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Abstract— Multiple applications that execute concurrently
on heterogeneous platforms compete for CPU and network
resources. In this paper we analyze the behavior of’ non-
cooperative schedulers using the optimal strategy that mamize
their efficiency while fairness is ensured at a system levejmnoring
applications characteristics. We limit our study to simplesingle-
level master-worker platforms and to the case where each
scheduler is in charge of a single application consisting & large
number of independent tasks. The tasks of a given applicatioall
have the same computation and communication requirements,
but these requirements can vary from one application to an-
other. In this context, we assume that each scheduler aims at
maximizing its throughput. We give closed-form formula of the
equilibrium reached by such a system and study its performaae.
We characterize the situations where this Nash equilibriumis
optimal (in the Pareto sense) and show that even though no
catastrophic situation (Braess-like paradox) can occur, &ch an
equilibrium can be arbitrarily bad for any classical perfor mance
measure.

|. INTRODUCTION

The recent evolutions in computer networks technology,
well as their diversification, yield to a tremendous change

the use of these networks: applications and systems can now
be designed at a much larger scale than before. Large-scale

distributed platforms (Grid computing platforms, entéspr
networks, peer-to-peer systems) result from the collatmra
of many people. Thus, the scaling evolution we are facing

as
i

is

not only dealing with the amount of data and the number
of computers but also with the number of users and the

diversity of their needs and behaviors. Therefore commurtat
and communication resources have todffecientlyandfairly

shared between users, otherwise users will leave the group
and join another one. However, the variety of user profiles _ . ! ¢
requires resource sharing to be ensured at a system level. We We briefly study in Sectioh TV-C the well-known “price
claim that even in a perfect system where every application Of anarchy” [7]. Unfortunately, this metric does not
competing on a given resource receives the same share and enable one to distinguish Pareto optimal points from non-

where no degradation of resource usage (e.g., packet loss

or context switching overhead) occurs when a large number ¢ : Ao
of applications use a given resource, non-cooperativeeusag® When studying properties of Nash equilibria, it is im-

of the system leads to important application performan

ce

degradation and resource wasting. In this context, we make

the following contributions:

« We present a simple yet realistic situation where
fair and Pareto-optimakystem-levelsharing fails to
achieve an efficienapplication-levelsharing. More pre-

a

cisely, we study the situation where multiple applica-

*The authors would like to thank the University of Tsukubaldhe Japan
Society for the Promotion of Science for supporting this kvor

tions consisting of large numbers of independent iden-
tical tasks execute concurrently on heterogeneous plat-
forms and compete for CPU and network resources.
SETI@home [1], the Mersenne prime search [2], Cli-
matePrediction.NET [3], Einstein@Home [4], processing
data of the Large Hadron Collider [5] are a few examples
of such typical applications. As the tasks of a given
application all have the same computation and commu-
nication requirements (but these requirements can vary
for different applications), each scheduler aims at max-
imizing its throughput. This framework had previously
been studied in a cooperative centralized framework [6].
In the previous context, at any instant, cooperation led
to a dedication of resources to applications. The system-
level resource sharing aspect was therefore not present
and is extensively described in Sect[oh Il of the present
paper.

We characterize in Sectign Il}D the optimal selfish strat-
egy for each scheduler (i.e. the scheduling strategy that
will maximize its own throughput in all circumstances
and adapt to external usage of resources) and pro-
pose equivalent representations of such non-cooperative
schedulers competition (see Section ).

The particularities of these representations enable us to
characterize the structure of the resulting Nash equilib-
rium as well as closed-form values of the throughput of
each application (see Sectibn1Il-D).

Using these closed-form formulas, we derive in Sec-
tion[IVla necessary and sufficient condition on the system
parameters (in term of bandwidth, CPU speed, ...) for
the non-cooperative equilibrium to be Pareto-optimal.

Pareto optimal ones. That is why we propose an alternate
definition, the ‘Selfishness degradation factor

portant to know whether paradoxical situations like the
ones exhibited by Braess in his seminal work [8] can
occur. In such situations, the addition of resource (a new
machine, more bandwidth or more computing power in
our framework) can result in a simultaneous degradation
of the performance odll the users. Such situations only
occur when the equilibrium is not Pareto-optimal, which
may be the case in this framework. We investigate in
Section[IV-D whether such situations can occur in our
considered scenario and conclude with a negative answer.
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« Last, we show in Section]V, that even when the non-ast, we assume that communications to different processor
cooperative equilibrium is Pareto-optimal, the throughpudo not interfere. This amounts to say that the network card of
of each application is far from being monotonous withP, has a sufficiently large bandwidth not to be a bottleneck.
a resource increase. This enables us to prove that thiserefore, a process running dfy can communicate with
equilibrium can be arbitrarily bad for any of the classicads many processors as it wants. This model is cathedti-
performance measures (average, maximal, and minimyort [10], [11] and is reasonable when workers are spread
throughput). over the Internet, are not too numerous and can make use of

Section[V] concludes the paper with a discussion of efireads to manage communications.

tensions of this work and future directions of research. Dtée
to space requirements, the proofs of the following theorems
and propositions will be omitted in this paper. The integdst We considerK applications, A, 1 < k < K. Each

Application Model

reader is referred to [9] for detailed proofs. application is composed of a large set of independent, same-
size tasks. We can think of each, as a bag of tasks, in
Il. PLATFORM AND APPLICATION MODELS which each task is a file that requires some processing. A
A. Platform Model task of applicationd;, is called a task ofype k. We let wy

Our master-worker platform is made &f + 1 processors be the amount of c-on-1putation.(in Mflop) re.quired to process
Py, Pi, ..., Py. Py denotes the master processor, which do%task of.typek. Similarly, by is the size (in Mb) of (the
not perform any computation. Each proces#hris charac- ne assoqatgd o) a.task_ of type We assume that the .onIy
terized by its computing powel,, (in Mflop.s ') and the communication required is outwards from the master, e. th
capacity of its connection with the masts, (in Mb.s ). amount of data returned by the worker is negligible. This is

Last, we define theommunication-to-computation ratié,, a common hypothesis [12] as in steady-state, the output-file

of processorP, as B,/W,. This model leads us to theproblem can be reduced to an equivalent problem with bigger
following definﬁion' nee input-files. Last, we define threommunication-to-computation

o ) ] ratio ¢, of tasks of typek asby/wi. This model leads to the
Definition 1. We denote by physical-system a triplet following definition:

(N, B,W) where N is the number of machines, arigl and
W the vectors of sizeV containing the link capacities and
the computational powers of the machines.

Definition 2. We define auser-systema triplet (K,b,w)
where K is the number of applications, artdand w the
vectors of sizeK representing the size and the amount of
computation associated to the different applications.

C. Global System

In the following our K applications run on ouN proces-
sors and compete for network and CPU access:
Definition 3. A system S is a sextuplet{ K, b, w, N, B, W),
with K,b,w,N,B,W defined as for a user-system and a
4% w, Wy physical-system.

We assume that each application is scheduled by its own
scheduler. As each application comprises a very large numbe

of independent tasks, trying to optimize the makespan is

We assume that the pIatfo.rm performs an ideal fair ,shari'iﬂown to be vainly tedious [13] especially when resource
of resources among the various requests. More precisely, Gailability varies over time. Maximizing the throughput o

B W :
us denote bWT(I (t) (resp.Ny, )(t,)) the number of ongoing 5 single application is however known to be a much more
communication (resp. computation) frodfy to P, (resp. rejevant metric in our context [6], [14]. More formally, far

on P;) at time ¢. The platform ensures that the amount ofjyen infinite schedule we can definney,(t) the number
bandwidth received at timeby a communication fronf to ¢ (7cks of typek processed in time interval0, ¢]. The

; (B) ; ; o . .
Py is exactIan/Nn_ (t). Likewise, the_amount C?f Processolihroughput for applicatiork of such a schedule is defined
power received at time by a computation o, is exactly 5¢ o = liminf,_, ., donex(®) Similarly we can definey, ;
oS 7 . n,

w - .
W, /N (t). Therefore, the tim@" needed to transfer a file the average number of tasks of typeperformed per time-

Fig. 1. Platform model: a single master andworkers

of sizeb from P, to P, starting at timet, is such that unit on the processoP,. aj and o, are linked by the
t+T g following linear equationoy, = ) oy, ;. The scheduler of
/ B dt =b. each application thus aims at maximizing its own throughput
t=to Nu (1) i.e. a,. However, as the applications are sharing the same set
Likewise, the timel" needed to perform a computation of sizef resources, we have the following general constfints
w on P, starting at timet, is such that Computation ¥n e [0, N] : Zszl e - W < Wiy (1a)
to+T Wn
/ ——— - dt = w. 1The notation[a, b] denotes the set of integers comprised betweemd
—te NV (1) b, i.e. [a,b] = N [a, b].



Communication Vn € [1, N] : Zszl k- by < B, (1b) known in game theory aNash equilibriun‘{gj, [>17]. In the
These constraints enable to define upper-bounds on teR&aining of this paper, we will denote hy,",’ the rates
throughput of any schedule. Moreoveperiodic schedule— achieved at such stable states.

one that begins and ends in exactly the same state — (we rer:te
the interested reader to [15] for more details) can be batnf ] ) )
any valid values for they, anda,, . such that its throughput ~ Consider a system with two computeisand 2, with
for all applicationst is exactlyay, = lim;_,., “22=®) When parametersB; = 1, Wi = 2, By = 2, W5 = 1 and two
the number of tasks per application is large, this approagRPlications of parameters = 1, w1 = 2, b, = 2 and
has the advantage of avoiding the NP-completeness of fhe = 1. If the applications were collaborating such that
makespan optimization problem. This further allows to onfgPPlicationl was processed exclusively to computeand

focus on the average steady-state values. application2 in computer2 (see Figur¢ 2(3)), their respective
throughput would be

ra
A simple example

Remarkl. Consider a system witli{ applications running
over N machines. The set of achievable utilities, that is to PP = (0P _ 1

say the set of possible through is given b
y P gnput is 9 y Yet, with the non-cooperative approach (see Fifure 2(lnjg, o

Jar 1, ., AN K, can check that they only get a throughput of (the formal proof
Vi€ [1,K]: Y, ok = ag will be given in Theorenil1):
U(S) = q () i<n<k Vn e [1,N]: Zszl Qg wy < W, 5
Vn e [1,N]: 0, g - b < Bn ") = ofr) = 2
Vn € [1,N],Vk € [1, K] : o >0 4

The utility set is hence convex and compact.
Computation

time

C

D. A Non-Cooperative Game

—
(]
>

Communication

time

We first study the situation where only one applicatiors

Slave 2 Slave 1

is scheduled on the platform. This will enable us to simply,

define the scheduling strategy that will be used by each play# (T

(scheduler) in the more general case where many applicatio time fime fime fimie
are considered. When there is only one application, our (a) With cooperation (b) Non-cooperative equilibrium.

problem reduces to the following linear program: ! . P
Fig. 2. Non-cooperation can lead to inefficiencies.

N
MAXIMIZE _, iy.1 UNDER THE CONSTRAINTS . .
D ne1n1 In this example, one can easily check that, at the Nash

la) Vne [0,N]: . < W, e .
(1a) vn € [0, NT = an,1-wi < Wn equilibrium, for any worker, there is no resource wastezeslh
(1b) Vn e [1,N]:apn1-b1 < By (resp. slave 2) is communication (resp. computation) agedr
(1c) Yn, ap1=0. i.e. equation[(Ib) (resp. equatidnl(1a)) is an equality. elmw,
We can easily show that the optimal solution to this "neaﬁpmmumcatlon-saturatlon 'mp"?s cpmputatlon idle ““5.‘95'.
: ) . . (w. B vice-versa. Yet, when communication and computation idle
program is obtained by settingn, o, ;1 = min ( =, ==

“w b )" times cohexist in a system, the non-cooperative behavior of

In a practical setting, this amounts to say that the masigl, apnjications can lead to important inefficiencies, Whic
process will saturate each worker by sending it as many tagks investigate further in the remaining of this paper.
as possible. On a stable platfori¥i, and B,, can easily be

measured and the,, ;'s can thus easily be computed. On 1. M ATHEMATICAL FORMULATION

an unstable one this may be more tricky. However a simple|, this section, we mathematically formulate the use of
acknowledgment mechanism enables the master procesgelyurces in the system. As in the multi-port model com-
ensure that it is not over-flooding the workers, while alwaygnication resources are all independent, we can study each
converging to the optimal throughput. worker separately. Hence, in this section, we study the fise o
In a multiple-applications context, each player (procesgdsources on an arbitrary workerof the system.

strives to optimize its own performance measure (consitlere |, 5 steady state, actions of the players will interfere on
here to be its throughput;) regardiess of the strategies of theyach resource in (a priori) a non predictable order and the
other players. Hence, in this scenario, each process culystayagoyrce usage may be arbitrarily complex (see Figuré.3(a))
floods the workers while ensuring that all the tasks it seméls aye hence propose in this section “equivalent” represeati
performed (e.g., using an acknowledgment mechanism). TH$ the sense that they conserve the throughput of each
adaptive strategy automatically cope with other schedulgfpplication on the considered worker) that will enable us to

usage of resource argelfishlymaximize the throughput of conclude this section with a closed-form expression of the
each applicatidh As the players constantly adapt to eacbank)lgn@_

’ i ilibri 1<k<K
others’ actions, they may (or not) reach some equilibrium, First note that for any given subskt of [1, K], we can

2We suppose a purely non-cooperative game where no schethdites define the fragtion of time Wher_e all players kf (and only
to “ally” to any other (i.e. no coalition is formed). them) use a given resource. This enables us to reorganize the
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schedule into an equivalent representation (see Figurp 3(b
with at most 2/Xl time intervals (the number of possible
choices for the subsét). In this representation, the frac-
tions of time spent using a given resource (which can be
communication link or a processor) are perfectly equal ® th
ones in the original schedule. However such a representatio

is still too complex 2% is a large value). Hence, we © (;g.)pa,v)w T}Sﬁwﬁ o, ,E‘)Z””’ o "
: . : an (Bl o par)

now explain how to build two more compact “equivalent” s~ a2 a3

canonical representations (see Figure]3(c)[and 3(d)). (a) Parallel canonical form of an arbltrary schedule

A. Sequential Canonical Representation Communication Computation

The first compact form we define is callezbquential
canonical representatiofsee Figurg 3(¢)). If the schedulers
were sending data one after the other on this link, the

kth scheduler would have to communicate during exactly
(nc)

(Byseq) _ Q,p'be oo o o | J
Tk = “5— of the time to send the same amount T Wopar) )
of data as in the original scheduler. This value is called’ (BW) Bty L)) "
T3 Tn2 n,3 n.2

sequential communication time rati8imilarly, we can define ) _

(Wse) ™ (b) Parallel canonical schedule for a given processor urter non-
the sequential computation time ratlo Y as % cooperative assumption. Application 3 (blue) and 4 (red)cammunication

,seq) saturated they receive the same amount of bandwidth. Applicationrédn)
We hence have the fOllOWIﬂg relation betweﬁ&? and and 2 (yellow) arecomputation saturatecthey receive the same amount of
+(Wiseq). CPU.
n,k :
(B,seq) __ +(Wiseq) i i
Tok — Tk (2) Fig. 4. Parallel canonical schedules

Cn

We can therefore obtain a canonical schedule (see Higu)e 3{1
with at mostK + 1 intervals whose respective sets of players
are {1}, {2 K}, 0. This communication scheme is

thus{ c}alléd}sequeatla}l canonical representation and has #° smaller than 1. A playet is thus sa}ﬁrto be either
samea( ; values as the original schedule. However, confOMmunication-saturatedn worker n (Tnk = Do
munication and computation times have all been decreased@gIputation-saturatedn workern (T Wiper) _ 1).

each scheduler is now using the network link and the CPRIoposition 1. If there is a communication-saturated appli-

exclusively. We will see later that this information lossedo cation then> % 72«9 — 1  Similarly, if there is a

As we have seen in SectignTI-D, the scheduling algorithm
sed by the players consists in constantly flooding work-
ers. Hence it is impossible that boftﬁB »ar) and 7(V-rer)

not matter for multi-port schedulers. computation-saturated application tthf:l TT(J/Z,SBQ) — 1.
B. Parallel Canonical Representation As two computation-saturated playeks and k; receive
the same amount of computation power and compute during

The second compact form we define is callpdrallel ) ()
canonical representatiorfsee Figurd 3(d)). In this schemeh® same amount of time, we haVéL Wy = O gy Why -
resource usage is as conflicting as possible. Let us denoteTkljb)ereforeck1 < ¢k, implies a( )bkl g afﬁ,ﬁibkw hence
le’p‘" (resp. Tr(LVZp‘” ) the fraction of time spent by player kvp‘”“) < T(Bf“” and 7' SeQ) < ﬁ;eq) The same
k to communicate WlthP (resp. to compute oi#,) in such reasoning holds for two commumcatlon saturated playsrs a

a conflguratlonn(l »7%7) is the parallel communication time well as for a mixture of both. As a consequence, in a

ratio and7."}”*") is theparallel computation time ratiowe multi-port setting, players should be first sorted accqydin
can easily’ prove that such representation is unique (see #heir ¢, to build the canonical schedule. The very particular
extended version [9]) and we can therefore obtain a canbnigifucture of this schedule (see Figgre }#(b)) will enable us
schedule (see Figurg 3[d)) with at moat + 1 intervals in the following section to give closed-form formula for the
whose respective player sets die..., K}, {2,...,K}, ..., ) . All these remarks can be summarized in the following
{K}, and §). This communication scheme is called parallaﬁrOpOSItlon

canonical representation and has the Smﬂé) values as Proposition2. Let us consider an equilibrium and denote by
the original schedule. However, communication times hay, the set of communication-saturated applications on worker
all been increased as each scheduler is now interfering withand by W,, the set of computation-saturated applications
as many other schedulers as possible. on workern. If ¢ < ¢ < -+ < ¢k, then there existen €
[0, K] such thatw,, = [1,m] andB,, = [m + 1, K]. We
have:

The same reasonings can be applied to computation re; gequential representation: Communications:
sources and therefore, for a given worker, both commuminati
and computation resources can be put in any of these two
canonical forms (see Figufe 4(a)). B g D)

n

C. Particularities of Multi-port Selfish Schedulers

By,

Brseq) _ . _ (Bosed)
<Tn,m+1 = =TaK <1



Resource Usage Resource Usage Resource Usage Resource Usage - ’g -par)
Bpar)

Trsﬁ,.ceq) Trgg,seq) Tr(lg,seq) . .par
- - 1 R R _”"r’:”:”l”
L Jiime L time
1 0 ATTBI’pm)ATy(L’B;,p%)T,(lg,par) 1
(a) Complex arbitrary schedule (b) Sorted schedule (c) Sequential canonical representafd) Parallel canonical representation:
tion: areas are preserved but usingreas are preserved but using times are
times are minimized maximized

Fig. 3. Various schedule representations. Each applitasi@ssociated to a color: Application 1 is green, applea® is yellow and application 3 is blue.
The area associated to each application is preserved thwatgll transformations.

Computations: Sketch of the prooflf B,, = 0, then all applications use the
| (Wasea) _ _T<Wseq) o Wsea) S 5 (Wiseq) CPU of P, at any instant. Thgrefore they all receive the
1 1 202 T K exact same amount of CPU, |Wn/K. Hence we have
W axl]? = 42— Moreover, vk, T(W“q 1/K and from [2)
« Parallel representation: Communications: we havel > Zk B seq) _ P (Wse‘ﬁ T
B, Hencezk T < K. The case/\/n =0 IS S|m|Iar
(Bipar) . _(Bypar) (Bpar) __ _(Bpar) _ Let us now focus on the more interesting case where both
Tn,1 S S Tnym < Thom+1 = = Tn K =1 ; TR :
B, # 0 and W, # (. Using the definition of sequential
Computations: communication and computation times, we have:
1= 7722/1‘/717”) _ = Ty(lelpar) > r(LVKler) > Tys/f/}Vépar) Zpegn 77(1?0 ,5€q) + Zpew 7_7(1]% ,seq) _ -1 (4)
w, W
Wa ZPEB 77(1717 o) + Z;DEW ( e =
D. Closed-form Solution of the Equations Two applications from3,, communicate all the time. There-
The closed-form solutions of the equilibrium are defined bigre they send the exact same amount of data that we denote
Theorent]L. Its complete proof, as well as the proofs of thgy 7,(B) vk € Bn,afl";) , 7'7(1)3@ seq) TéB). Similarly,

other propositions and theorems presented in the remaining
of this paper can be found in the extended version [9].  we getVk € W, a, ", . From these

Theoreml. We assume < ¢2 < -+ < c¢k. Let us denote relations and froml]Z), systerfil (4) can be written:

nc W se
ey W' (Wiseq) _ ()

n,k

by W, the set of players that are computation-saturated and (), (W) o
by B,, the set of players that are communication-saturated on B | ) (B)ZPGW o =1
a given arbitrary worken. (W |TW + 75 D pen, f—: 1
CTL —_— .
1) If >, 5¢ < K thenW,, = () and which can be easily solved to géf (3).
(nc) B, Let m such thatm € B,, andm + 1 € W,,. From [2) and
VE, o, ) = Kby @) and Propositiof]2, we can write:
2) Else, if 0, & < K thenB, = 0 and Cos1 _ Tomit y Tl me,
W, se W,se Cn
Yk (n]j) = Wa Cn 7(Lm+iz) Tf(um K —m- Zk m+1 e
’ T, K. ’ se se m c
e Ty(zBm 9 1€Bm+({) m— Zk*l Chn

3) _Else,Bn and W,, are non-empty and there exists anandc—mn T e S Wseq) o ZK o
integerm € [1; K — 1] such that n,m n,m k=m-+1

Ck

m—m o which leads to the condition om. The reciprocity of the
Em ’le - Cm+1 conditions on the sets relies on the application of the ¥alhg
Cn  K—m-— Zk:erl o Cn technical result withy, = ¢ /C,,.
Then, we havew, = {1,...,m} and B, = {m + Lety; < --- < vk be K positive numbers. We have:
1,...,K} and 1) If >, 1/ < K then}>, y > K;
[ S 2) If v < K theny, 1/ > K |
™) — Bn nl =2 pewy Ty if ke B 3)If S,y > K and >, 1/v > K, then there exists
n,k b WollBrl=3 e, ©» Yopen, o n k k
e w B ZB e e exactly onem € [1, K such that:
"= —rEEn p if keW, mol—
Ok = TTB e, o Spen, & < = LT 0

K
(3) Zk:erl 1- %



Corollary 1. From these equations, we see that there alwaysl) Example of Pareto inefficiencythe Pareto optimality

exists exactly one non-cooperative equilibrium. is a global notion. Hence, although for each single-pramess
system, the allocation is Pareto optimal, the result may not
IV. INEFFICIENCIES ANDPARADOXES hold for an arbitrary number of machines. This phenomenon

In this section, we study the inefficiencies of the NasH2as illustrated in Sectio THE.

equilibria, in the Pareto sense, and their consequencés. I) Necessary an(I:i suﬁﬁment C,anmowl? Erove in [9] thed
us start by recalling the definition of the Pareto optimality ollowing very simple characterization of the systems unde

Definition 4 (Paret timality) Let @ b i which the non-cooperative competition leads to inefficiesc
efinition areto optimality) Le e a game wi . B

players. Each of them is defined by a set of possible straIegT ?Ore”.‘z- an_sllder a systent = (K, b, w, N.’ B’.W) as

S, and utility functionsuy defined onS; x --- x Sic B efined in Definitiod B. Suppose that the applications are not

A vector of strategy is said to be Pareto optimal if if"" identical, that is to say that there exigts and k5 such

is impossible to strictly increase the utility of a pIaythatC’“1 < Cha-

without strictly decreasing the one of another. In otherdgor . The_n, the aIIocat|on_ at the N_ash equilibrium is Pareto
inefficient if and only if there exists two workers, namely

ey € &1 x -+ - x Sk is Pareto optimal if and only if:
(s . oK) Ny LrRoK P y ny andny such thatw,,, = 0 andB,,, = 0.
V(Sl,...,SK) €81 x - xSk,
i, ui(sy, ..., 8%) > ui(s1,. .., 8K) = C. Measuring Pareto Inefficiency
g, uj(st, . 85) <uji(s1,..,8K). We have seen that the Nash equilibrium of the system can

be Pareto inefficient. A natural question is then “how much

We recall that, in the considered system, the utility fundnefficient is it?”. Unfortunately, measuring Pareto ingffincy
tions are thewy, that is to say, the average number of tasks still an open question. It is hence the focus of this sectio
of applicationk processed per time-unit, while the strategies 1) Definitions: Papadimitriou [7] introduced the now pop-
are the scheduling algorithms (i.e. which resources to nde ailar measure “price of anarchy” that we will study in this
when to use them). section.

In this section, we comment on the efficiency of the Nash Let us consider an efficiency measufeon the ay,. For
equilibrium, in the case of a single worker (Secfion TWV-A)da a given systemS (i.e. platform parameters along with the
then of multiple workers[{IV-B) and propose in Sectfon IV-Gdescription of ouds applications), we denote by, (5), the
a brief study of the well-known “price of anarchy”. Unfor-rates achieved on systeshby the non-cooperative algorithm.
tunately, this metric does not enable to distinguish Paretgr any given metricf, let (sz(cf)(s) be a vector
optimal points from non-Pareto optimal ones. That is why we, . SESK '

N , of optimal rates on systeny for the metric f. We define
also propose an alternate definition, tlselfishness degrada- S . .
. ! . S the inefficiency/¢(S) of the non-cooperative allocation for a
tion factor’. Last, it is known that when Nash equilibria are_. : .
P . iven metric and a given system as
inefficient, some paradoxical phenomenon can occur (see, %@
instance [8]). We hence study in Section TV-D, the occureenc f (agf) (S),... ’a%)(g))

of Braess paradox in this system. I4(9) = o o
7 (@ (s), ...alt(9))

Papadimitriou focuses on the profit metri¢ defined by
B0, ... oK) = + Zszl ay. The price of anarchys; is
men be defined as the largest inefficiency:

> 1.

A. Single Processor

We can show that when the players (here the applicatio
compete in a non-cooperative way over a single processor,
resulting Nash equilibrium is Pareto optimal (see the edein

version [9] for a detailed proof). (%)
) e prooh j o = max Is(9) = max 20 (5
Proposition3. On a single-processor system, the allocation s D a(”c)(s)

at the Nash equilibrium is Pareto optimal. 2) Studying the Price of Anarchy on a simple example:

Let us consider the following simple systef; x defined
_ o by N =1, By =1, Wy =1, b = (4,1,...,1), and
Interestingly, although the Nash equilibria are Pareto opy — (4,1,...,1). It is then easy to compute the following

timal on any single-worker system, we show in this sectiof|ocations (see Figufg 5):
::r:)z?]tstir;zie equilibria are not always Pareto optimal for tesys ") (Spr i) = (%’ %7 . %) corresponds to the non-
g of several processors. cooperative allocation;
We first exhibit this phenomenon on a simple example con- _~  (x) (St x) = (M0 ; 0) cormesponds to the alloca:
sisting of two machines and two applications (Sedfion TXB)B. tion optifnizing the average throughput;
We then provide a very simple characterization of the system amin) (G, ) = ( 1
under which the non-cooperative competition leads to ineffi * MK ) =

B. Multi-processors and Inefficiencies

1
K—i+1/M - K—1ifi/m ) COMe
ciencies (SectioRTV-B12). sp(>§)nds to the ml\?x—[nln fa|r1allocat|on [18];
o o (Sh k) = (3, Koo ?)_corr_esponds_to the pro-
3Note that the utility of a player depends on its own strateggt an the portlor_lqlly fair a_llocatlon WhICh _'S a partlc_ult_’;\r Nash
strategies of all the other players. Bargaining Solution [18]. Surprisingly, on this instance,



1t Utility Set The selfishness degradation factoan then be defined as

| Max-min Allocation

¢ =maxI(S) = max max min Ak
ar 1| l  Nash Equilibrium S S acU(S) k afl’j;)(g)
K1
g _ Profit Allocation | A system (e.g., queuing network, transportation network,
e ; load-balancing, ...) that would be such that the Nash equi-
° vt libria are always Pareto optimal would have a selfishness
a1 degradation factor equal to one. The selfishness degradatio

factor may however be unbounded on systems where non-
cooperative equilibria are particularly inefficient. Thele-
vance of this definition is corroborated by the fact that
approximations of Pareto-sets defined by Yannakakis and
this allocation also corresponds to the non-cooperatiggpadimitriou [20] have a degradation factorlof «. It can

Fig. 5. Utility set and allocations fofy;, x (K = 3,M = 2).

one. easily be shown that the systems studied in this article have
Note that, a®, o™ and o™ are Pareto optimal by @ selfishness degradation factor larger than two but thet exac
definition. One can easily compute value remains an open problem.
M D. Braess-like Paradoxes
Is(Smx) = M K1 oo K. When studying properties of Nash equilibria in routing
K K

systems, Braess exhibited an example in which, by adding

The price of anarchy is therefore unbounded. However, tfgSource to the system (in his example, a route), the perfor-
fact that the non-cooperative equilibria of such instanc&&nce of all the users were degraded [8]. We investigate in
are Pareto-optimal and have interesting properties ohéais this section whether such situations can occur in our saenar

(they correspond to a Nash Bargaining Solution [18]) ques- Let us consider a system (called “initial”) and a second one

tions the relevance of therice of anarchynotion as a Pareto (féférred to as the “augmented” system), derived from tise fir
efficiency measure. one by adding some quantity of resource. Intuitively, theiNa

Likewise, the inefficiency of the max-min fair allocation js£duilibrium aug in the augmented system should be Pareto-

equivalent toM for large values of\/ (as opposed td< for superior to tge orr]1e in the 'E;ﬁl.systt?rzz' F\)Ne fay that.a
the non-cooperative equilibrium). It can hence be unbodndgraes_,stpara ox happens w IS strictly Fareto-superior
even for bounded number of applications and machines. THfsPONta9-

seems even more surprising as such points generally I‘ESl]J bwohqsly,belve_ryt?]chlevable ft‘;te mt the ||:|t|al S};stem IS
from complex cooperations and are hence Pareto optim%lﬁo_ achievable in theé augmented system. HeEnae 18 an

These remarks raise once more the question of the meas%ﬁ’g'evable. pqlnt in the initial system and lifis a Pargto
of Pareto inefficiency. optimal point is the augmented one, thecannot be strictly

. . . Pareto superior tdh. Hence Braess paradoxes are conse-
3) Selfishness Degradation FactoFhe previous problems

ii he effici h Kind quences of the Pareto inefficiencies of the Nash equilibria.
are not specitic to the e neiency meaSlE_eT e ;ame n We show that, even though the Nash equilibria may be
of behavior can be exhibited when using then

or the . _ . . .
. ) Pareto inefficient, in the considered scenario, Braess- para
product of the throughputs. That is why we think that Pare{?oxes cannot occur P

inefficiency should be measured as tlistanceto the Pareto
border and not to a specific point.

Based on the definition of the Pareto optimality, one ¢
define the concept of strict Pareto-superiority. Sketch of the proofwe first need to introduce the defi-
Definition 5 (Pareto-superiority)A utility point « is said hition of equivalent subsystem. Consider a systém=
strictly Pareto-superiorto a point3 if for all player k we (&,b,w,N,B,W). We define the new subsystei =

Theorem 3. In the non-cooperative multi-port scheduling
aq{oblem, Braess like paradoxes cannot occur.

haveay, > Bs. (K,b,w,N,B,W) by: for each workenm,
Obviously, a Pareto-optimal point is such that there is no — S 1?" if W,, =0,
achievable point strictly Pareto-superior to it. To quinte Wn = W * otherwise
degradation of Braess-like Paradoxes (the degree of Pgrado " Woer ’
Kameda [19] introduced the Pareto-comparisoncofand and B, — Y gr i B.=10,
B as o(a, B) = ming 3. Therefore,a is strictly superior B, otherwise.

to B iff o(a,B) > 1. Intuitively o represents the perfor- ) - ) )

mance degradation betweenand 3. Using this definition, W& now precise why'is said to be an equivalent subsystem
we propose the following definition of Pareto inefficiency®f 5. Consider a systerfi = (K, b,w, N, B, W) and its Nash
I(S) = maxacos) ola, al"(S)). Thereforea)(s) is eduilibrium a("c); One can check that:

Pareto inefficient as soon afS) > 1 and the larger i) The systemS is a subsystem of, i.e. for all workern:
max,, I(a,a("c)), the more inefficient the Nash equilibrium. B, < B, andW,, < W,,.



i) The Nash equilibriumz("®) of the subsyster@ verifies B = B. It is hence a lower bound on the actual maximum
achievable degradation.

(nc) _ ~(nc)
vn, Yk, oy =0, - Consider an arbitrary applicatioh. We write o\, . _

S ~ (nc) ; _
iii) The Nash equilibriundi("®) of the subsystens is Pareto- (T€SP-a; ) the value of its throughput whe = B

optimal. (resp.B = B). Hence,ozgcm)before = Kibk = bkzvvi and
The conclusion of the proof relies on the following resultd;cnc) - _w ’
Consider two system$ = (K,b,w,N,B,W) and S’ = after — Koy -
(K,b,w,N,B’,W') and their respective equivalent subsysRemark 2. Note that “jv’c)before = ZKI/ . The lower

. —~ '\t Ck 2.p+/Cp

temsS = (K,b,w,N,B,W) andS’ = (K,b,w,N, B, W’).
Suppose thatn, B, > B, andW,, > W,, thenVn, B, >
B, andW,/ > W,,. [ |

n,k after .
bound on the degradation IS hence proportional te, and
is therefore maximal for the application with the smallest
coefficientc;,. For instance, itvp # k,c, = K and¢;, = 1,
V. PERFORMANCEMEASURES then S ~ (/2. Hence, when the number of applications

. . ) rows to infinity, the degradation of the application having
In this section we show that unexpected behavior of sorﬁ% smallerc;, also grows to infinity.

typical performance measures can occur even for Pareto ] ) ]
optimal situations. To ensure optimality of the Nash eguili e can now easily show that even in a single processor

rium, we consider applications running on a single processyyStém. the maximal (and minimal) throughput can strictly
(Propositior[B). decrease with the adding of resource. Note that:

We recall that the Pareto optimality is a global performance. if B, < B the applicationk having the highest (resp.
measure. Hence, it is possible that, while the resources of smallest) throughpuiﬁ]f,? is the one having the smallest
the system increase (either by the adding of capacity to a (resp. highest) value df;.
link or of computational capabilities to a processor), aegiv  « if B > B the applicationk having the highest (resp.
performance measure decreases while the equilibrium ramai  smallest) throughpu&ff,? is the one whosey,, is the
Pareto optimal. The aim of this section is to illustrate this  smallest (resp. highest).

ph'\ejlnomenon oln somehtyplcr?l performance -m-eaSlerﬁs. Hence, a lower bound on the maximal degradation of the
ore precisely, we show the non-monotonicity of t e maXi, avimal (resp. minimal) throughput i 1{ min: Wi (regp.
%k

mal throughput, of the minimal throughput and of the average - /s ming by

throughput. We finally end this section with a numerical:, 1/« maxy, by ). Therefore, for appropriate choices of

example where these measures decrease simultaneously With: o and min; wy, (for all ¢, fixed), the degradation can

the increase of the resource. be chosen arbitrarily Ia(rg()e.

_ _ Finally, note that="nt bewe — K 26 1/% pence,
A. Lower Bound on the Maximal Degradation y >l S lew oy 1/wk

n,k after .
for some combinations Olf)kﬂ, by and ¢y, the degradation of

In the followmg, we suppose that only one of the resourGfie average throughput can be arbitrarily large (e.g.ufes
of the system increases. By symmetry, we suppose ﬂafiltl/g - 1/e) andb = (1,1/22,...,1/2), we get a ratio
the computational capacityi(;) is constant, while the link f’K U4 (K —1)e? X ’ T '
capacity B, increaseBs. B oM A mrE—a7 )-

Let us introduceB = WK/, &+ and B = £ 3, c.

From Theorerfill, when considering the equations at the N&&h Numerical Example
equilibrium, we can distinguish cases:

We end this section with an example in which all the perfor-

« 2 “saturated” situations that are: mance measures we considered are simultaneously degraded
satW,, If B < B, then a,(cnc) = K_ibk, i.e. the when the bandwidtiB of the link connecting the master to
throughput of each application is proportional/B  the worker is increased.
satB, If B > B then a,(cnc) = KLW i.e. the Consider the example represented in [Elg. 6. Observe that
throughput of each application is constant with respesthen the bandwidt® is 245/24 ~ 10.208 the three measures
with B. (namely the higher throughput, the lower throughput and
« 1 “continuous” situation wheB < B < B the average throughput) have lower values than when the

Obviously, in the “saturated” situations, the throughptandwidthi is only equal t0560/73 =~ 7.671.

a\" are increasing or constant and the order between thef\S ming wy, = wy andming by, = by, then the application
applications is preserved. (l.e. if fd < B (resp.B > B), havnjg t_he higher throughput in botfuts,, and_sat_Wn is
ne applicatiord, and a lower bound of the degradation i2/73.

oz,(c ) € a,i”c) then for all B’ < B (resp.B’ > B) we have </ 1<
(ne) () ) As max;, w, = ws andmax b, = by, then the application
ak'll'o ;'rOT:kQI'fgl the analvsis. we consider the de radat.ohaving the lower throughput is applicatichin satB, and
' Simpll ysiS, W ! ne deg : Qpplicationl in satW,, and a lower bound of the degradation
obtained whenB = B compared to the situation WhereiS 84/73
4In the following, we will omit the subscript1” as only one worker is Fina"y’ a '9W9r bound of the degradation of the average
considered in the system. performance i2466,/2263.



a ! their work, there was a single scheduler whose duty was to
187 G2 . A ! 1 achieve the best throughput for all applications while eingu
161 S | ! ] . . . .
’ L ar | ! a max-min fair share. In a fully-decentralized setting, as
L K v | I i . . . .
La ! A considered in the present article, some form of cooperation
o 1.2y r ! ! 1 (e.g., similar to the one proposed by [21] for elastic traiffic
’ L 3 3 1 broadband networks) between different schedulers shaald b
08y | : ] designed.
06t ! —
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