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Abstract—We consider the c.o.c. redundancy system with N

parallel servers where incoming jobs are immediately replicated
to d servers chosen uniformly at random (without replacement).
A job finishes service as soon as the first replica is completed,
after which all the remaining replicas are abandoned. We com-
pare the performance of the first-come first-served (FCFS) and
processor-sharing (PS) discipline based on the stability condition,
the tail behavior of the latency and the expected latency.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, there is an abundance of cloud computing plat-

forms that process vast numbers of jobs and consist of tens of

thousands of servers [5]. Computer system designers always

make an effort to reduce the latency, as it is shown that only

400 milliseconds of artificial delay into Google search already

causes the users to perform 0.74% fewer searches after 4-6
weeks [3].

Redundancy scheduling is proposed as one of the tech-

niques to reduce latency in applications with many servers.

In redundancy scheduling each incoming job is replicated and

allocated to multiple different servers. The job is completed

as soon as the first replica finishes service after which all the

other replicas are abandoned, also known as the cancel-on-

completion (c.o.c.) variant.

Over the last years several papers have been written on the

c.o.c. redundancy system deriving expressions for key perfor-

mance metrics, such as the stability condition and expected

latency. Closest related to this work is the expression for the

expected latency derived in [4] under the assumption of inde-

pendent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) replicas, exponential

job sizes and the FCFS discipline. In the same paper it is

proved that the stability condition is given by ρ := λE[X]
N

< 1,

where λ is the arrival rate, N the number of servers and E[X ]
the expected job size. In [1], under the same assumptions, the

stability condition for the processor-sharing (PS) discipline

is examined. In particular, it is shown that the FCFS and

PS discipline yield the same stability condition. The results

regarding the stability condition for the PS discipline were

later extended to general job size distributions with possible

dependence among the replicas [9] (see also Section III).

These results demonstrated that the stability condition for the

FCFS and PS discipline is only the same in the specific case

of exponential i.i.d. replicas.
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In this research abstract we compare the FCFS and PS

discipline in c.o.c. redundancy systems with general job size

distributions based on key performance metrics, such as the

stability condition, tail behavior of the latency and the ex-

pected latency. It provides an overview of existing results as

well as new insights.

II. MODEL DESCRIPTION

Consider the system with N parallel servers, where jobs

arrive as a Poisson process of rate λ. Each of the N par-

allel servers has its own queue. We consider two service

disciplines, namely FCFS and PS. When a job arrives, the

dispatcher immediately assigns replicas to d ≤ N servers

selected uniformly at random (without replacement). We allow

the replica sizes X1, . . . , Xd to be governed by some joint

distribution FX(x1, . . . , xd), where Xi, i = 1, . . . , d, are each

distributed as a generic random variable X , but not necessarily

independent.

Let us define Xmin := min{X1, . . . , Xd} as the minimum

of d job sizes and ρ̃ := λdE[Xmin]
N

as the load of the system.

In the following sections we provide an overview of the

known results for the stability condition and the tail behavior

and present new (numerical) results for the expected latency.

III. STABILITY CONDITION

The exact expression for the stability condition with the

FCFS discipline is still an open problem. However, in [8] it

is proved that no replication (d = 1) gives a larger stability

region than replication (d > 1) for NBU distributions, whereas

full replication (d = N) gives a larger stability region than

no replication for NWU distributions (for the definition of

NBU/NWU distributions we refer to [8]).

For the PS discipline the stability condition is known and

given by ρ̃ = λdE[Xmin]
N

< 1, see [9]. Observe that in the

special case of i.i.d. replicas and a job size distribution that is

NBU (NWU) we have that dE[Xmin] is increasing (decreasing)

in d, see [6, Appendix A]. From this it follows that the stability

region decreases (increases) in the number of replicas for job

size distributions that are NBU (NWU). Moreover, in [9] it is

conjectured that for i.i.d. replicas the stability region for the

PS discipline is smaller (larger) than the stability region for

the FCFS discipline for job size distributions that are NBU

(NWU).

http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.07458v1
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Fig. 1: Expected latency for the FCFS (solid lines) and PS (dashed lines) discipline in the scenario with N = 3 servers and

d = 2 (left) and N = 100 servers and λ = 75 (right) in both cases E[X ] = 1, homogeneous servers and various distributions.

IV. TAIL BEHAVIOR

Let us first introduce two classes of heavy-tailed distribu-

tions.

Definition 1: X is O-regularly varying, denoted by X ∈
ORV , if

0 < lim inf
x→∞

F̄X(αx)

F̄X(x)
≤ lim sup

x→∞

F̄X(αx)

F̄X(x)
< ∞, ∀α ≥ 1,

where F̄X(x) := 1−FX is defined as the complementary cu-

mulative distribution function. Furthermore, X ∈ ORV (−ν)
if

c1α
−ν < lim inf

x→∞

F̄X(αx)

F̄X(x)
≤ lim sup

x→∞

F̄X(αx)

F̄X(x)
< c2α

−ν ,

for all α ≥ 1 with positive constants c1 and c2.

Definition 2: X is regularly varying of index −ν, denoted

by X ∈ RV (−ν), if

F̄X(x) = L(x)x−ν , x > 0,

with L(x) a slowly varying function, i.e., L(αx)/L(x) → 1
for any α > 0 as x approaches infinity.

Observe that RV ⊂ ORV , see for example [2, Theorem

2.1.8].

For the FCFS discipline we have that if Xmin ∈ RV (−ν̃)
then R ∈ ORV (1−ν̃) (see [10]), whereas for the PS discipline

we have that if Xmin ∈ RV (−ν̃) then R ∈ ORV (−ν̃)
(see [11]). These results indicate that for heavy-tailed job size

distributions the PS discipline always has better tail behavior

than the FCFS discipline for all dependency structures between

the replicas.

V. EXPECTED LATENCY

At present almost nothing is known about the expected

latency in the case of generally distributed job sizes. Only for

the (trivial) cases of no replication (d = 1) and full replication

(d = N ) we can derive expressions for the expected latency,

since in these cases the system is equivalent to an M/G/1
queue.

For no replication (d = 1) and full replication (d = N ), the

expected latency for the FCFS discipline is given by

E[TFCFS] =
ρ̃E[X2

min]

2(1− ρ̃)E[Xmin]
+ E[Xmin]. (1)

For no replication (d = 1) and full replication (d = N ), the

expected latency for the PS discipline is given by

E[TPS] =
E[Xmin]

1− ρ̃
. (2)

Remark 1: When comparing the above expressions of the

expected latency it can be derived that for both the FCFS

and PS discipline no replication (full replication) is better if

NE[min{X1, . . . , XN}] ≥ (≤)E[X ]a.

Remark 2: According to Pollaczek-Khinchin we have that

E[TFCFS] ≤ (≥)E[TPS],

if the coefficient of variation C2
v :=

√
E[X2]−(E[X])2

E[X] ≤ (≥)1a.

Moreover, a distribution that is NBU (NWU) has C2
v ≤ (≥)1a,

see for example [7].

In Figure 1 it can be seen that for d = 2 we have that

E[TFCFS] < (>)E[TPS] for NBU (NWU) distributionsb, which

is in line with the results for no replication and full replica-

tion. For NWU distributions extensive simulation experiments

suggest that full replication achieves the best performance, in

terms of expected latency.

The one-line conclusion of this research abstract, based on

the stability, the tail behavior of the latency and the expected

latency, is that for c.o.c. redundancy the FCFS discipline gives

better performance for NBU distributions, whereas the PS

discipline gives better performance for NWU distributions.

Now, as pointed out in [5], the job size distribution in practice

is mostly heavy-tailed with C2
v >> 1. We observe that, in this

scenario, redundancy scheduling significantly improves the

performance. In addition employing the PS discipline instead

of the FCFS discipline enhances this improvement even more.

awith equality in case of exponentially distributed job sizes
bfor exponentially distributed job sizes with 1 < d < N the expected

latency for the FCFS and PS discipline is not exactly equal



REFERENCES

[1] E. Anton, U. Ayesta, M. Jonckheere, and I.M. Verloop. On the stability
of redundancy models. Operations Research, in press, 2021.

[2] N.H. Bingham, C.M. Goldie, and J.L. Teugels. Regular Variation.
Cambridge University Press, 1987.

[3] J. Brutlag. Speed matters for google weg search. Technical report, 2009.
https://services.google.com/fh/files/blogs/google delayexp.pdf.

[4] K.S. Gardner, S. Zbarsky, S. Doroudi, M. Harchol-Balter, E. Hyytia, and
A. Scheller-Wolf. Reducing latency via redundant requests: Exact anal-
ysis. ACM SIGMETRICS Performance Evaluation Review, 43(1):347–
360, 2015.

[5] M. Harchol-Balter. Open problems in queueing theory inspired by
datacenter computing. Queueing Systems, 97:3–37, 2021.

[6] G. Joshi. Efficient Redundancy Techniques to Reduce Delay in Cloud

Systems. PhD thesis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2016.
https://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/105944.

[7] A.W. Marshall and F. Proschan. Classes of distributions applicable in
replacement with renewal theory implications. Proceedings of the 6th
Berkeley Symposium on Mathematical Statistics and Probability, 1:395–
415, 1972.

[8] Y. Raaijmakers and S.C. Borst. Achievable stability in redundancy
scheduling. Proceedings of the ACM on Measurement and Analysis
of Computing Systems, 4(3):1–21, 2020.

[9] Y. Raaijmakers, S.C. Borst, and O.J. Boxma. Stability of redundancy
systems with processor sharing. VALUETOOLS ’20: Proceedings of
the 13th EAI International Conference on Performance Evaluation

Methodologies and Tools, pages 120–127, 2020.
[10] Y. Raaijmakers, S.C. Borst, and O.J. Boxma. Fork-join and redundancy

systems with heavy-tailed job sizes. In preparation, 2021.
[11] Y. Raaijmakers, S.C. Borst, and O.J. Boxma. Stability and tail behavior

of redundancy systems with processor sharing. Performance Evaluation,
147:1–40, 2021.

https://services.google.com/fh/files/blogs/google_delayexp.pdf
https://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/105944

	I Introduction
	II Model description
	III Stability condition
	IV Tail behavior
	V Expected latency
	References

