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Abstract

The stochastic network calculus (SNC) holds promise as a framework to calculate proba-
bilistic performance bounds in networks of queues. A great challenge to accurate bounds and
efficient calculations are stochastic dependencies between flows due to resource sharing inside
the network. However, by carefully utilizing the basic SNC concepts in the network analysis
the necessity of taking these dependencies into account can be minimized. To that end, we
fully unleash the power of the pay multiplexing only once principle (PMOO, known from the
deterministic network calculus) in the SNC analysis. We choose an analytic combinatorics pre-
sentation of the results in order to ease complex calculations. In tree-reducible networks, a
subclass of a general feedforward networks, we obtain a perfect analysis in terms of avoiding
the need to take internal flow dependencies into account. In a comprehensive numerical evalu-
ation, we demonstrate how this unleashed PMOO analysis can reduce the known gap between
simulations and SNC calculations significantly, and how it favourably compares to state-of-the
art SNC calculations in terms of accuracy and computational effort. Driven by these promising
results, we also consider general feedforward networks, when some flow dependencies have to be
taken into account. To that end, the unleashed PMOO analysis is extended to the partially de-
pendent case and a case study of a canonical example topology, known as the diamond network,
is provided, again displaying favourable results over the state of the art.

1 Introduction

Stochastic network calculus (SNC) is a promising uniform framework to calculate probabilistic end-
to-end performance bounds for individual flows in networks of queues. The most prominent goal is
to control tail probabilities for the end-to-end (e2e) delay, i.e., probabilities for rare events shall be
bounded, e.g., P(e2e delay > 10ms) < 10~%. Many modern systems are eager after such guarantees,
as exemplified in visions like, e.g. Tactile Internet [I8] or Industrial IoT [9].

SNC originates in the deterministic analysis by Rene Cruz [14, [I5] and was subsequently supple-
mented by the use of min-plus algebra [I]. In the following years, it was transferred to a stochastic
setting |10} 11} 20, 26, 13]. Over the course of almost 30 years, two main branches of SNC have
evolved: either by characterizing arrivals and service by envelope functions / tail bounds [16] 111 26],
or, by moment-generating function (MGF) bounds [10, 20]. While a larger class of processes can be
modelled with tail bounds, [32] comes to the conclusion that using MGFs leads to tighter bounds
under the assumption of independence.

It should be mentioned that the uniform approach of SNC, in particular to apply the union
bound to evaluate sample-path events, comes at a price: already in the single-node case there is
a known gap between simulations and SNC calculations (see Figure [2al on the next page for some
typical numerical results). In fact, there is a tight analysis for the single-node case for some traffic
classes based on martingale techniques [12] [31] (avoiding the use of the union bound); yet, an end-
to-end martingale analysis remains an elusive goal. Therefore, in this paper, we keep following the



1 T G
I P Z
3 —

o

(a) Original topology (b) Reduction to end-to-end server
after network analysis

Figure 1: Interleaved tandem network

uniform approach of SNC and concentrate our efforts on not widening the simulation-calculation
gap further when analysing larger and more complex networks.

Analysing more general networks of queues, in particular feedforward networks, usually requires
the consideration of stochastically dependent flows. Even if all external arrival and service pro-
cesses are independent, the sharing of resources by individual flows at queues generally makes them
stochastically dependent at subsequent queues. How much this kind of dependencies has to be
taken into account is affected by the network analysis method because different methods require
different levels of knowledge about the internal characterization of flows. Further on, we call these
dependencies method-pertinent. To deal with (method-pertinent) stochastic dependencies in SNC,
typically, the MGF of, e.g. the sum of dependent flows is upper bounded by Holder’s inequality
(HI). While HI’s generality is convenient and consistent with SNC’s aspiration as a uniform frame-
work, it often incurs the drawback of degrading bound accuracy considerably, further widening the
simulation-calculation gap. In addition, it increases the computational effort by introducing an
additional parameter to optimize for each application of HI, such that in larger scenarios runtimes
quickly become prohibitive (see also Subsection . Consequently, SNC analysis methods with
less method-pertinent dependencies are strongly favourable as they require less invocations of HI.
In fact, previous work in relatively simple network scenarios has indicated that techniques which
completely avoid HI achieve significantly better delay bounds [36, 28§].

Different network analysis methods have been investigated intensively in the deterministic set-
ting; some better known ones are, e.g. Separate Flow Analysis (SFA) or Pay multiplexing only once
(PMOO) [33]. These typically try to reduce the analysis (e.g. for the delay) of a particular flow in
the network to a simple analysis of this flow traversing a single server; the characteristics of that
so-called end-to-end server depend on the cross-flows and the servers of the original network, see
also Figure The main goal for the network analysis in the deterministic case was to properly
account for the bursts of the flows to ensure that they are only "paid once". In particular, the
PMOO principle [33],[34], [8, [19] tries to ensure this for all flows in the network by, whenever possible,
concatenating servers first before calculating residual service by "subtracting" cross-flows. As dis-
cussed above, in SNC the main concern is dependencies, yet it turns out that, to some extent, this
is related to the proper accounting of bursts. In fact, in [28], it has been observed that the PMOO
analysis known from deterministic network calculus [33] [34] [8, [19] leads to less method-pertinent
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Figure 2: SNC delay bounds and simulation results (for traffic with exponentially distributed incre-
ments and constant rate servers). For more details, see Section



dependencies compared to SFA and is thus also promising in an SNC analysis.

However, the application of PMOO in the SNC has, so far, been limited to so-called nested
interference structures — this is very restrictive. For instance, for a network with interleaved inter-
ference as in Figure state-of-the-art analysis still requires at least one application of HI, even
if we assume all external arrival processes to be independent. This is also illustrated in Figure [2D]
(anticipating some of the results from Section : method-pertinent dependencies force the state-of-
the-art SNC bounds to deteriorate significantly; in particular, it is observable that, in comparison
to the single-node case, even the scaling of the delay bounds is not captured correctly any more and
the simulation-calculation gap widens considerably even for such a small network.

The overall goal of our paper is therefore to unleash the power of the PMOO principle in the
SNC framework in order to not widen the simulation-calculation gap further even in more complex
and larger networks of queues. To that end, we make the following contributions:

e We present a PMOO-based SNC end-to-end analysis for a subclass of feedforward networks,
so-called tree-reducible networks; the main result is given in Theorem [6] It achieves zero
method-pertinent stochastic dependencies when external arrivals and service processes are
independent. I.e., if all input flows are assumed to be independent, we can derive bounds
without using Holder’s inequality. Also, Theorem [6] allows us to calculate the residual service
in one big step avoiding the sequencing penalty in previous network analysis methods.

e We apply analytic combinatorics [22] to recover bounds from state-of-the-art analysis methods
in simple networks and enable a generalization to more complex settings.

e We conduct an extensive numerical evaluation with respect to the accuracy of the new bounds
for several traffic classes and different network topologies.

e We discuss first results to extend our new method from tree-reducible to general feedforward
networks, still striving for the goal to minimize method-pertinent dependencies.

2 MGF-based Network Calculus and Analytic Combinatorics

In this section, we briefly introduce the two main tools we employ in our paper, namely the MGF-
based stochastic network calculus in Subsection [2.1] and analytic combinatorics in Subsection [2.2]
Furthermore, we show in Subsection how analytic combinatorics can be used to express complex
calculations in MGF-based SNC in a concise manner.

2.1 Stochastic network calculus framework

We present the main concepts of the moment-generating function (MGF)-based network calculus
for the single-server case (the network case is postponed to Section [3| in the context of our new
contribution). More details can be found in [I0, 20]. We assume time is discrete and space is
continuous. We deal with bivariate functions and always assume that their definition domain is
{(s,t) € N? | s <t} and that they are non-negative: f(s,t) >0 for all s < t.

Bivariate arrival processes A bivariate (arrival) process A of a flow at some point in the
network represents the amount of data of the flow traversing that point of the network during any
interval of time: let a; be the amount of data during the i-th time slot; we define for all s < ¢,
As,t) = Sb_, 41 @i, with the convention A(t,t) = 0. Note that bivariate arrival processes are
additive: for all s <wu <t, A(s,u)+ A(u,t) = A(s,t).



(min, plus) operations To describe the transformation between bivariate processes when travers-
ing a server, we rely on the following operations in the (min,plus)-algebra. Let f and g be two
bivariate functions.

e (min, plus)-convolution: f ® g(s,t) = ming<y<¢ f(s,u) + g(u, t);

o (min, plus)-deconvolution: f @ g(s,t) = maxo<u<s f(u,t) — g(u, s).

S-servers Let S be a non-negative bivariate function. A server is a dynamic S-server if the
relation between its bivariate arrival and departure processes A and D satisfies for all ¢ > 0,
A(0,t) > D(0,t) > A® S5(0,1).

This notion of server can be too weak in some situations when performing a network analysis,
and we introduce work-conserving S-servers: assume that S(¢,¢) = 0 for all ¢ and let start(t) =
sup{s <t | A(0,s) = D(0, s)} be the last instant before ¢t when the server is empty. We also call it
the start of the backlogged period of t. Note that from this definition, if the server is idle at time ¢,
then start(t) =t. We say that the S-server is work-conserving if for all t and s € {start(t),...,t},
D(0,t) > D(0,s) + S(s,t). In other words, the service offered between times s and t is at least
S(s,t), provided that the server is always backlogged between times s and t. We can always assume
that S is additive, whereas this does not have to hold for dynamic S-servers.

The notions of dynamic S-server and of work-conserving S-server, respectively, correspond to
the notions of service curve and strict service curve in deterministic network calculus [6]. Note that
a work-conserving S-server is also a dynamic S-server.

Departure process characterization and performance bounds Consider a dynamic S-server
and A and D its respective bivariate arrival and departure processes.

The backlog at time t is ¢(t) = A(0,t) — D(0,t) and the virtual delay at time ¢ is d(t) = inf{T" €
N | A(0,t) < D(0,t+T)}.

Theorem 1 (Sample-Path Bounds [10, 20]). Consider a dynamic S-server traversed by a flow with
bivariate arrival process A. Then,

o D(s,t) < A S(s,1);
o q(t) < ADS(t,1);

o d(t)>T = 3s <t, A(s,t) > S(s,t +T —1).

(0, p)-constraints MGF-based SNC relies on bounds on the MGF and the Laplace transform for
the arrival and service process, respectively. Specifically, we assume that A and S are bivariate
stochastic processes, and that E[e/4(8] and E[e~?5(5%)] both exist for some # > 0. We say that
the bivariate arrival process A is (04, pa)-constrained if there exist # > 0 and c4(0), pa(f) € Ry
such that E[efA6)] < ef(0a®)+pa@)(t=2))  Similarly, we say that the bivariate service process
S is (0g,pg)-constrained if there exist § > 0 and og(f),ps(f) € Ry such that Ele 0560] <
e0(0s(0)—ps(0)(t—s))

Such linear bounds in the transform space provide the advantage that they are closed with
respect to network calculus operations, e.g. multiplexing of flows. However, more general bounds
are not fundamentally precluded and in some of the following results we also provide this generality
when it does not harm the clarity of the presentation.



2.2 Analytic combinatorics framework

Let f = (fn)nen € ]R§ be a sequence of non-negative numbers. The (ordinary) generating function
(related to the z-transform) associated to f is the function F(z) = >0, fn2". An important
example in the following is the geometric sequence f, = a’, for which

F(z) = Z a"Z" = ! (1)
n=0

C1—az’

Given a generating function F'(z), we denote the n-th term of its associated sequence by [z"]F(z).
In other words, with the previous notation, [2"]F(z) = f,. Analytic combinatorics [22] is a branch
of combinatorics whose aim is the study of such sequences, and, in particular, the relation between
the singularities of the generating function and the asymptotic behaviour of f. We denote by rr the
dominant singularity of F'. In the following, we only use rational fractions, and the dominant singu-
larity corresponds to the smallest root of the denominator. For example, the dominant singularity
of F(z) in Equation (I)) is rr = a™'.

Next, we apply the framework of analytic combinatorics to simplify some SNC calculations,
in particular, when computing error bounds for backlogs and delays. Let us first present some

operations on sequences and their associated generating functions.

Cauchy product: Let f = (fn)nen and g = (gn)nen be two sequences. The Cauchy product of
these sequences is hcau = (hcaun)neN With hcaun = ZZ:O JpGn—p- The generating function of hcay
is

Hcau(z) = Z Z Ip9q2" = (Z fpzp)(z 9427 = F(2)G(2),
n=0p+g=n p=0 q=0

and is also called the Cauchy product of F' and G. The dominant singularity of Hcay is 7Hg,, =
min(rp,7g). In the SNC, the (min,plus)-convolution corresponds to a Cauchy product.

Hadamard product: Let f = (fu)nen and g = (gn)nen be two sequences. The Hadamard
product of these sequences is htaq = (Radn)neny With Aadn = fngn. There is no simple expression
for the generating function of the Hadamard product in the general case. Yet, in the case where
f = (a")pen is a geometric sequence, the Hadamard product of F' and G is

Hypg(2) = Z a"gn2" = Gl(az). (2)
n=0

The dominant singularity of Hyaq is 7Hy,, = 7F - 7. In the SNC, the Hadamard product is used
when computing the (min,plus)-deconvolution.

Sum of last terms: Let f = (f,)neny be a summable sequence. Let g, = Zmzn fm. The
generating function of g = (gn)nen, proved in Appendix , is

F(1) - zF(z)
1-=2

G(z) = (3)

Note that 1 is not a singularity of G(z) if it is not a singularity of F'. Consequently, F' and G have
the same dominant singularity. This operation is used when computing delay bounds.



2.3 A combinatorial view of M GF-based network calculus

The purpose of this subsection is to present the (o, p)-constraints on arrival and service processes
as generating functions. This alleviates the calculation of residual service constraints in complex
scenarios, thus enabling accurate performance bounds. The use of analytic combinatorics in not
new in the field of queueing theory. For example, Flajolet and Guillemin in [2I] analyze Markovian
queues, Guillemin and Pinchin in [24] study the processor sharing policy, and more recently, [7]
presents an attempt to use analytical combinatorics in Network Calculus. The approach of all
these references is to model the distributions of the queues by a generating functions and use the
machinery to compute the asymptotic behavior of the queue. Here, we use generating functions
only for the purpose of simplifying the computations of the SNC framework. To our knowledge,
this is the first time this tool is used for this purpose.

Definition 2. Let A be a bivariate arrival process. An arrival bounding generating function of A
at @ is a function F4(0, z) such that for all s,n > 0, E[ef4(5T0)] < [27]F4(6, 2).

For example, if A is (04, pa)-constrained and o4(6), pa(6) € R4,

S (oA O)+pa@m) o _ 7
FA(G, Z) = Z (& z = m
n=0

is an arrival bounding generating function for A at 6.

Similarly, if S is a service process, a service bounding generating function of S at 6 is a function
Fs(0, 2), such that for all s,n > 0, BEle=05(&5tm)] < 27 Fg(0, 2).

In the following, it shall be clear from the context whether a bounding generating function is an
arrival or a service one. Therefore, we omit this precision for the sake of readability.

Using bounding generating functions of A and S at 8, we can derive bounding generating func-
tions for the departure process and the violation probability of the probabilistic delay bound. The
backlog bound can be directly deduced from the departure process. The following results provide
bounding generating functions for the departure process and the performance bounds.

Lemma 1 (Departure process bounding generating function). Consider a dynamic S-server tra-
versed by a flow with bivariate process A that is (o4, pa)-constrained. Assume that S has the service
bounding generating function Fg and that the arrival and service processes A and S are independent.
Then, for all 0 such that e‘epA(G)rs(G) < 1, an arrival bounding generating function of the departure
process D is

e?740) frg (9, efral®))

FD(07 2) - 1— eQ.DA(e)Z

Proof. As Fu(0,z) is geometric, we have [2"F™|F4(0,2) = %PaOm 27 F,(6, 2). Since D(s,t) <
A S(s,t) = sup,<; A(u,t) — S(u, s), then for 6 > 0,

E[66A®S(s,t)] < ZE[eG(A(u,t)—S(u,s))]

u<s
_ Z E[eGA(u,t)] i E[e—es(uvs)]
u<s
<Y [ZTYFA(0, 2) - [ Fs (0, 2)
u<s
= Opa0=5) S (50 (0, 2) - [+ F (0, 2)
u<s
< IPaOE=) N FL (0, 2) - [ Fs (0, 2)
n>0

6



_ 0a(O)(t=9) 994 (0) g (9, (A (0))
= [*5)F (6, 2) Fs (8, P4 ),

To obtain the second to last equality, we applied the Hadamard product to a geometric series as
in Equation with z = 1. We now recognize the (¢ — s)-th term of a geometric series with ratio
eepz‘l(a)7 SO

6917,4(9)}7‘5(97 69PA(9))

FD(G,Z) = 1 — obra(0),

is a bounding generating function for the departure process. O

Corollary 1 (Probabilistic backlog bound). Let us denote q(t) as the backlog at time t. Then,
under the same assumptions as in Lemma

P(q(t) > b) < e_gbee"A(e)Fs(Q e9ﬂA(9))‘

Proof. As from Theorem [l| we have ¢(t) < A @ S(t,t), we can apply the Chernoff bound using the
first term of the generating function Fp(#, z) of Lemma

P(q(t) > b) < E[60A®S(t,t)]e—9b

< eeUA(e)FS(e’ eGPA(Q))e_eb‘

6905 (0)

In the particular case of Fs(0,z) = T

for all # > 0 such that pa(0) < ps(0),

0(ca(0)+0s(6))
Pty > b)< —

= 1= 0loa@—ps)

We have made the assumption of (04, pa)-constraints for the arrival processes, and our proofs
rely on this assumption. Yet, we remark that the calculations can be done in a more general setting,
at the price of more complex formulas. For example, if the arrival bounding generating function of
the arrival process A is a sum of geometric series, as for example for Markov-modulated arrivals,
the calculation directly follows, and the arrival bounding generating function of D would be a sum
of geometric series as well. Another case where computations can be adapted is when the service is
bounded by a geometric series: symmetric computations can be done.

Lemma 2 (Delay bound generating function). Let us denote d(t) as the virtual delay at time
t. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma |1, a bounding generating function for the wviolation
probability of the probabilistic delay bound is

904(0) Fg(9, 94 0)) _ 1Fg(0, )

_ Hoa(9)
Fyq(0,z) =e 1 — e—0pa(0) 5

(4)

A proof can be found in Appendix |A.2l In the particular case of Fg(,z) = %, for all
0(c4(0)+o5(8)+pA(8)) 1
0 = 0 such that pa(0) < ps(0), Fu(0,2) = = ps@—ran * —c=trs@;> 5O

e~ 0ps(O)T

0(0a(0)+a5(0)+pa(9))
Pdt) 2T) < T— 0 0=ra@)

So far, we have focused on the case of independent stochastic processes, let us now release this
assumption. Since our analysis is based on moment-generating functions, the common approach
in the literature is to upper bound the product of dependent processes by Hélder’s inequality: let



Xi,..., X, > 0 be integrable random variables; then, for all positive numbers ¢, ..., g, such that
D ict o =1L
=14

BLX, X, < [[ B )
=1

Note that B[eP?AEN]/P < op0(0a@0)+pa®0)(t=9))(1/p) = 0(0a®0)+paM0)(t=5)) and, similarly,
Ele905(0|1/a < (0(os(a0)—ps(ad)(t=s))

The following lemma contains the translation of an existing output bound from [3] to the com-
binatorial framework as well as backlog and delay bounds for the dependent case.

Lemma 3. Consider a dynamic S-server traversed by a flow with bivariate process A that is
(o4, pa)-constrained, and assume that the process S is also (og, ps)-constrained. Then for all p,q
such that % + % =1 and ps(pd) < ps(qh),

_ ePload)+og(ah)) 1 .
e I'n(0,z) = 1—e s (@) —pa0) ~ 1_gbra(@0),~

oA +o5@®) gy
e P(q(t) 2 b) < = =smmamm €

(@A (P0)+o5(a0)+paA(P0)  _0,q(q0)T
e Pd(t) > T) < S S ammam ¢ 50T

3 Tree Network Analysis under Complete Independence

In this section, we derive a result enabling us to unleash the power of the PMOO principle for the
SNC when all arrival and service processes are originally independent. In particular, this result is
directly applicable to tree networks. However, given an overall network with servers and flows, it is
only from the perspective of the flow of interest (foi) that the network has to constitute a tree. In
other words, in a preliminary step, we (attempt to) reduce the network to a tree, with all associated
arrival and service processes still being independent, by performing the following steps:

1. Terminate flows after their last direct or indirect interaction with the foi and reduce the
network by deleting all flows with which the foi has neither a direct nor indirect dependency
(also delete all servers that do not carry any flows any more).

2. Check for all remaining flows whether they directly or indirectly rejoin (a) the foi, or, (b) each
other.

3. If there is any rejoining flow in step (2) then the network is not tree-reducible, otherwise, it
is and the remaining flows and servers form an in-tree whose root is the last server traversed
by the foi.

While not being perfectly formal, it should be clear from this procedure that tree-reducibility
imposes clearly a restriction to general feedforward networks, simply speaking by prohibiting rejoin-
ing flows. Nevertheless, it covers quite a number of cases and generalizes significantly on previous
work in SNC network analysis. In Section [5), we come back to the issue of general feedforward
networks with rejoining flows and how we can leverage from the PMOOQO result for tree networks in
that case.

Two elementary operations to analyse networks in network calculus are computing residual
service offered to the flow of interest for a server crossed by multiple flows and the concatenation
of servers when a flow traverses multiple servers. Let us recall the main results from the literature
concerning MGF-based network calculus.
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Figure 3: Two example networks.

Theorem 3 (Residual server [20]). Consider a work-conserving S-server traversed by two flows with
respective bivariate arrival processes Ay and As. The residual server of flow 1 can be characterized
by a dynamic Si-server with

Si(s,t) =[S(s,t) — Aa(s,t)]4, Vs <,
where [z]4 = max(0, z).

Here, we make no assumption about the service policy regarding the sharing between flows. This
is also known as arbitrary or blind multiplexing.

Theorem 4 (End-to-end server [20]). Consider a flow traversing a tandem of dynamic S;-servers,
1€ {1,...,n}. The overall service offered is a dynamic Seae-server with Sege = S1 @ -+ @ Sy,.

In this section, we generalize and combine these two central theorems for tree networks. We first
bound the service process for the end-to-end dynamic server offered to a flow traversing a network in
Subsection [3.] Next, in Subsection [3.2] we derive the corresponding bounding generating function
and apply the framework from Subsection to derive performance bounds.

3.1 A Pay-Multiplexing-Only-Once formula for bivariate processes

In this section, we consider a tree network. More precisely, the network can be described as follows.

1. The network is composed of n servers, numbered from 1 to n according to the topological
order: if server h is the successor of server j, then h > j. The topology is a tree directed to
server n: each server j # m has a unique successor that we denote by j°. Each server j is
work-conserving and offers the service S;(s, t) during the time slots s+1,...,t. By convention,
we write n®* =n + 1.

2. There are m flows in the network, numbered from 1 to m. We denote m; = (m;(1),...,m(¢;))
the path, i.e. the sequence of servers, of length ¢; € N\ {0} followed by flow i and A;(s,t)
is the amount traffic of flow ¢ arriving in the network during the time slots s + 1,...,t. We

write @ € j if flow i crosses server j (or equivalently j € ;).

3. We denote Al(] )(s, t) the bivariate process of flow ¢ at the input of server j, and consequently,
AZ(J .)(s, t) is the bivariate process at the output of server j. Note that we have A; = Agm(l)).
Example 5. The networks of Figures [3a] and [3D] are two examples of tree networks. They both
have three flows and three servers. In the network of Figure we have 1°* =2, 2®* = 3 and 3° =4,
whereas in the network of Figure we have 1* = 2* = 3 and 3° = 4. Graphically, the relation
j* = h means that (j, h) is an edge of the network.

We can now state the main result of this section. Theorem |§| also generalizes that of [8], 33, 34]
in deterministic network calculus from tandems to trees. More precisely, all the results in those



references assume that the flow for which we compute the residual service curve traverses the entire
tandem network. Here we relax this assumption. However, the principle of the proof remains
the same, and our result is directly applicable to deterministic network calculus. For the sake of
self-containedness, we give a proof in Appendix

Theorem 6. With the notations above, assume that the last server traversed by flow 1 is n. The
residual service offered to flow 1 is a dynamic Seze-server with YO <t (1) < tnya,

n m

Se2e(t7r1(1)’tﬂ+1) = Vi itrjlitj. Z[Sj(tj’tJ")] - ZAi(tm(l)’tm(&)')
A | i=2 N

Note that there is a parameter ¢; for each server j following the topological order of the servers.

Example 7. The end-to-end server for flow 1 for the network in Figure [3a] is

Seze(t1,t4) = inf  (S1(t1,t2) + Sa(ta, t3) + S3(ts, ta) — Aa(t1,t3) — As(ta,t4))
t1<t2<t3<t4 +

In this formula, the infimum is computed at all times ¢ and t3 satisfying the conditions t; <t <
ts < t4 (t1 and t4 are fixed), according to the network’s topology.
The end-to-end server for flow 1 for the network in Figure 3D is

Seze(ti,ta) = t1<i£f<t4 (S1(t1,t3) + Sa(ta, t3) + S3(ts, ta) — Aa(te, ta) — Asz(t1,t3))
02<ts n

Here again, the infimum is computed for all £ and t3, but the conditions change with the network
topology: no lower bound is enforced for t5 as server 2 has no predecessor, that is still upper bounded
by t3 and the new bounds for t3 become t; < t3 < t4, as (1, 3) is an edge of the network.
Proof of Theorem[f. Consider server j. For all ¢; < t;o in the same backlogged period,
>icj [AZ(J.)(O, tjo)—AZ(J.)(O, tj)] > S;(tj,tje). In particular, this formula is true when t; = start;(¢;e),
the start of the backlogged period of ¢je at server j. In that case Az(»j.)(O7 tj) = Az(j)(O, tj), and
DA77V (0.1) = AP 0.8))] > (8. 50).
i€j
Summing over all servers j, we obtain

n n

ST 1AV 0,850 — AP 0,8)]) = D7 8515, 1)

Jj=1 igj j=1
Now, by exchanging the two sums on the left-hand side, most of the terms cancel, and (remind that
Alm(1) _ A)

7

DA 0, b 00) = A0, try1)] 2 D St
; 7=1

Keeping only Ag’”‘“i)')(o, tr,(¢;)e) on the left-hand side of the inequality and using Agm(m.)(O, ) <
A;(0,+), we obtain

- e . n m
A g tryenye) = A1(0,tey 1)) + D Sj(ty tge) Z o) — Ai(0, b, 1))
7j=1 1=2
2 Al(o tﬂ‘l(l)) Z t]at Z 772(1)7 mi(€;)® )7
J=1 =2

10



We also have Vj € 7, Agj) 0,t5) = Agj.)((),tj) < Agj.)(O,tj-). So Agﬁl(z).)(o,tm(h).) > A1(0, 17, (1))-
The final result follows by taking the minimum on all possible values of ¢;, j ¢ {m1(1),m(¢1)* },
and noticing that m1(¢1)®* =n + 1.

This result is valid for any bivariate arrival and service processes. The next subsection demon-
strates its use in the analytic combinatorics framework. Before that, let us briefly discuss the power
of Theorem [6} Looking at the end-to-end server calculation, it can be noted that all arrival and
service processes appear in the formula as they originally enter the network. We point out that
the tree generalization is crucial here, because it avoids the need for characterizing internal flows
that may have become dependent after sharing a server. Hence, this calculation introduces no
method-pertinent dependencies at all. Moreover, the end-to-end server calculation is performed in
one big step, in contrast to a sequential application of network calculus operations. This is already
known to avoid a sequencing penalty [2], yet completely avoiding it by performing all operations
simultaneously is only possible now with Theorem [6]

3.2 Bounding generating function of the end-to-end server
In this subsection, we assume that
(Hy) all processes and servers are mutually independent;

(Hz) flow A; is (04, pa,)-constrained for all flow i € {1,...,m} and S; is (0s;, ps; )-constrained for
all server j € {1,...,n}.

We can now derive a service bounding generating function for the end-to-end dynamic server.

Theorem 8. Under hypothesis (Hy) and (Hz), the end-to-end service for flow 1 is bounded by the
service bounding generating function

69(2212 TA; (9)"’27:1 US]' (0)) 1
e 6(9 Z) H .
2 ngm(l o 0ps; (0)=3 ¢ PAZ-(Q))) 1— 6—9(st (0)=> 1255 Pa; (0))

e jem z

Proof. From Theorem [6] we can derive a bound of the Laplace transform of the service for flow 1.
For the sake of concision, in the last line, we omit the function argument 6.

E[6—93e2e(t7r1(1)7tn+1)]§ Z E[G—G( ?:1Sj(tjvtj-)—Z?izAz‘(tmu)vtn(zi)'))]

Vj, tj <t i®

= Z HE *95 tj7t]0)]HE[eaAi(tﬂ.i(l),tﬂi(éi).)] (6)
=2

V], t]<t oj 1

S Z Hee(US (6 —PS; 0) t._t] He UA +PA 9)(tﬁi(5i)._tﬂi(l)))

Vi, tj<tje j=1

< Z H 005, (0)=ps; (0)u;) H 004, (0)+p4;(0)(Xjer, u5))
Vi, u;>0, j=1 i—2
Zjeﬂ Uj=tnt+1—lry (1)
n
— 204, (0) 4305 05;(9)) Z H )=21iej Pa; (0))u;

Vj, 1;>0, j=1
Yien; Wi=tnt1—tx (1)

ee(Z?LZ gA; +Z;L:1 9S; )

_ Z H e 0Ps;=21ic; PA; )Y

_ 0(ps Zze PA,L)
Hj¢71_1 (1 e J J ) Z]’ETrl Uj:tn-!—l*twl(l) jeE™
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In Equation @, we use the independence of the arrivals and service; in the third line, the constraints
on the processes; in the fourth line, we changed the variables: u; = t—t; (hence bty — tm(1) =
> jer,; Uj), and in the sixth line summed the terms not constrained by >, uj = tni1 — tr (1)

We can recognize the terms of the Cauchy product of geometric series, hence the service is
bounded by the generating function

ST 04, (0)+ 57, 75, (6) ]

11 ” (1 _ 7 9ps; (0) =iy PAZ-(Q))) H 1 — ¢ 90ps; (0)=212:¢; P4, (0))
J¢m

JE™L

FSeQe (97 Z) =

.
O

Example 9. A service bounding generating function for the end-to-end server for flow 1 in the
network of Figure [3a] is

eI(oaytoaz+os, +os,+0s;)

F€2€(97 Z) - (1 — e*@(psl 7PA2)z)(]_ — 679(p52 —PAy 7PA3)2)(1 — 670(p53 7PA3)z) ’

A service bounding generating function for the end-to-end server for flow 1 in the network of

Figure [3D)] is

0(oaytoaz+0s, +05,+0s5;3) 1 1
FeQe (03 Z) =

1 — ¢ 0psy;—ra,) 1 — e 9psy—paz) , | — o= 0(ps3—Pay) ,°

Note the slight difference between the two formulas: informally, there is a 'z’ variable only for factors
corresponding to the servers crossed by flow 1.

The end-to-end service process is not necessarily (o, p)-constrained. Corollary [2| below gives a
simpler bounding generating function, a proof is given in Appendix In short, G(6, z), defined in
the statement of Corollary , is a bounding generating function of Feo.(6, z) obtained by bounding
its factors not related to the dominant singularity.

Let us first alleviate the notations and denote

1

Foon(0.2) = 20 [ -

JETL

)

with
0 _ 69(2#1 oa;(0)+>2;05;(0))

11 " (1 . 6—9(st (0)=>"ic; Pa; (9)))
JET1

HUSeQe (

(&

and  p}(60) = ps;(0) — > pa,(0),
1#4i€j

and assume (without loss of generality, by renumbering the servers) that ,0;»(0) =pi(0) forall j < k
and pj(0) > p(0) for all j > k.

0
eUS

e 6(0) k . . . .
Corollary 2. G(0,z) = - (1 e*Z(P}@)*ﬂi(g))) <1—e*;"'1(9)z) is a bounding generating function
j=k+1 \1™
OfFSe2e(9,Z).

3.3 Performance bounds

We can now apply the results of Subsection[2:3]to the end-to-end dynamic server. In the following, we
assume stability, that is we consider only values of § such that for all j € {1,...,n}, pi(6) > pa, (0)
(the residual rate at server j is larger than the arrival rate).

12



Output departure process and backlog bound With Lemma [I] we can compute an arrival
bounding generating function for the departure process:
P04, (0)+0s.,.(0)) 1

Fp(9,2) = e, (1— efea@=e5@)) 1 _ Poar @),
JET

We recognize a (o, p)-constraint for the departure process, and observe that pp(6) = pa(0).
From Corollary [T} the backlog bound for flow 1 is then

004, (0)+05.,,(0))

e, (- H(Pa1 (0)=r;(0))y
JEm

P(q(t) > b)

IN

Delay bound It is not as straightforward to compute the delay bound: the bounding generating
function of the service does not correspond to a (o, p)-constraint. The bounding generating function
for the delay is

)€1 O Fg,,, (0,710 — 2Fg, (6, 2)

_ Ooa
Fd(e, Z) =€ 1 1 - 6*‘9PA1 (a)z . (7)

As Fg,.(0, z) is a rational function, Fy(f, z) is. Moreover, all the singularities of these functions
are known. Note that €41 is not a singularity of Fy(0,z). Indeed, when z = e 0219 the
numerator of Equation (7)) is zero. The singularities of Fy(#, z) are then those of Fg, (0, z), that is
5 (9), for j € {1,...,n}. All the terms of the generating function of Equation can be computed
automatically with symbolic computation tools such as SageMath [35]. However, there are several
cases where the exact expression is compact enough to be given here.

o Residual rates are all distinct (see derivation in Appendix [B.2): VI' > 0,

eP(oa, (0)+0s.,,(0)+pa, (0)) 1

w —0p ()T
P(d(t) 2 T) < [' [Fu(, 2) —Z RGN gl_eé)(p;(e)p;(e)) e T
J

e Residual rates are all equal (see derivation in Appendix [B.3)): V1" > 0,

P(d(t) > T) < [2T)Fy(0, ) = ?(041O)F0502. (O) 04, (0)).

i=1

In the general case, one can first use the service bounding generating function of Corollary [2] to be
in the case of equal residual rates, and then use Equation @ to obtain V71" > 0,

Pd(t)>T) <

(741 ()05, (0)+p, (6)) [ il (T +i— 2) e 0P (O)T (10)
- - H;’L:k—i-l 1— 6_9(0j (0)—p1(0)) — (1

T-1 o001 (0)—pa, (e»)’f—iﬂ] '

3.4 Recovering existing results for the canonical tandem

In this subsection, we recover the state of the art in SNC for the “canonical tandem” (Figure[d)), as it
is frequently analysed in the literature, e.g. |11 20, 32]. Since this simple flow interference structure
provides no opportunity for the PMOO principle to pay off, our new bounds based on analytic
combinatorics cannot further improve it (in contrast to the scenarios we present in Section [4). To
the best of our knowledge, the best technique for this topology is to calculate the optimum of

13
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Figure 5: Stochastic delay bounds for the canonical tandem (for traffic with independent exponen-
tially distributed increments with A = 1 and constant rate servers).

two bounds originally derived in |20, Theorem 3|, denoted by “[20] Thm. 3” below. However, this
bound targets a closed-form solution for the stochastic delay and, hence, compromises on tightness.
Attempting a fair comparison, we also compare the novel result from Equation to a tighter
version of “[20] Thm. 3” that does not make this compromise and is given in [20] Eqn. (9) as an
intermediate result. One can show that our Equation recovers the result in [20] Eqn. (9), since
both start with the same inequalities and, afterwards, only equivalent term manipulations are used.
We also verified this numerically for exponential i.i.d. arrivals in Figure The closed-form
solution in “[20] Thm. 3” tends to lead to less accurate bounds, depending on the utilization as well
as the number of servers. We note that it is the only approach that exploits the positive part in
Theorem [3] but this effect is negligible for the chosen traffic class. Anyway, the positive part can
also be incorporated in the analytic combinatorics; yet, we omit this here for the sake of brevity.

3.5 Relation to state-of-the-art analyses

A typical network calculus analysis to derive end-to-end performance bounds consists of three sep-
arate sequential steps:

1. Reducing the network to a tandem traversed by the flow of interest, by output bounding.
2. Reducing the tandem to an end-to-end server that represents the complete system.
3. Computation of performance bounds.

Various SNC analysis techniques have been derived in the literature. In [4], a sequential sep-
arated flow analysis (SFA) is used, where each network calculus operation is applied one after the
other in contrast to a simultaneous technique as in Theorem [f] On the other hand, it has been
shown in [20] that combining step (2) and (3) is able to avoid a sequencing penalty to some degree
(see also [2]). Moreover, one could also convolve servers as much as possible before subtracting
cross-flows. In [29], this is called “PMOQO”, however, it is not fully able to use the power of the
PMOO principle, as it involves a sequential order of network calculus operations which is why we
call it “seqPMOOQO” in the following.

However, none of the above mentioned techniques is able to avoid a sequencing penalty entirely.
On the other hand, the newly introduced PMOO analysis avoids this pitfall by combining all three
steps of the analysis and also reduces the overall number of calculations. In the next section
(Section , we show that this approach leads to significantly more accurate delay bounds.
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4 Numerical Evaluation of Tree Networks

In this section, we compute bounds on the delay’s violation probability and stochastic delay bounds
applying state-of-the-art techniques as well as our unleashed PMOQO. We perform several experi-
ments for different network topologies. For the arrivals, we assume three discrete-time processes all
adhering to the class of (04, p4)-constrained arrivals: Exponentially distributed arrivals increments
[2] with parameter A\, Weibull distributed arrival increments with fixed shape parameter k = 2
and scale parameter A, and discrete-time Markov-modulated On-Off (MMOO) arrivals [10, 2]. The
latter can be described by three parameters: the probability to stay in the “On”-state in the next
time step, pon, the probability to stay in the “Off”-state, pog, and a constant peak rate P, at which
data is sent during the “On”-state. For the service, we always assume work-conserving S-servers
with a constant rate.

4.1 Interleaved tandem

In our first numerical evaluation, we calculate stochastic delay bounds for a standard example
in network calculus when PMOO effects shall be illustrated: the interleaved tandem network in
Figures [3a] These are compared to simulation results. The “standard bound” consists of the
minimum of the state-of-the-art techniques described in Section [3.5] They are then compared
to our new analytic combinatorics based PMOO using two variants: The first, again based on
Equation , is called “PMOO-AC: General Bound” in this example. The second, “PMOO-AC:
Explicit Bound” exploits that we choose all parameters such that the residual rates are distinct.
Therefore, we can apply Equation . In addition, we provide simulation results with respective
pointwise 95%-confidence bands that are based on order statistics of a binomially distributed sample
[25] to see how the bounds relate to the empirical delay. The results are provided in Figure @

We observe that, while the PMOO-AC bounds lead to quite similar results, they both outperform
the standard bound significantly. For example, for a delay violation probability of 1073, the delay
bound is improved from 28 to 18, and for a violation probability of 1077, from 45 to 31. These
examples indicate an improvement of more than 35%.

These positive results are mainly caused by the fact that the PMOO analysis is able to provide
bounds without introducing any method-pertinent dependencies. The standard bound, in con-
trast, suffers from such a dependency in the calculation and, consequently, needs to apply Hoélder’s
inequality. Furthermore, it also potentially loses accuracy due to the sequencing penalty.

In addition, we see that the gap between simulation results and bounds is considerably reduced
and the scaling of the delay in the simulations is captured well (getting closer to single-node results
again). Recalling that Figure [6a] without the new bounds has been used in Section [1] to illustrate
that the known SNC gap will widen too much, we now provide a new prospect for this again.

50 4 40
50
J t d B
404 Standard Bound 40 Standard Bound 30 4 Standard Bound < -~
eneral boun
E 304 General Bound 530‘ Genera| Bound ., E Noa=®
3 pe e 2 o0 G‘,;—,-a-———“—"" 2 207 e
20+ e 1 ) > o Explicit B
, _@,--u"’E;(pli::it Bo;ﬁdﬁ b A= “Explicit Botnd_——° 0l & xplicit Bound
104 smm ¢ 104 FM0B-AC. e PMOO-AC . &
PMOO-AC,—* Simulations pulis s e Simulations L Simulations
0 . . 0l—, | | ol . .
1e-02 1e-04 1e-06 1e-02 1e-04 1e-06 1e-02 1e-04 1e-06
Violation probability Violation probability Violation probability
(a) Exponential distribution (b) Weibull distribution (¢) MMOO with pon,; = 0.5,
with \; =1.5,1=1,2,3 with \; =1.0,i=1,2,3 Por,i =05, P =14,1=1,2,3

Figure 6: Delay bounds and simulations for the interleaved tandem with server rates Cy = 2.5,
Cs = 3.0, C3 = 2.0.
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Figure 7: Extended interleaved tandem.
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Figure 8: Delay bounds for the extended interleaved tandem with server rates C; = 2.0 for ¢ =
1,...,12.

4.2 Extended interleaved tandem

In the next experiment, we generalize the case of an interleaved tandem by varying its lengths
while keeping the interference structure (Figure E[) Here, the standard bound only includes the
sequential and simultaneous SFA approaches, as the number of possible (combinations of ) network
calculus operations in the seqPMOO grows exponentially with the number of servers and, therefore,
is computationally prohibitive.

In Figure 8] we show stochastic delay bounds for a fixed violation probability of 10~%. While the
standard bound explodes in the number of servers (we have only included the results from 3 to 5
servers), the new technique scales significantly better. This is mainly due to the fact that the SFA
leads to the application of n — 1 Hélder inequalities for an interleaved tandem of size n, whereas the
new PMOO-AC does not incur any method-pertinent dependencies in the analysis of this topology.

Not only does this lead to tighter performance bounds, it also impacts runtimes significantly as
it reduces an n-dimensional non-linear optimization problem (one # and n—1 Holder parameters) to
a 1-dimensional optimization problemﬂ Specifically, for the standard bound (in the case of MMOO
arrivals), runtimes increase quickly from 5.2 seconds (3 servers) over 2 minutes (4 servers) to roughly
1.5 hours (5 servers). On the other hand, PMOO-AC took a maximum runtime of 0.46 seconds in
the case of 12 servers.

4.3 Case study: tree network

In Section [3.5] we explained that the PMOO-AC calculates performance bounds by combining all
the steps of the analysis into a single large one. The following case study shall mainly investigate
the benefit of this.

'In our numerical experiments, we apply a grid search followed by a downhill simplex algorithm to optimise the
parameters.

3
1 2
1 3 4
1 — —
2

Figure 9: Case study tree network.
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Figure 10: Delay bounds and simulations for the tree network with server rates C; = 2.0, =1,...,4.

To that end, we consider the tree network in Figure [} Standard SNC techniques first compute
the output bounds of flows 3 and 4 at server 2 in order to compute the residual service at servers
3 and 4; this incurs again method-pertinent dependencies. The application of Theorem [6] allows
us to circumvent these dependencies. In contrast, state-of-the-art analysis using SFA needs three
applications of Holder’s inequality and seqPMOO requires one, respectively.

The results are shown in Figure Similar to the results for the interleaved tandem, we observe
that the PMOO considerably improves the bound on the delay’s violation probability. Again, we
are able to achieve a similar scaling compared to the simulation results, in contrast to the standard
bound. Further, while the state-of-the-art analysis requires an optimisation of up to 4 parameters
(three Holder and ), the PMOO only has 6 to optimise, substantially improving the runtime.

5 Towards Feedforward Network Analysis under Partial Depen-
dence

In previous sections, we focused on mutually independent flows and servers in tree-reducible net-
works. However, if we want to analyse general feedforward networks, rejoining flows eventually
force us to deal with dependencies. As discussed in Section [3] in the presence of rejoining flows, the
network will not be tree-reducible any longer. Thus, we cannot completely avoid method-pertinent
dependencies using PMOO, but need to extend it to the partially dependent case.

As mentioned in Section 2] the use of Holder’s inequality allows us to calculate performance
bounds also in the dependent case. Yet, as we discuss in this section, its number of applications as
well as their induced inaccuracy can be influenced by the transformation to a tree-reducible network
— our goal is to minimize the impact of Holder’s inequality on the performance bounds.

First, in Subsection [5.1} we extend PMOO under partial dependence; next, in Subsection [5.2]
we apply this to the canonical example of rejoining flows: the “diamond network”. Finally, in
Subsection [5.3] we discuss how to extend these promising results to larger feedforward networks.

5.1 End-to-end server and performance bounds

To deal with the partial dependency of random variables, we adapt the notion of dependency graph
defined to prove the Lovasz Local Lemma (see [27], for instance). Let (Xp,)nen be a finite family of
processes. In our case a process can be a service process Sj or an arrival process A;. The dependency
graph associated to (Xp)pep is the graph whose vertices are the processes (Xp,)nep and process Xp,
is not adjacent with processes with which it is mutually independent. More precisely, if T'(X},) is
the set of neighbours of X}, X}, is mutually independent of { X/ | Xy ¢ (I'(Xn) U{Xp})}.
Assume that the dependency graph contains K strongly connected components Gy, ..., Gk, and
that for all h € H, and for some 6 > 0, E[e?Xn(sntn)] < ¢fAn(@sntn)  The following lemma shows
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how to use as few Holder inequalities as possible.

Lemma 4. With the hypotheses and notations above, for positive (pp)nem such thatVk € {1,..., K},

1
>ohecy oy = b
E[eg(ZheH Xh(shvth))] < H eI (pnbssnitn)

heH

Proof.

K K
E[H 69Xh(8h,th)] — H E| H 69Xh(5h,th) H H eph@)\h(ph9 Shith) 1/ph — H O (pnb,snitn)
k=1 heGy

heH k=1  heGy heH

The first equality is deduced from the dependency graph: we have mutual independence between
families of processes of distinct connected components. The inequality is the application of the
Hoélder inequality inside the connected components, as well as the use of the MGF bounds. O

We can now derive an end-to-end service for partially dependent servers and arrival processes.

Theorem 10. The end-to-end service for flow 1 is bounded by the service bounding generating
function

o0 (i1 04, (Pi0)+32; 05, (4;9)) 1
FSe 9(97 (pi),(q),z)z - -
2 J Hj%m (1 o e_e(l’sj (Qﬂ)—Ziej PA; (sz)))

for all (pi), (q;) such that for all k < K, 3 . e} o pz ES e qu =1.

_ 0)— o (. ’
jem 1—e Q(PSj (g;9) 21;&16] PA,(I%O))Z

Proof. The proof follows almost along the same lines as in Theorem [8] Lemma [4] is used at Equa-
tion (6). If X), = A;, we have s; = tr(1)s th = trye,y and Ap(0, 50, th) = 04,(0) + pa,(0)(tn — sn).
If Xh = Sj, we have Sp = tj, th = tj- and /\h(g, Sh,th) = USj (0) - pgj (6)(th — Sh). O

This is straightforward if A;’s connected component is a singleton: A; is then mutually inde-
pendent of all other processes and Lemmas [I] and [2] apply. If A; is not mutually independent of
all other processes, the end-to-end server and A; are not independent. While a first solution is to
apply again Holder inequality, we propose to compute the bound directly. Instead of computing the
end-to-end server first, we directly start with the delay expression from Theorem [} The proofs use
the same arguments as before, so we defer them to Appendix [C]

Theorem 11. With the same notations as above, for all (pz) (gj) such that for all k < K,
ZAiEGk o+ ZSjeGk o =1 and 6 > 0 such that for all j € {1,. n} >icj Pa;(pif) < ps;(q;0),

1. the departure process of flow 1 is bounded by the arrival bounding generating function

"7 (ple)FSeze(a’ (pi)i?flv (Qj)v e’ (p19))
1 — eepAl (ple)z

Fps. (97 (pi>v (Qj), Z) =

2. the delay of flow A1 is bounded by the generating function

o PO 00 B (6, (pi)ia, (0;). %0 )

1#£1
1 — e_epAl (ple)z

Fy(0, (pi), (Qj), z) =

741 (ple)ZFSczc (97 (pi)i?ﬂ’ (qj)’ z)
1 _ e*QPAl (ple)z '
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Figure 12: Two possibilities for cutting flows to transform the diamond network into a tree-reducible
network.

5.2 Case study: diamond network

Here, we consider the diamond network from Figure where two originally independent flows
separate and then rejoin. If we assume some kind of resource-sharing scheduling policy at server 0,
then their outputs are dependent when interfering at server 3. This network is not tree-reducible.

5.2.1 Transformation into a tree-reducible network

A solution to transform this feedforward network into a tree-reducible network is the cutting of
flows. If we are interested in the performance of flow 1, we can cut flow 2, either between servers 0
and 2 or between servers 2 and 3, as shown in Figure[I2] Clearly, we obtain a tree-reducible network
and can now apply Theorems (10| and [11] from the previous subsection.

The analysis of the two obtained networks follows similar lines, so let us focus on the trans-
formation when flow 2 is cut between servers 2 and 3 (on the right of Figure . A flow 2" is
then created, and it stochastically depends on flow 1, flow 2, server 0 and server 2. Using the
independence of these flows and servers and results from Section [3.3] we can compute a bounding
generating function for the arrival process of flow 2”:

(004, (0) 0.4, (0)+05, (0) 05, (6)) 1

F 0 = Fp, (0 = .
4y (0, 2) p,(0,2) (1— o—0(rs, (9)—pA1(9)—pA2(9)))(1 _ 6—9(052(9)—/7A2(9))) 1 — efra5(0)

Now, when analysing flow 1, we do not need to consider server 2 (a simple case of tree reduction).
The dependency graph of the processes has one non-trivial connected component { Ay, As, Ao, Sp},
and the other components {S1} and {S3} are singletons. In the last step, in order to compute the
performance bounds for flow 1, we first obtain the bounding generating function of the end-to-end
service with Theorem [I0

69(0',41 (p2//9)+O'A2 (p29)+O'A2 (p2//9)+0'50 (q09)+0'50 (p2//9)+0'51 (9)+0'52 (pQ//9)+O'S3 )
F,

e2e

0,2) =

(1 — e~ P20y (o) =pa, (p210) = aq (0210)) ot (1 — = Prr0py (P10) =Py (P 0)) ) g
1
' (1 — e~ 0Pso(900) =P a5 (P20)) 1) (1 — ¢=0Ps1(0) 2)(1 — ¢=0(Ps3(O)=pay (P2r0)) 1)

Theorem [11] can now be applied to compute, for instance, the delay violation probability with the
relation 1/py + 1/pa + 1/pon +1/qo = 1.
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Figure 13: Delay bounds and simulations for the diamond network with server rates C; = 2.0 for
i=1,...,4.

5.2.2 Numerical evaluation

Here, we provide some numerical results for delay bounds for the diamond network from Figure 11}
We compare a sequential analysis, representing the state of the art, with the aforementioned cutting
technique to enable the PMOO analysis; simulation results are provided as well. The results are
displayed in Figure

We can observe that both cuts followed by PMOO-AC calculations lead to significantly tighter
delay bounds than the standard approach. To be precise, for a violation probability of 107° the
cut between servers 2 and 3 (called Cut (2,3) in Figure as well as Cut (0,2) lead to a delay
bound of 14, while the standard bound results in 27. Moreover, the cutting-based PMOO-AC is
able to capture almost the same scaling as the simulations, which is in clear contrast to the standard
bound. It is striking that the gap to the simulation does not increase significantly compared to the
independent case, despite the application of Holder’s inequality. This indicates that the inaccuracy
induced by Holder’s inequality cannot only be assessed by the number of its applications, but
requires a detailed look at the dependency structure.

5.3 Discussion

In this section, we have compared state-of-the-art bounds with our new results for a canonical
network with rejoining flows; here are only two options to cut the network, leading to almost the
same bounds. While the cutting technique can generally be applied in larger networks, it may no
longer be an option to simply try all (combinations of) cuts as these generally grow exponentially
in the size of the network. A clever search for "good" cuts is conceivable — similar to advanced
network analysis techniques in deterministic network calculus, for instance using machine learning
techniques as in [23] — but left for future work.

In fact, other strategies to transform a feedforward into a tree-reducible network exist and may
lead to more accurate or computationally efficient bounds. For example, a so-called unfolding,
depicted in Figure [14] for the diamond example. Server 0 is duplicated in servers 0 and 0’, flow 1

/
Y 0 2
H
3 1,

Figure 14: Unfolding of the diamond network of Figure
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(resp. flow 2) is duplicated in flows 1 and 1’ (resp. flows 2 and 2’). The corresponding arrival and
service are the same, and are therefore dependent. Under the assumption of independence of flows
and servers, we obtain a dependence graph with non-trivial connected components Gy = {.Sp, Sy },
G1 ={A1,Ar}, Go = {As, A»}. The connected components are singletons.

To compute the performance bounds for flow 1, we can apply Theorem using the following
bounding generating function of the end-to-end server:

e0(0a; (p110)+04, (p20)+04, (pyr0) 05, (900)+05, (90 0)+05, (0)+05,(0)+05,(6))
FSCQC (97 Z) =

(1— e—H(Pso(qo/G)—PAl(p1/9)—PA2(p29)))(1 — e (ps,(0)—pa, (p29)))
1
(1 — e~ 0Pso(900) =P a3 (P219)) 5) (1 — ¢=0Ps1(0) 5)(1 — e~ 0(Ps3(0)=Pay (P20)) 1)’

with the relations 1/go + 1/qy =1, 1/p1 +1/pry =1 and 1/pa + 1/py = 1.

Even in the small diamond network, it is not simple to carry out an analytical comparison be-
tween cutting and unfolding. On the one hand, (1— e*pu)% >1—e “foru > 0andp > 1, so cutting
has an advantage. On the other hand, unfolding provides more freedom in the Holder parameters:
if one sets pg, = q(()], = pllj, = pg, with the superscripts differentiating between parameters from
the unfolding (U) and cutting (C) methods, one obtains ¢i < ¢§, p{ < ¢f, and pg, < pS, and
unfolding seems advantageous, at least from the point of view of the stability condition.

In our numerical case study for the diamond network, cutting actually outperformed unfolding.
Yet, we speculate that the unfolding method could lead to better bounds in larger networks. To that
end, we remark that in deterministic network calculus unfolding in some contexts leads to better
performance bounds than cutting [5].

In conclusion, it is clear that, while we have "opened the door" for an accurate and efficient SNC
analysis of general feedforward networks, there is now a "large room" to explore for future work.

6 Conclusion

We have presented a new network analysis method that unleashes the power of the pay multiplexing
only once (PMOO) principle in the stochastic network calculus. Based on this method, we applied
techniques from analytic combinatorics to keep bounds accurate even in rather complex scenarios.
Equipped with this, it is now possible to calculate rigorous probabilistic performance bounds for tree-
reducible networks without incurring any method-pertinent stochastic dependencies. In numerical
evaluations, we observed that we are largely successful in not widening the known simulation-
calculation gap further, and, at least, closely capture the scaling of the performance bounds. We
have also made a promising step towards a stochastic network calculus analysis of general feed-
forward networks laying the foundation to reuse the PMOO as much as possible.

While our method can benefit from improvements based on a preliminary network transformation
(e.g. flow prolongation [29]) at no cost, we believe it can also exploit other recent techniques such as
the h-mitigators, which were successfully applied to sink-tree networks in [30]. As discussed at the
end of Section [5], for future work it is very promising to invest more effort in good strategies for the
transformation of large general feedforward networks into tree-reducible ones. More disruptively,
the PMOO method could also be a first step to enable martingale techniques (as in |12} 31]) in the
end-to-end analysis, in order to completely close the simulation-calculation gap.
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A Additional Proofs of Section [2]
A.1 Proof of Equation ({3

0o 0o 0o 00 0o n—1
=D Fm)e =3 )" = D fm)
n=0 m=n n=0 m=0 n=0 m=0
oo n—1 0o n
zz Y = TS e
n=1 m=0 n=0 m=0
fji— 2%2%%ﬂmnnlzlgi_z_JﬁﬂmZ:fTW
_FQ)  F() _ F(1) - 2F()
1-=2 1-2 1—2 )

A.2 Proof of Lemma [2

As F4 (6, 2) is a geometric series, we have [2"T]F4(6, z) = e?Pa@m 27| F (0, 2). Let us denote d(t)
the delay at time t. We have for all T' > 0,

P(d(t) > T) =P(A(0,t) > D(0,t+T — 1))
<P(3s<t, A(s,t) > S(s,t+T —1))
< P(A(s,t) > S(s,t+T — 1))
0<s<t
< ) E[IAEN-SEHT) (A(t,t) =0 and S(t,t +T —1) > 0)
0<s<t—1
= Z E[/AGD]E[e~09(HT-1)] (independence of A and 5)
0<s<t—1
< D ETIEA@,2) - [T Fs(6.2)
0<s<t—1
< S Y Fa(9, 2) - [T Fs(6, 2) (w1t —s)
u>0
_ e—HpA(G)(T—l) Z[Zu+T_1]FA(0, Z) . [Zu+T_1]F5(0, Z)
u>0
= ¢ PAOTD S [ FA(0, 2) - [2"]Fs(6, 2)- (11)
u>T
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We recognize the sum of the last terms of a Hadamard product in the right-hand term. Let h, =
[2"]Fa(0,2)-[2"]Fs(0,2) and hy, = 37, > hu. Let H(z) and H'(2) be their corresponding generating
functions. In particular, we have H(z) = e?74) Fg(, /74(%) 2). Now,

P(d(t) > T) < e PAOT DT (2),

and we recognize again a Hadamard product of a geometric series and H’, and use Equation to
obtain
_ e_epA(e)ZH(e_epA(e)Z)
1— e—GﬂA(o)z
(9)) FS(97 eepA(e)) — ef‘gpA(e)ZFS(97 Z)
1 — e0pal0), ’

Fy(2) = e22a0) 1 (e=0(0) ) _ (pa(0) H(L)

— foa(®)+pa

B Proofs and Computations of Section

B.1 Proof of Corollary

It suffices to prove that for all ¢ € N, [2!]Fs_, (0, 2) < [2']G(0, z). For all t € N,

n
(2] Fsig0 (0, 2) =e®75c®@ % 7 [Tens0

ur+...+un=t j=1

n
— 0550 (0) .~ 01 (O)t Z H o005 (0)=p1(0))u;
ur+...+unp=t j=1

— 75020 D)= 02101 $ ( 3 1)

s1+s2=t \ui+...+ur=s1

3 f[ o~ 0(6(0)—p, (O))u;

U1+ Fun=s2 j=k+1

7502 D=0 O 5 <31 ]—: kl— 1)

S1+s2=t

3 ﬁ o~ 0(6(0) =0, (O))u;

U1+ Fun=s2 j=k+1

<7502, (0) 00} 01 (t Z li | 1) 3 [] OO
U1+ un <t j=k+1
P e A 1
00549, (0) ,—0p1 (0)t [t
seee ( k-1 ) 11 Ay~ FIE0:2).

j=k+1

B.2 Proof of Equation (§): Fs,, (6, z) has singularities with multiplicities 1 only.

We first use partial fraction decomposition [17]:
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I—rgr
_ ot f[ 1 z[ - ( 1 ) 1 }
1 -1, -1 o
1—1rgz iy 1 —Ty T 020 ES0kA) 1 Tk 1 riz
n n
1 z 1 1
—1
=To PR —1( -1 ) o
]1;[11—7“0 rj L —ror; k>g#j1—rj rp/ 1—rjz

In the bounding generating function of the delay, by identifying ry as e %410 and for all 7 >0,
rj as efepj(e), we obtain (for ease of presentation, we drop the dependence of the ¢’s and p’s in 0)

egpAl FSeQe (07 eepAl ) — ZFSeQe (9’ Z)
1— e 0rai,

66(0A1+Use2e+pAl) 1 69(0A1+0-3929)Z - 1

Fy(0,2) = P74

H?ﬂ (1 _ ee(pAl—P})) 1 — e P4, 5 1 — e, 4 ]1_11 1— e %

P +055,+pa,) 0(ca,+os

02c 1 1
o H?:1 (1 0(pa, p] Z Ii—pay) _ (lg 1— 69(937/);)) 1— e 95,

This is of the form f(2) =a+3_7_, %, and the coefficients of f are [2°]f(2) = f(0) = a and for
all T > 0,

n

T11() = ST = Y ijr . (12)
j = %

j=1

As a consequence, for all T' > 0,

UA1+ SeQe 1 00’ (T—1
[T F4(0, 2) = ( , ,)e—pj<—)
Z HAWi—pay) _q ’gl_eﬂpj—pk)
)(

O’Al F0S g9, TPAL 1 —0p'T
o)
-] — i Pk
kéjl e

>
4 « 1 _ Ppa,—p)
]:

B.3 Proof of Equation (9): Fs,,(6,z) has exactly one singularity

In this subsection, we assume that all p}(&), j€{l,...,n} are equal.
We also use partial fractional decomposition:

1 _ 1 3 ro 1 i(l—ro_lrly
(1 =ro2) (1 —=rmz)" (1 —rpz)(1 —rglr)m (1 —rytr)ntl | <\ 1-r2 ’

and

o B z




The bounding generating function of the delay can be obtained by replacing ro by e~%41 and
—0,
r1 by e “P1:

efra;

— O(ca +0s, e)
Fd(gy Z) e 1 2 <(1 o e—O(p’l—pAl))n

/ - 1 1
0(pa;, —p1)
+e7\PAL TP [ E (1 — e~ Ph—Pa)yn—it1 (1 — G_GPiZ)i]) ‘

=1

If f(2) = W, then its coefficients are [27]f(z) = (T+$_1)TT. Then, following the same
computations as in , one can deduce that for all T" > 0,

n .
’ 1 T"—’L—Q /
T — (04, +055,Ftpa;—P) —0p1(T-1)
IR0, 2) = o s o [Z e () ]
1=
n

— foa,+os,.tpay) Z - /1 ' (T+i—2)e—epgT _
—(l—e" (Pr=pa)yn—i+1\ T —1

C Proof of Theorem [11]

C.1 Bounding generating function of the departure process

We have

A1 @ Se2e(s,t) = sup A1 (u,t) — Seze(u, s)

u<s
n m
=sup sup Ai(u,t)— Z Si(tj, tje) + Z Aitr,(1)s tryes)e)-
’U,SS tjgtjo ]:1 =2
by (=Y
try(eg)® =5

When computing the MGF E[ee(A@SeQe(s’t))], one can take advantage of the partial independence
of Ay with the other processes.

For all (p;), (g;) such that for all k € {1,..., K}, > 4 cq, p%_ +2.5,¢6, q%_ = 1, we have, using
Lemma [4 in the second line,

0(A1@Se20( st) O(A1 (u,t)— 155 (g, t0 )+ 3000 0 Ai (b, (1) b, (0,)%))
Ele < Ele ]

u<ls t; <t ‘o
tm(l)iﬂ
try(eg)® =3

Z Z 0(ga, (P10)+pa; (p16)(t—u)) H o005, (4j0)=ps; (4;0)(t;0 15))
j=1

u<s t;<tje
bry (1)=U
ry(e1)®=$
m
H 004, (pi0)+pa; (i) (tr;(0,)0 —tﬂiu))))
=2
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_ Z 0o, (P10)+pa, (p10)(t—w)) | Z H o005, (4i0)=ps;(4;0)(tj0 t5))

USS thtj' ]:1
by (1) =
try(eg)® =5

m
He9 oa,(pif) +pAi(pz‘9)(twi(zi)°—twiu))))
=2

= Z[Zt_u]FAl (0,p1,2)[2" | Fsp0. (0, (i), (¢5), 2)-

u<s
Similar calculations to those in Lemma [ lead to

P71 10 Fg (0, (p)ig1, (q5), €PPa1P19))

Fpe. (0, (pi), (Qj), z) = 1 _ (Ora, (010)

C.2 Bounding generating function of the delay
From the proof of Lemma [2] and then Lemma [4]

P(d(t Z Ele 0(A1(s,t)— ege(s,tJrTfl))]
0<s<t—1
S Z Z E[ee(Al(Svt)_Z S (t]7 )“FZZ 2A (t"z 1) t""z(e )c))]
0<s<t—1 tjgt]-o
try (1)=5

t"rl (Zl). :t+T71

Z Z 9(UA1 (P10)+pa, (p10)(t—s) H 05 (g;9) (ng)(tj'*tj))

<
s<t—1 tjgtjo J=1
bry(1)=8
t7"1<e1).:t+T_1
m
He9 0)+pa,;(pi 9)(15772.([2»)'—%1-(1))))
=2
< Y [F0NFA (0,01, 2) - [T B, (6, (pi) (45), 2)-
s<t—1

Following the same lines as in Lemma 2| leads to

0(oa, (P10)+pa, (P10)) (o 0 (p:): N 0pa, (p10)
€ ! ! Sc e 9 pl 1 ) q ,6
Fy(0, (pi), (q5), 2) = (Fege (0, (Pi)iz1, (45) )

1 — e~ 9pa, (P10)
eeoAl (p10) ZFSeZe (9, (pz)zyéla (QJ)7 Z))

1— e_epA]_ (plg)z
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