivalent.



It may also be of interest to minimize the maximuveighteddelay factor. In this setting each request
has a deadline and a weight. The goal is to minimizex, ; w, ;(fp: — ap,i)/Sp:. For this setting we
develop another algorithm which we c&8RF-W (Smallest-Ratio-First with Waiting). The algorithm takes
the parametet. At any timet before broadcasting a pagéRF-W determines the largest weighted delay
factor of any request which has yet to be satisfied. Let thisevhe«;’. The algorithm then chooses to
broadcast a page corresponding to the request with theesnhedltio of the slack over the weight amongst
the requests whose current weighted delay factor attis\erger thanj;a%”. The algorithm can be formally
expressed as follows.

Algorithm: SRF-W
e Letay’ be the maximum weighted delay factor of any requeSRf-W'’s queue at time.
%oz%”}.

¢ If the machine is free at, schedule the request i@®(¢) with smallest slack over weighton-
preemptively

o Attimet, letQ(t) = {Jp: | Jp,: has not been satisfied ang ;(t — a,;)/Sp: >

For the problems of minimizing the maximum weighted respaiitme and weighted delay factor, the
upper bounds shown f&SF-W in this paper also hold fWF-W andSRF-W, respectively. The analysis
of BWF-W andSRF-W is very similar to that oSSF-W and the proofs are omitted.

3.3 Varying Sized Pages

Here we extend our ideas to the case where pages can haverarttiffizes for the objective of minimizing
the maximum delay factor. We develop a generalizatio8®F-W for this setting which is similar to the
generalization o8SF-W given in [12]. For each page we let/, denote the length of page Since pages
have different lengths, we allow preemption. Thereforé; ifs the time where the broadcast of pages
started and, is the time that this broadcast is completed it is the cage/tha ¢, — ¢1. A request for the
pagep is satisfied by this broadcast only if the request arrivesigetfimet;. A request that arrives during
the interval(¢;, t2] does not start being satisfied because it must receive argéjusmnsmission of page
starting from the beginning. It is possible that a transiois®f pagep is restarteddue to another request
for pagep arriving which has smaller slack. The original transmissid pagep in this case is abandoned.
Notice that this results in wasted work by the algorithmsibecause of this wasted work that more speed
is needed to show the competitivenes$SsF-W.

We outline the details of modifications &5F-W. As before, at any time, the algorithm maintains
a queueQ(t) at each time where a requesf; is in Q(¢) if and only if = af“ > 1ozt The algorithm

broadcasts a request with the smallest slac{h). The algorithm may preempt a broadcastpdhat is
forced by requesf), ; if another requesf,, ; becomes available for scheduling such thiat; < S, ;. If the
request/, ; ever forcesSSF-W to broadcast again, the3sF-W continues to broadcast pagérom where

it left off before the preemption. If another request for pagorces SSF-W to broadcast page before
Jp,i is satisfied, then the transmission of pagse restarted A key difference between our generalization of
SSF-W and the one fromi [12] is that in our new algorithm, requestshmforced out of) even after they
have been started. Hence, in our versiors8F-W every request if)(¢) has current delay factor at least
lat at timet¢. Our algorithm breaks ties arbitrarily. In_[[12], ties areken arbitrarily, but the algorithm
ensures that if a reques}, ;. is started before a requesy ; thenJ, ;. will be finished before request, ;.
Here, this requirement is not needed. Note that the algnm‘ray preempt a reques} ; by another request
Jp i, for the same pageif S, < S, ;. In this case the first broadcast of pggis abandoned. Notice that
multiple broadcasts of pagecan repeatedly be abandoned.
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We now analyze the extended algorithm assuming that it H@s+ae)-speed advantage over the op-
timal offline algorithm. As mentioned before, the extra sheeneeded to overcome the wasted work by
abandoning broadcasts.

As before, letr be an arbitrary sequence of requests. We let OPT denote swaedkeofifline optimum
schedule and let* denote the optimum delay factor. Let> 1 + % be the constant that parameterizes
SSF-W. We will show thataSS™W < ¢2a*. For the sake of contradiction, suppose tB8E-W witnesses
a delay factor greater thada*. We consider thdirst time ¢* whenSSF-W has some request in its queue
with delay factorc®a*. Let the request, . be a request which achieves the delay factor* at timet*. Let
t; be the smallest time less thahsuch that at each timr,eduring the intervalt,, t*] if SSF-W is forced to
broadcast by request, ; at timet it is the case thaiﬁ > a*andS,; < S, . Throughout this section

we let] = [t1,t*]. Notice that some requests that fol88F-W to broadcast during could have started
being satisfied beforg.

We say that a requestartsbeing scheduled at timsf it is the request which forceSSF-W to broadcast
at timet andt is the first time the request forc&F-W to schedule a page. Notice that a request can only
start being satisfied once and at most one request starty $Eheduled at any time. We now show a lemma
analogous to Lemnia 3.1.

Lemma 3.5. Consider two distinct requestg. ; and J, ; for some page. If J, ; and.J, ; both start being
scheduled bSF-W during the intervall thenOPT cannot satisfy/, ; and J, ; by a single broadcast.

Proof. Without loss of generality say that requekt; was satisfied before request; by SSF-W. Let ¢

be the time thaSSF-W startssatisfying requesyt,. ;. By the definition of/, request/, ; must have delay
factor at leastv* at this time. We also know that the requdst; must arrive after time/, otherwise request
J; must also be satisfied at tinte If the optimal solution combines these requests into dsibgadcast
then the requesf, ; must wait until the request, ; arrives to be satisfied. However, this means that the
request/,, ; must achieve a delay factor greater thérby OPT, a contradiction of the definition of. [J

The next two lemmas have proofs similar to Lemimd 3.2 and Le@@awe defer the proofs to the
Appendix.

Lemma3.6. |I| = [[t1,*]] > (¢ — ¢)Sypa*.

Lemma 3.7. Any request which force8SF-W to schedule a page during must have arrived after time
tl — 2Sq7ka*c.

Using the previous lemmas we can bound the competitiverfeSSFeW. In the following lemma the
main difference between the proof for unit sized pages aagthof for varying sized pages can be seen.
The issue is that there can be some requests which start atis§ed before time; which forceSSF-W
to broadcast a page during the interyalWhen these requests were started, their delay factor redatn
bounded by~*. Due to this, it is possible for these requests to be mergédather requests which forced
SSF-W to broadcast on the interval

Lemma 3.8. Suppose is a constant s.tc > 1 + 4/¢. If SSF-W has(2 + ¢)-speed them>SFW < 2o

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, suppose that W > c2a*. Let.A be the set of requests which start
being satisfied before timg which force SSF-W to broadcast at some time duridg Notice that no two
requests ind are for the same page. LBtbe the set of requests which start being satisfied duringitbe/al

I. Note that the setgl and B may consist of requests whose corresponding broadcastheasiened at
some point and thatl N B = ) by definition. LetV4 and V3 denote the total sum of size of the requests in
A andJ, respectively.



During the intervall, the volume of broadcasts whi@®8F-W transmits is(2 + ¢)||. Notice that
Va+ Ve > (2+ ¢)|1], since AU B accounts for all requests which forc88F-W to broadcast their pages
during I. From Lemma_ 3J7all the requests processed durihbave arrived no earlier than — 2ca*S,, 1.
We know that the optimal solution must process these regjlesore time* because these requests have
delay factor at least* by this time.

By Lemmd 3.5 the optimal solution must make a unique broadoasach request i8. We also know
that no two requests i can be merged because no two requestd are for the same page. The optimal
solution, however, could possibly merge requestgliwith requests i3. Thus, the optimal solution must
broadcast at leastmmax{V4, V3} volume of requests during the interval — 2ca*S, x,t*]. Notice that
max{V4, Vg} > £(Va+ VB) > 1(2+ ¢)|I| and thatit; — 2ca* Sy, t*]| = 2ca* Sy, + |I|. Therefore,
it must hold that (2 + €)|I| < 2ca*S,; + |I|. With Lemma3.B, this simplifies to < 1 + 4/e. Thisis a
contradiction ta: > 1 + 4/e. O

Thus, we have the second part of Therdem 1.2 by settingl + 5/e. Namely thatSSF-W is (2 + ¢)-
speeoD(e%)-competitive for minimizing the maximum delay factor foffdrent sized pages.

4 Lower Bound for a Natural Greedy Algorithm LF

In this section, we consider a natural algorithm which isilsinto SSF-W. This algorithm, which we will
call LF for Longest Delay First, always schedules the page whichheatargest delay factor. Notice that
LF is the same aSSF-W whenc = 1. However, we are able to show a negative result on the atfgorior
minimizing the maximum delay factor. This demonstratesriy@ortance of the tradeoff between scheduling
a request with smallest slack and forcing requests to wdie dlgorithmL F was suggested and analyzed
in our recent workl[111] and is inspired W F which was shown to b&(1)-competitive withO(1)-speed
for average flow time [15]. IN[11] F is shown to be)(k)-competitive withO(k)-speed forL; norms of
flow time and delay factor in broadcast scheduling for urdedipages. Note thatF is a simple greedy
algorithm. It was suggested in [11] theF may be competitive for maximum delay factor which is the
L,.-norm of delay factor.

To show the lower bound on theF, we will show that it is notD(1)-speedO(1)-competitive, even in
the standard unicast scheduling setting with unit sized.jdBince we are considering the unicast setting
where processing a page satisfies exactly one request, ywetdréerminology of ‘requests’ and use ‘jobs’.
We also drop the index of a requebt; and useJ; since there can only be one request for each page. Let us
say thatJ; has a wait ratio of;(t) = tgf” at timet > a;, wherea; andS; is the arrival time and slack size
of J;. Note that the delay factor of; is ﬁlax(l, ri(f:)) wheref; is J;'s finish time. We now formally define
LF. The algorithmLF schedules the request with the largest wait ratio at eaoh firf can be seen as a
natural generalization dfIFO. This is becaus€&!FO schedules the request with largest wait time at each
time. Recall thaBSF-W forces requests to wait to help merge potential requestsiingde broadcast. The
algorithmL F behaves similarly since it implicitly delays each requettlut is the request with the largest
wait ratio, potentially merging many requests into a singleadcast. Hence, this algorithm is a natural
candidate for the problem of minimizing the maximum delagtdaand it does not need any parameters like
the algorithmSSF-W. However, this algorithm cannot have a constant competititio with any constant
speed.

For any speed-up > 1 and any constant > 2, we construct the following adversarial instanceFor
this problem instance we will show thaf- has wait ratio at least, while OPT has wait ratio at most
Hence, we can forceF to have a competitive ratio af for any constant > 2. In the instancer, there
are a series job groupg; for 0 < i < k, wherek is a constant to be fixed later. We now fix the jobs in
each group. For simplicity of notation and readability, wié allow jobs to arrive at negative times. We can
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simply shift each of the times later, so that all arrival tsvage positive. It is also assumed thandc are
integers in our example. _
All jobs in each group7; have the same arrival timg; = —(sc)¥~"+1 — zﬁ:‘;g—l(sc)j and have the

50" There will bes(sc)** jobs in the groupZ, ands(sc)*~ jobs in the

same slack size of; = A1/

groupJ; for1 <i < k.

We now explain how. F and OPT behave for the instaneeFor simplicity, we will refer ta7;, instead
of a job in J;, since all jobs in the same group are indistinguishable ¢ostthedular. For the first group
Jo, LF starts and keeps processigg upon its arrival until completing it. On the other hand, we@PT
procrastinate7y until OPT finishes all jobs i/, to J;. This does not hurt OPT, since the slack size of
the jobs inJ) is so large. In fact, we will show that OPT can finigh by its deadline. For each groug
for1 < i <k, OPT will start.7; upon its arrival and complete each jobjh without interruption. To the
contrary, for each < i < k LF will not begin scheduling7; until the jobs have been substantially delayed.
The delay of7,, is critical for LF, since the slack off;, is small. For intuitive understanding, we refer the
reader to Figure 2.

LF
= > Tk—2
sz—2
OPT LF
* > e Tk—1
A Fr_y
OPT LF
= Tk
Ay Fy
3 Wait Ratio
Tk-1 Tk
Te—2 _ L
~— //

Time

Figure 2: Comparison of scheduling of grodp, Ji_1, andJ._» by LF and OPT.

We now formally prove that F achieves wait ratie, while OPT has wait ratio at most 1 for the given
problem instance. Let F; = A; + (sc)*~"+1,0 < i < k. Let R; be the maximum wait ratio for any job in

J; witnessed by F. We now define: to be a constant such that — = )kc < L.

Lemma4.l. LF, given speed, processes/, during [Ag, Fy] and J; during [F;_1, F;], 1 <i < k.

Proof Sketch:By simple algebra one can check that the length of the timeevats|Ag, Fy] and[F;_1, F}]
is the exact amount of time farF with s-speed needs to completely procggsand.7;, respectively.

First we show that/ is finished during Ay, Fy] by LF. It can be seen that at tinfe) the jobs in7; for
2 < j < k have not arrived, so we can focus on the clgssThe jobs in7; can be shown to have the same
wait ratio as the jobs iy at time £y and therefore the jobs iff; have smaller wait ratio than the jobs in
Jo at all times beforefy. This is becauseg/y has a bigger slack thafi;. Hence,LF will finish all of the
jobs in 7y before beginning the jobs if; .

To complete the proof, we show thét is finished duringF;_1, F;] by LF. It can be seen that at time
F; the jobs inJj; for i +- 2 < j < k have not arrived, so we can focus on the class;. The jobs in7;
can be shown to have the same wait ratio as the jolgg.in at time F; and therefore the jobs iff;+; have
smaller wait ratio than the jobs f; at all times beford;. Hence L F will finish all of the jobs in.7; before
beginning the jobs ily; ;1.

O
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Using Lemma 4.1 and the given arrival times of each of the yab$ave the following lemma.
Lemma4.2. R; =c(l— L)k for 0 <i <k,

Notice that Lemma_4]2 implies thdt, > c¢. Hence, the maximum delay factor witnessedyis at
leastc. In the following lemma, we show that there exists a validesithing by OPT where the maximum
wait ratio is at most one. This will show thaf= achieves a competitive ratio of Note that Lemma 412
shows thatRy < 5-.

Lemma 4.3. Consider a schedule which processes each joffiimuring [F}, i, + |Jo|] and each job in
J; during [A;, A; + |J;|] for 1 < i < k. This schedule is valid and, moreover, the maximum waib rati
witnessed by this schedule is at most one.

Proof Sketch:lt is not hard to show that the time intervals,, Fy. + | 7|] and[A;, A; + | T;]] for 1 <i < k
do not overlap, therefore this is a valid schedule.

The wait ratio witnessed by the jobs in grousfor 1 < i < k can easily be seen to be at most 1. This
is because this schedule processes each of these jobs asdbey arrive. We now show that the wait ratio
of each of the jobs iif/y is at mostl. Recall thatR,, the maximum wait ratio offy by LF is at most% at
time Fy. Using the factsc > 2, we can easily show thaty, — Ag| < 2|Fy — Ag|. Note that OPT can finish
Jo during [Fy,, Fy, + s|Fo — Apl], sinceL F with s-speed could finist¥y during[Ag, Fy]. Thus the wait ratio
of Jp at timeFy, + s|Fy — Ag| is at most&s < 1. 0

From Lemmd 42 the maximum delay factor witnessed_Byis ¢ and by Lemma_4]3 the maximum
delay factor witnessed by OPT is Hence we have the proof of Theorem|1.4.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we showed an almost fully scalable algoﬁhftm minimizing the maximum delay factor in
broadcasting for unit sized jobs. The slight modificationmake toSSF-W from [12] makes the algorithm
more practical. Using the intuition developed for the maximdelay factor, we proved th&t FO is in fact
2-competitive for varying sized jobs closing the problemrfonimizing the maximum response time online
in broadcast scheduling.

We close this paper with the following open problems. Althlodhe new algorithm for the maximum
delay factor with unit sized jobs is almost fully scalabtexplicitly depends on speed given to the algorithm.
Can one get another algorithm independent of this depeg@eRor different sized pages, it is still open
on whether there exists(a + ¢)-speed algorithm that i©(1)-competitive. For minimizing the maximum
response time offline it is of theoretical interest to showwadr bound on the approximation ratio that can
be achieved or to show an algorithm that isapproximation for some < 2.
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A Omitted Proofs

A.1 Proof of Lemma3d

Proof. Let.J,;, J,; € Jrsuchthat < j. Lett be the time thaSSF-W starts satisfying request; ;. By
the definition off, request/, ; must have delay factor at least at time f,. ;. We also know that the request
J»,; must arrive after time’, otherwise request, ; must also be satisfied at timte If the optimal solution
combines these requests into a single broadcast then thesteg ; must wait until the request, ; arrives
to be satisfied. However, this means that the requgstmust achieve a delay factor greater thenby
OPT, a contradiction of the definition af*. O

A.2 Proof of Lemmal3.6
2

Proof. The requesy, ;. has delay factor at least* at any timet during’ = [/, t*], wheret’ = t* — (¢* —
c)S, ra*. The largest delay factor any request can have dufirg less tharr?a* by definition oft* being
the first timeSSF-W witnesses delay factef«*. Hence the request, x is in the queue)(t) at any timet
during I’. Therefore, any request that forcE8F-W to broadcast ori’, must have delay factor at least
and sinceJ, , € Q(t) for all t € I, the requests scheduled &hmust have slack at mos, ;. O
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A.3 Proof of Lemmal3.7

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, suppose that some regijeghat forcedSSF-W to broadcast page
p on the intervall arrived at timet’ < ¢; — 25, ,a*c. Recall thatJ,; has a slack no bigger tha), i, by
the definition of/. Therefore at time; — S, 1.a"c, J,; has a delay factor of at least*. Thus any request
scheduled during the intervith — S, ,a*c,t1] has a delay factor no less thari. We observe thaf), ; is
in Q(7) for 7 € [t — S, xa*c, t1]; otherwise there must be a request with a delay factor bitygerc’a*
at timer and this is a contradiction to the assumption tids the first time thaBSF-W witnessed a delay
factor of c2a*. Therefore any request that forc88F-W to broadcast during; — Sq.ka’c,t1] has a slack
no bigger thanS, ;. Also we know thatS,,; < S, ;. by the definition of/. In sum, we showed that any
request that force8SF-W to do a broadcast during; — S, ra*c, t1] have a slack no bigger thaff ;. and

a delay factor no smaller thar, which is a contradiction of the definition of. O
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