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An almost ideal coordination mechanism
for unrelated machine scheduling

loannis Caragiannis Angelo Fanelfi

Abstract

Coordination mechanisms aim to mitigate the impact of $eiiss when scheduling jobs to dif-
ferent machines. Such a mechanism defines a scheduling potiin each machine and naturally
induces a game among the selfish job owners. The desiralpenies of a coordination mecha-
nism includes simplicity in its definition and efficiency dfet outcomes of the induced game. We
present a broad class of coordination mechanisms for uaceaachine scheduling that are simple
to define and we identify one of its members (mecharigroORD) that is superior to all known
mechanismsDCOORD induces potential games with logarithmic price of anaraiy enly constant
price of stability. Both bounds are almost optimal.

1 Introduction

We consider a selfish scheduling setting where each job camgrs a non-cooperative player and aims
to assign her job to one of the available machines so thatdahwletion time of the job is as low as
possible. An algorithmic tool that can be utilized by theigeer of such a system is@ordination
mechanisnji8]. The coordination mechanism usescheduling policyvithin each machine that aims to
mitigate the impact of selfishness to performance.

We focus onunrelated machine scheduling'here aren available machines and players, each
controlling a distinct job. The job (owned by playerhas a (possibly infinite) positive processing time
(or load)w,, ; when processed by machire A scheduling policy defines the way jobs are scheduled
within a machine. In its simplest form, such a policynisn-preemptiveand processes jobs uninter-
ruptedly according to some ordePreemptivescheduling policies (which is our focus here) do not
necessarily have this feature (e.g., they may process ijoparallel) and may even introduce some idle
time.

Naturally, a coordination mechanism induces a game withjadhewners as players. Each player
has all machines as possildzategies The termassignments used for a snapshot of the game, where
each player has selected a strategy, i.e., it has selectadieufar machine to process her job. Given
an assignment, the cost a player experiences is the coomplatie of her job on the machine she has
selected. This is well-defined by the scheduling policy @& thachine and typically depends on the
characteristics of all jobs assigned to the machine.

Assignments in which no player has any incentive to changstha&tegy are callegure Nash equi-
libria (or, simply,equilibria). When studying a coordination mechanism, we are intedl@atbounding
the inefficiency of equilibria of the game induced by the naagbm. We use thmaximum completion
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time among all jobs to measure the social cost. A related quaistitige load of a machine which is
defined as the total processing time of the jobs assignecetmtithine. Thenakesparof an assign-
ment is the maximum load over all machines. Clearly, the madwe of an assignment is a lower bound
on the maximum completion time. Thaerice of anarchy(respectivelyprice of stability of the game
induced by a coordination mechanism is defined as the waspéctively, best) ratio of the maximum
completion time over all equilibria over the optimal makasp

We prefer mechanisms that induce games that always havibeiquiFurthermore, we would like
these equilibria to be easy to find. A highly desirable proptrat ensures that equilibria can be reached
by the players themselves (with best-response play) isxisteace of gotential function A potential
function is defined over all possible assignments and haprbgerty that, in any two assignments
differing in the strategy of a single player, the differerafethe two values of the potential and the
difference of the completion time of the deviating playevénghe same sign.

Coordination mechanisms for scheduling were introduce@Huystodoulou et al[[8]. Immorlica et
al. [11] were the first to consider coordination mechanismthé unrelated machine setting and studied
several intuitive mechanisms, includifhortestFirst andMakespan. In ShortestFirst,
the jobs in each machine are scheduled non-preemptivelyoimotone non-decreasing order of their
processing time. Since ties are possible, the mechanisntohdistinguish between jobs with iden-
tical processing times, e.g., using distinct IDs for thesjoff his is necessary for every deterministic
non-preemptive coordination mechanism in order to be defined. In contrast, iNakespan, each
machine processes the jobs assigned to it “in parallel” abttiey all have the same completion time.
So, no ID information is required hyakespan. We use the terranonymouso refer to coordination
mechanisms having this property. These two coordinatiooham@sms arstrongly localin the sense
that the only information that is required to compute theesitite of jobs within a machine is the pro-
cessing time of the jobs on that machine onlylo&al coordination mechanism may use all parameters
of the jobs that are assigned to a machine (e.g., the whalevieetor of each job).

Azar et al.[4] prove lower bounds 6f(m) and2(log m) on the price of anarchy for any strongly lo-
cal and local non-preemptive coordination mechanism g@sgly. On the positive side, they presented
two local coordination mechanisms with price of anareiy:). Their first coordination mechanism
(henceforth calledhrgMs—-1) is non-preemptive and may induce game without equilibiihen the
induced game has equilibria, the price of anarchy is at i@¢ktg ). Their second coordination mech-
anism (henceforth calledrJMs-2 is preemptive, induces potential games, and has price otlanpa
O(log? m). Both mechanisms are not anonymous.

Caragiannis(][7] presents three more coordination mechenid he mechanisrACOORD, induces
potential games with price of anarcliy(log m). The mechanism uses the distinct IDs of the jobs to
ensure that the equilibria of the game are essentially ms&gts that are reached by a greedy-like
online algorithm for minimizing the-norm of machine loads| [3] and![6] study this online schiupl
problem; the results therein imply that the price of stapihif mechanismhCOORD is Q2(log m) as well.

A different coordination mechanism with similar charaistcs (calledBalance) is presented if [9].

The coordination mechaniset OORD (defined also in[7]) has even better price of anawlogi ’;m>
(matching a lower bound due to Abed and Huadrg [2] for all deieistic coordination mechanisms) but
the induced games are not potential ones and may not evenelaméria. However, the price of
anarchy bound foBCOORD indicates that preemption may be useful in order to bea®{teg 1) lower
bound for non-preemptive mechanisms frdm [4]. Interegfinthis mechanism is anonymous. The
third mechanisntCOORD is anonymous as well, induces potential games, and hasgirazearchy and
price of stabilityO(log? m) andO(log m), respectively. To the best of our knowledge, this is the only

anonymous mechanism that induces potential games and lydsgpeoithmic price of anarcf@.TabIel]

*Even though their mechanismalance heavily uses job IDs, Cohen et &[] [9] claim that it is anonysio This is
certainly false according to our terminology since anortynnposes that two jobs with identical load vectors shoutd b
indistinguishable.



summarizes the known local coordination mechanisms.

Table 1: A comparison betwe@&tTOORD and other local coordination mechanisms from the litematur

Coordination PoA PoS PNE Pot. IDs Preempt. Reference
mechanism

AFJMS-1 O©(logm) - No No Yes No [4]

aFgMs-2  O(log?m) - Yes Yes Yes Yes [14]

ACOORD O(log m) ©(logm) Yes Yes Yes Yes [17]

Balance O(logm) ©(logm) Yes Yes Yes Yes [19]

BCOORD o( 10{;{50 ) - ? No No Yes 7]

CCOORD O(log?m) O(logm) Yes Yes No Yes (7]

DCOORD O(logm)  O(1) Yes Yes No Yes this paper

In the discussion above, we have focused on papers that dbéingocial cost as the maximum
completion time (among all players). An alternative soci@st that has received much attention is the
weighted average completion tipsee [1, 5, 10] for some recent related results. Interdsgtittye design
principles that lead to efficient mechanisms in their casecansiderably different.

Our contribution is as follows. We introduce a quite broaaksl(called\ (d)) of local anonymous
coordination mechanisms that induce potential games. Ess contains the coordination mechanism
CCOORD as well as the novel coordination mechanismoORD, which has additionailmost ideal
properties. In particular, we prove that it has logarithiice of anarchy and only constant price of
stability. A (qualitative and quantitative) comparisonifOORD to other known local coordination
mechanisms is depicted in Table 1.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. We begin withipinary definitions in Section
[2. Sectior B is devoted to the definition of the class of meishasmM (d) and to the proof that all
mechanisms in this class induce potential games. Then,oded mechanisnbCOORD from this class
is defined in Sectiohl4; its feasibility as well as preliminatatements that are useful for the analysis
are also presented there. Finally, in Secfibn 5, we provbedbeds on the price of anarchy and stability.

2 Definitions and preliminaries

Throughout the paper, we denote the number of machines.dyhe index; always refers to a machine;
the sum}_; runs over all available machines. An assignment is a pamtti = (N1, ..., Ny, ) of the
players to then machines. So}V; is the set of players assigned to machjnender N. We use the
notationZ;(NN;) to refer to the load of maching i.e.,L;(N;) = > c . Wu,j-

A coordlnatlon mechanism uses a scheduling pollcy per macHior every set of jobs assigned to
machinej, the scheduling policy of the machine defines a detailedckdbenf the jobs in the machine,

e., it defines which job is executed in each point in timeethler more than one jobs are executed in
parallel, or whether a machine stays idle for particularetimervals. Instead of defining coordination
mechanisms at this level of detail, it suffices to focus ondinition of the completion tim@ (u, INV;)
for the job of each player € ;. This definition should correspond to some feasible detaitheduling
of jobs in the machine. A sufficient condition that guarastieasibility is to define completion times
that are never smaller than the machine load.

Like the coordination mechanisms [d [4]7, 9], our coordovatmechanisms are local. The comple-
tion time P (u, N;) of the job belonging to playex in machine;j depends on the processing times the
jobs in N; have on maching, as well as on the minimum processing timg = min; w,_ ; of job u
over all machines.



Our proofs exploit simple facts about Euclidean norms ofmraeloads. Recall that, for > 1, the
p-norm of the vector of machine load§ N) = (L1 (N1), La(N2), ..., Ly, (Ny,)) under an assignment

1
iS[|L(N)], = (Zj Lj(Nj)P) " By convention, we denote the makespas; L;(N;) as||L(N)| ..
The following property follows easily by the definition of mas; we use it extensively in the following.

Lemma 1 Foranyp > 1 and any assignmen¥, [ L(N)|,, < [[L(N)], < m'/P||L(N)

We also use the well-known Minkowski inequality (or trianigequality for thep-norm). For machine
loads, it reads as follows:

Lemma 2 (Minkowski inequality) For every p > 1 and two assignmentsN and N’,
IL(N) + LN, < [ILN)I], + TN,

The notationZ(N)+ L(N') denotes then-entry vector withl; (N;) + L;(N}) at thej-th entry. Another
necessary technical lemma follows by the convexity prageuf polynomials; se¢[7] for a proof.

Lemma 3 For r, ¢ > 0, positive integep, anda; > 0 fori =1, ..., p, it holds
k

S ((t+a) —1) < <t+z> s
k=1

=1
3 A broad class of coordination mechanisms

In this section, we show that the coordination mechanistooRrD from [7] can be thought of as be-
longing to a broad class of coordination mechanisms, whieltal M (d). This class contains also our
novel coordination mechanisncOORD, which will be presented in Sectidh 4.

The definition ofCCOORD uses a positive integef > 2 and the functionsl; that map sets of
players to the reals as follows. For any machjne’;(()) = 0 and for any non-empty set of players
U= {ul, Uy vuny Ug},

¢
vy =d > JJwe
t1+to+...+ty=d k=1
The sum runs over all multi-sets of non-negative intedessts, ..., t;} that satisfyt; +to+... +t, = d.
So,¥;(U) is the sum of all possible degreemonomials of the processing times of the jobs belonging
to players froml on machingj, with each term in the sum having a coefficient/bfcCOORD schedules
the job of player:;; on machingj in an assignmend so that its completion time is

wm,j‘l’j(Nj)>1/d _

Wy,

P(ui, NJ) = (
We will extendcCOORD to define a broad class of coordination mechanisms; weldsé) to refer
to this class, wheréd > 2 is a positive integer. Each member 0f(d) is identified by acoefficient
functiony. The coefficient functions are defined over multi-sets of-negative integers that have
sum equal tal + 1 and take non-negative values. An important property of thefficient functions
is that they arenvariant to zeroghat requires that for a multi-set of integers that sum up @+ 1,
v(A) = v(A U {0}). Hence, the value returned bydepends only on the non-zero elements in the
multiset it takes as argument.
The definition of a coordination mechanism.(d) uses the quantitj,,, ;(U), which is defined

as follows for a maching and a jobu; from a subset of job& = {u, us, ..., us}:

4
Ay, j(U) = > ({1, tas o te}) [ wik . )
ty+to+.. +tp=d+1 k=1
i>1

tiz

4



The sum runs over all multi-sets of non-negative integeith) ®ach integer corresponding to a distinct
player ofU, so that the integef; corresponding to playaer; is strictly positive. Notice thaf is defined
over (unordered) multi-sets; this implies that symmetricnomials have the same coefficient. For
example, for the set of playets = {u;, us} and a maching,

Ay j(U) = v({3, 0wy, ; +7({2, 1wy, jwug +7({L 2D w, juwg, ;-

Clearly, {2,1} and {1,2} denote the same multi-set and, hence, the coefficients ofstiremetric)
second and third monomial are identical.
A coordination mechanism o¥1(d) sets the completion time of playey to

NN L/d
Plui,N}) = (A—(N)) . @

We,

(3

when its job is scheduled on machipender assignmeny.

By simply settingy(A) = d! for every multi-setA of non-negative integers summing upder 1,
we obtainCCOORD. Indeed, it is easy to see thaf,, ;(U) = w,, ;V;(U) in this case.

The definition of M(d) guarantees that all its members satisfy two important ptgse First,
every coordination mechanism it (d) is anonymous. This is due to the fact that the definition of the
completion time in[(R) does not depend on the identity of ggland the jobs of two different players
v andu’ that have equal processing times ; = w,, ; at machinej and the same minimum processing
time (over all machines) will enjoy identical completiomts therein, when each is scheduled together
with a setU of other players (i.e.P(u,U U {u}) = P(«/,U U {u'})) or when the set of playerd/;
assigned to machingcontains both: andw’ (P(u, N;) = P(v/, N;) in this case).

Another important property of the coordination mechanismg(d) is that they always induce
potential games. We will prove this is a while, after definihg functionA ;(U), again for a maching
and a set of player§ = {u, ua, ..., us}, as follows:

l

AU) = > Y({t1 tas o te}) [T w . (3)

t1+to+...+te=d+1 k=1

Compared to the definition df,,, ;(U) in (), the sum in[(B) runs just over all multi-sets of non-adge
integers (corresponding to playerslin that sum up tel + 1, without any additional constraint.

We will sometimes use the informal terffunctions to refer to the functions defined in bdth (1)
and [3). We can now state and prove the following property-fifinctions that we will use several times
in our analysis below. For example, it will be particularlyeful in order to prove that mechanisms of
M(d) induce potential games (in Theoréin 5).

Lemma 4 Consider a maching and a set of playerd/ = {uy,us,...,us}. Then, for every player
u; € U,

Aj(U) = Ay i(U) + AU\ {ui}).

Proof. Without loss of generality, let us assurne- 1. Using the definition of\-functions in 1) and
(3), we obtain

i

Y~

A(U) = > ({1, ta, o te}) | [ wit
t1+to+...+tp=d+1 k=1
l
t
= Z ’Y({tl,t27...7tf}) kukk7]

b
Il

t1+to+...+tp=d+1 1

t1>1



J4
+ . v({trsta,cted) [T wit

t1ttot . Atp=d+1 k=1
t1=0

14

= Aul,j(U) + Z fY({th "'7t5}) H wil;,j

to+..+tp=d+1 k=2
= Auyj(U) + 85U\ {ur }).

In the third equality, we have used the fact that the coefitdienction is invariant to zeros. a

Theorem 5 The non-negative functiof, which is defined over assignments of players to machines as
®(N) = >>;Aj(N;), is a potential function for the game induced by any coortiomamechanism in
M(d).

Proof. Consider two assignmenfg and N’ that differ in the assignment of a single playerAssume
that playeru is assigned to maching and j, in the assignmentd’ and N’, respectively. Using the
definition of function® and Lemm&}4, we have

O(N)—O(N') = > ANy =Y A(N))
i i

= Ajl (le) + Ajz (sz) - Ajl (lel) - Aj2(N]/'2)
= AUJI (le) + Ajl (le \ {u}) + Ajz (NjQ)

_Ajl (lel) - Audz (leg) - Ajz (leg \ {u})

Now observe thatV;, \ {u} = N; andNj, \ {u} = Nj,. Hence, using this observation and the
definition of the completion time fax in assignmentsv and N/, the above derivation becomes

O(N) = ®(N') = Auji(Njy) = Aujo(NG,)
=, (Plu, Ny = P, N]))

which implies that the difference in the potentials and tifee@énce P(u, N;,) — P(u, N7, ) in the
completion time of the deviating playerin the two assignments have the same sign as desired0

4 The coordination mechanisnDCOORD

Like CCOORD, our new coordination mechanisncOORD belongs to clasd(d). It uses the coefficient
function defined as

1 if 3isuchthat; =d+1
vt te o te}) = { il otherwise
1:12:...1p:
for every multi-set of integer$ty, to, ..., ts} such thaty +to + ... + t, = d + 1.
Observe thaty({t1, t2, ..., t¢}) is very similar (but not identical) to the multinomial coefént de-

fined as(, f;l t[) = t(fl'+2" This is exploited in the proof of the next statement.

Lemma 6 Consider a maching and a subset of playeis = {uy,us,...,us}. Then,

d 1
M) = L) g Ywilh
uelU



Proof. By the definition ofA;(U) and the coefficient functiory, we have

l

AU) = > Y({tr, tay o te}) [T it
t1+to+...+tp=d+1 k=1
¢
T od+1 Z (tl,t2,---,té> kuk7j+d+1 Zwuvj
t1+to+...+tp=d+1 k=1 uelU
d d 1

= — LU +1 - d{l

d+1 i) TaET 2

uelU
as desired. O

We proceed with two properties which relatefunctions to machine loads. The first one follows as
atrivial corollary of Lemma6 after observing thgt, ., wit' < L;(U)4*.

Corollary 7 Consider a maching and a set of player§’. Then,

d
mLJ‘(U)dH < A;j(U) < Ly(U)*,

The second one will be very useful in proving tlatOORD is feasible and in bounding its price of
anarchy.

Lemma8 LetU = {uy,...,up} be a set of players. For every player € U and every maching, it
holds that

wuiJLj(U)d < Aumj(U) <d- wuiJLj(U)d-

Proof. We will first expand the quantities,,, ;L;(U)? andA,, ;(U). We have

V4
t
Ay j(N;) = > ({1, tay o te}) T wik
t1+to+...+tp=d+1 k=1
t1>1
4
= Wyy,j- Z 7({t1 + 17t27"'7t€}) Hwil;,j (4)
t1+ta+...+tp=d k=1

and

d
14
Wy, Li(Nj) = wyy 5 <Z wuw)
k=1
14
d ¢
wul,j : Z <t1,t2, ,t() H wu]jwj (5)

ti+to+...+te=d k=1

We can prove the two desired inequalities by comparing thieesponding coefficients of each
monomial in equationg{4) anfl(5). Recall that, wher- t2 + ... + t, = d, the coefficienty({t; +
1,t9,...,t}) from (@) is equal tol whent; = d. In this case, the corresponding coefficientlih (5) is
(wa__,o) = 1 as well. Otherwise,

v({t + 1t o t}) = : ( d...,tz>'



Sincet; is non-negative and at mast— 1, we have that

( d > < {1+ 1,ta, .t} < d- ( ’ )7

tl)t27"',té tl)t27"'>té

which concludes the proof. O
Feasibility follows easily now.
Theorem 9 DCcoOORD produces feasible schedules.

Proof. Consider player; and any assignmem¥ which assigns it to machingtogether with¢ — 1
other playersis, us, ..., uy. By the leftmost inequality of Lemnid 8, we have that

NN d A L/d
P(ui, Nj) = (M#W) Z<M> L;j(N;) > Lj(Nj),

as desired. The inequality holds since, by definition, ; > w,, . 0

5 Bounding the price of anarchy and stability

For proving the price of anarchy bound, we will need the feitmy lemma which relates the load of any
machine at an equilibrium with the optimal makespan.

Lemma 10 Let N be an equilibrium andV* an assignment of optimal makespan. Then, for every

machinej, it holds that

1 d+1
L:(N) < md+1
,7( )—m 1112

ILIN) [l oo
Proof. Consider a player: that is assigned to machingein the equilibrium assignmen¥ and to
machinej’ in the assignmenN that minimizes thé,, ;-norm of the machine loads. First, consider the
case wherg # j'. In the equilibrium assignmen¥, playeru has no incentive to deviate from machine
Jj to machinej” and, henceP(u, N;) < P(u, Nj» U {u}). By the definition ofbCOORD, we obtain that
Ay j(Nj) < Ay jo(Nj U {u}). Using this observation, Lemria 4, and Lendma 6, we get

Ay j(Nj) < Ay (NjU{u}) = Ay (Njr U{u}) — Ay (Nyr)

= ——Ls(N:»+U d+l _ —  La(N.s d+1 d—l—/l
d+1 ]( J {u}) d+1 J( J) +d+1wu,]
4 a1 _ 4 d+1 L

= g Er Wy + )™ = 2 Ly (Ny) ™+ o

We will now prove that the same inequality holds whege- 5. In this case, together with Lemmias 4
and®, we need to use a different argument that exploits segagproperty of polynomials. We have

Auj(Nj) = Ay (Ny) = Ay (Nyr) — Ay (N \ {u})

d d
= — L (N — ——L.(N; dtl | il
d+1 31 (Njr) d+1 i (N \ {u}) +d+1wu,j
d a1 _d a1, L an
d d+1 d d+1 d+1
< g Wi +wag)™ = o Ly (Ny) ™+ o



The last inequality follows since®! — (z — o) < (2 + a)%! — 2%+ for everyz > a > 0, due to
the convexity of the polynomial functiogf' .
Let us sum the above inequality over all players. We obtain

D> Aus(Vy)

J u€N;
1
d+1 (N AL d+1
- d+1zz< Nj) )™= L)) 4 g 3T Y il
J ueN; i uel,
dt1
. d+1 d+1
< Tl | (B0 X ) L g S
J ucNj;
d dtl dt1 1 dt1
= D) + LW - I+ S I
d @l d- dt1
< dr1 <||L(NHd+1 + | L(N )Hd+1> v 1IIL( M- (6)

The second inequality follows by Lemrk 3 and siice_r d“ < Lj(N)*'. The equality follows

by the definition ofiy, ;-norms and the last inequality foIIows by Minkowski ineqtia(Lemma2) and
by the fact that| L(N)|| < || L(N)]|.
Using the definition of norms and Lemina 6, we also have

1LV = ZL D=0 wag Ly (NP <Y Y Ay )
j ueEN; j uweN;
By combining [6) and{7), we have

d+1 > dtl
LML < (1B lags + 1) g )

and, equivalently,

1 d+1,
[L(N)[lgy1 < 7”“ )Hd+1§mHL(N Mas1

Qd+1 —
d+1
In2

< mw LN

The second inequality follows since, by definitidj, ( )Hd+1 < |[L(N*)|l44, and by the inequality
e* > z + 1. The third inequality follows by Lemnid 1. Singlé.(N)||,,, > L;(N;) for every machine
4, the lemma follows. O

For the price of stability bound, we will use a qualitativengar (to Lemmd_1D) relation between
machine loads at a particular equilibrium and the optimatespan.

Lemma 11 Let N be the equilibrium that minimizes the potential functiord a@i* an assignment of
optimal makespan. Then, for every machjné holds that

1
d+1 \@ .
L) < (5m) T el



Proof. Observe that(N) < ®(N*) since every equilibrium that is reached when players regéat
best-respond starting from assignmafit has potential at mogt(N*). Using this observation, the def-
inition of norms, Corollary7, and the definition of the pdiahfunction (see the statement of Theorem
B), we have

d+1 d+1
LMl = ZL j)T < ZA ——®(N)
d—|—1 * d-l—l d+1 d+1 d+1
< — ZA < ZL
d+1 d+1

= —HL(N*)HCJH-
Hence, for every maching, by exploiting Lemmalll, we have.;(N) < |[L(N)|;; <
1 1
(LY T LN || g < (EEm) T || L(N*)| . as desired. O

We are now ready to complete the price of anarchy/stabilibpfs. We will do so by comparing the
completion time of any player to the optimal makesf@and.N*)|| .

Theorem 12 By settingd = O(logm), DCOORD has price of anarchy) (log m) and price of stability
O(1).

Proof. Consider a playes that is assigned to machigiet some equilibriuniV and satisfies,, = w,,_ ;-
for some maching*. We will use the fact that player (is either already at or) has not incentive to
deviate to maching* at equilibrium to bound its completion time as follows:

N U {1
Pw,N;) < Plu, Ny Uf{u}) = (AW (- U4 })>

Wy,

N . . d 1/d
- <dwu’j L; (N] U {u}) > < dl/d(Lj* (Nj*) + wy)-
Wy

The equality follows by the definition afcOORD, and the second inequality follows by Lempja 8. The
third inequality follows sincev,, = w, ;= and by observing thak ;- (N« U {u}) = L(Nj«) + w, if
u & N (i.e.,j # j*)and L« (N;« U {u}) = L(N;~) otherwise.

Now using LemmE‘I]O to bound;« (N« ), we obtaln that

1
P < @ (i n) vl
n

If the equilibrium N is a potential-minimizing assignment, Lemma 11 can be &irtised to obtain the
better guarantee

d+1 @1
PNy < d”d<(%m) ) +1> 10V

The theorem follows since, by settidg= O (log m), the factors (ignoring|L(N*)|| ., in the rightmost
expressions becom@(log m) andO(1), respectively. So, in general, we have that the completioa t

of any player at equilibrium is at moét(log m) times the optimal makespan (hence, the price of anarchy
bound) while there exists a particular equilibrium where tdompletion time of any player is at most
O(1) times the optimal makespan (hence, the price of stabilityndd. a
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