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Abstract

This paper studies a single-machine scheduling problem with a non-
renewable resource (NR-SSP) and total weighted completion time crite-
rion. The non-renewable resource is consumed when the machine starts
processing a job. We consider the case where each job’s weight in the
objective function is proportional to its resource consumption amount.
The problem is known to be NP-hard in this case. We propose a 3-
approximation list scheduling algorithm for this problem. Besides, we
show that the approximation ratio 3 is tight for the algorithm.

1 Introduction

This paper proposes a 3-approximation list scheduling algorithm for a single-
machine scheduling problem with a non-renewable resource (NR-SSP). The non-
renewable resource is consumed when the machine starts processing a job. The
resource is provided at fixed times and in fixed amounts. We consider the case
where each job’s weight in the objective function is proportional to its resource
consumption amount. Such a condition appears in some production systems
with a single product. This problem is more general than NR-SSPs studied
by Györgyi and Kis (2019), Györgyi and Kis (2020), and Bérczi et al. (2020).
Besides, no constant-factor approximation algorithm is known for the problem
to our knowledge.
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NR-SSP is the problem of deciding start (or completion) times of n jobs
on a machine under given q times resource supplies. We denote the jobs by
J = (J1, J2, . . . , Jn). Each job Jj has a processing time pj > 0, a weight
wj > 0, and a resource requirement aj > 0. Each provision plan has a supply
time ui ≥ 0 and a supply amount bi > 0. The machine cannot process multiple
jobs simultaneously, and it cannot preempt any process. Besides, each job Jj
consumes aj resources to start processing. The machine cannot start processing
a job if the resources are not enough. This condition is expressed as follows:

∑

j:Cj−pj≤T

aj ≤
∑

i:ui≤T

bi for any T ≥ 0, (1)

where C1, C2, . . . , Cn indicate completion times of jobs J1, J2, . . . , Jn. The
objective function is total weighted completion time, which is expressed as
∑n

j=1 wjCj . We introduce the triplet notation α|β|γ for scheduling problems by
Graham et al. (1979), where α stands for machine environments, β represents
other conditions, and γ is the objective function. The problem mentioned above
is expressed as 1|nr = 1, aj = wj |

∑

wjCj by using this notation, where α = 1
means 1-machine problem, nr represents the number of sorts of non-renewable
resources, aj = wj indicates aj = wj for all j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, and

∑

wjCj

stands for that the objective functon is
∑n

j=1 wjCj .
Next, we summarize known research results for special cases of 1|nr =

1, aj = wj |
∑

wjCj . Bérczi et al. (2020) prove that 1|nr = 1, aj = 1|
∑

Cj

is strongly NP-hard problem. Hence 1|nr = 1, aj = wj |
∑

wjCj is also
strongly NP-hard problem. Although there are no explicit theoretical re-
sults about approximation algorithms for this problem, results for more lim-
ited problems are known. Bérczi et al. (2020) propose 3

2 -approximation al-
gorithm for 1|nr = 1, aj = 1|

∑

Cj . Györgyi and Kis (2019) prove that
1|nr = 1, pj = 1, wj = aj , q = 2|

∑

wjCj is weakly NP-hard problem. Moreover,
they give a 2-approximation list scheduling algorithm for 1|nr = 1, wj = pj =
aj |
∑

wjCj . Györgyi and Kis (2020) propose a 2-approximation list schedul-
ing algorithm for 1|nr = 1, pj = 1, wj = aj , q = 2|

∑

wjCj , and they show
that the algorithm is a 3-approximation algorithm for 1|nr = 1, pj = 1, wj =
aj |
∑

wjCj . They also conjecture that the approximation ratio can be re-
duced to 2. Hashimoto and Mizuno (2021) prove that the list scheduling al-
gorithm by Györgyi and Kis (2020) is actually a 2-approximation algorithm for
1|nr = 1, pj = 1, wj = aj |

∑

wjCj .
For other NR-SSP problems, we mention some complexity and (or) approx-

imation results. Grigoriev et al. (2005) show that 1|nr = k|Cmax is strongly
NP-hard for any integer k, where Cmax represents the maximum completion
time or makespan. Besides, they prove that any list scheduling algorithm is
a 2-approximation algorithm for the problem. Gafarov et al. (2011) prove that
1|nr = 1|

∑

Cj , 1|nr = 1|
∑

Uj , and 1|nr = 1|Lmax are strongly NP-hard, where
∑

Uj stands for the number of late jobs and Lmax indicates the maximum late-
ness. Györgyi and Kis (2015) propose PTASs for 1|nr = const., q = const.|Cmax

and 1|nr = 1, aj = pj , rj |Cmax, where rj means that the problem has re-
lease dates. Kis (2015) proves that 1|nr = 1, q = 2|

∑

wjCj is NP-hard,
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and establishes an FPTAS for the problem. Bérczi et al. (2020) establish a
6-approximation algorithm and a PTAS for 1|nr = 1, pj = 0|

∑

wjCj .
In addition to NR-SSP, scheduling problems with non-renewable resource(s)

have also been studied. Carlier and Rinnooy Kan (1982) develop an exact
polynomial-time algorithm for a precedence constrained scheduling problem
with a non-renewable resource. Slowiński (1984) gives an exact algorithm for a
preemptive parallel machine scheduling problem with a non-renewable resource.
Briskorn et al. (2013) propose exact algorithms for a single-machine inventory
constrained scheduling problem with total weighted completion time criterion.
Morsy and Pesch (2015) give 2-approximation algorithms for limited cases of
the above inventory constrained scheduling problem.

2 Algorithms for NR-SSP

We denote any instance of a single-machine scheduling problem with a non-
renewable resource (NR-SSP) by S = 〈n,J ,p,w,a, q,u, b〉, where n is the
number of jobs, J = (J1, J2, . . . , Jn) is a sequence of jobs, p = (p1, p2, . . . , pn)

T

is a (column) vector of processing times, w = (w1, w2, . . . , wn)
T is a vector

of weights, a = (a1, a2, . . . , an)
T is a vector of resource requirements, q is the

number of supply times, b = (b1, b2, . . . , bq)
T is a vector of supply amounts,

and u = (u1, u2, . . . , uq)
T is a vector of supply times, where (·)T denotes trans-

pose. In this paper, we deal with the case where w = a. Then the instance
is simply denoted by S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉. A schedule for S is denoted by
C = (C1, C2, . . . , Cn)

T which is a vector of completion times of the jobs. The
objective function of the schedule is

fS(C) =

n
∑

j=1

wjCj = wTC = aTC.

The problem NR-SSP is to find a feasible schedule which minimize this objective
function. Throughout the paper, we assume that there are no resources other
than b,

n ≥ 1,p > 0n,w = a > 0n, q ≥ 1, b > 0q, u1 ≥ 0,

and
uj+1 > uj for any j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , q − 1},

where 0n denotes the n-dimensional zero vector.
Let N = {1, 2, . . . , n} and r = (r1, r2, . . . , rn)

T be the vector of ri = ai/pi
for i ∈ N . We denote an order of jobs Ji, i ∈ N by using a permutation
o of (1, 2, . . . , n). Let O be the set of all the permutations of (1, 2, . . . , n).
Then we define a subset of O for two vectors a and p in any instance S =
〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 as follows.

Definition 1. For a and p in any instance S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉, we define
a set O(a,p) ⊂ O of permutations o satisfing the following conditions:
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(i) ao(n) = mink∈N ak,

(ii) for any j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n− 1}, if ao(j) >
∑n

k=j+1 ao(k), then

ao(i) ≥ ao(j) for any i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , j},

(iii) for any j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n− 1}, if ao(j) ≤
∑n

k=j+1 ao(k), then

ro(i) ≥ ro(j) for any i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , j}

such that ao(i) ≤
n
∑

k=j+1

ao(k).

Now we propose two algorithms, Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2. Algorithm
1 outputs a permutation o ∈ O(a,p) for inputs a,p in S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉.
Algorithm 2 is a simple list scheduling algorithm which outputs a vector C of
completion times for inputs S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 and o ∈ O.

Algorithm 1 is motivated by the 6-approximation algorithm in Bérczi et al.
(2020). Their algorithm determines a job’s processing order in inverse. It
chooses the least economical (arg minwj/aj) job at each selection except for
jobs whose weight is bigger than the total weight of selected jobs. In our al-
gorithm, we employ arg minwj/pj instead of arg minwj/aj as the economic
indicator.

Algorithm 1 A job-ordering algorithm for NR-SSP

Input: a,p in any instance S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 of NR-SSP
Output: o = (o(1), o(2), . . . , o(n)) ∈ O

1: Initialize:

SUMW ← 0
NREST ← N

2: for i = n to 1 do ⊲ Inverse order
3: N ′ ←

{

j ∈ NREST |aj ≤ SUMW
}

4: if N ′ = ∅ then
5: o(i)← arg min

j∈NREST

aj( ties are broken arbitrarily)

6: else

7: o(i)← arg min
j∈N ′

rj( ties are broken arbitrarily)

8: end if

9: SUMW ← SUMW + ao(i)
10: NREST ← NREST \ {o(i)}
11: end for
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Algorithm 2 A list-scheduling algorithm for NR-SSP

Input: S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 and o = (o(1), o(2), . . . , o(n)) ∈ O
Output: C = (C1, C2, . . . , Cn)

T ⊲ a schedule

1: if
∑n

j=1 aj >
∑m

q=1 bq then

2: return INFEASIBLE ⊲ The instance is infeasible
3: end if

4: Co(1) ← min{T |ao(1) ≤
∑

i:ui≤T bi}+ po(1)
5: for j = 2 to n do

6:

Co(j) ← min







T

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

T ≥ Co(j−1),

j
∑

i=1

ao(i) ≤
∑

i:ui≤T

bi







+ po(j).

7: end for

For any instance S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉, we denote an optimal schedule by
C∗(S) = (C∗

1 (S), C
∗
2 (S), . . . , C

∗
n(S))

T and the output schedule of Algorithm 2
for any o ∈ O by Co(S) = (Co

1 (S), C
o

2 (S), . . . , C
o

n(S))
T.

3 Main results for Algorithms 1 and 2

In the rest of the paper, we impose the following assumptions for any instance
S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 without loss of generality:

Assumption 1.
∑n

j=1 aj =
∑q

i=1 bi.

Assumption 2. maxj∈N
aj

pj
≤ 1.

Assumption 3. Jobs are sorted such that C∗
1 (S) < C∗

2 (S) < · · · < C∗
n(S).

Since we do not know the optimal schedule C∗(S), we use Assumption 3
only for simplicity of discussion.

For any instance S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 and any o ∈ O(a,p), we obtain the
following results for the output schedule Co(S) of Algorithm 2. The results are
proved in the succeeding sections.

Theorem 1. For any instance S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 of NR-SSP and any
permutation o ∈ O(a,p), fS(C

o(S)) < 3fS(C
∗(S)) holds.

Theorem 2. For any ǫ > 0, there exists an instance S̃ = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 of
NR-SSP and an o ∈ O(a,p) such that fS(C

o(S̃)) ≥ (3− ǫ)fS(C
∗(S̃)).

Theorem 1 states that a combination of Algorithms 1 and 2 is a 3-
approximation algorithm and Theorem 2 states that the approximation ratio
3 is tight.

The next three theorems are used to prove Theorem 1.
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Theorem 3. Let S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 be any instance of NR-SSP. Define
S′ = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (C∗(S)−p),a〉. For any o ∈ O, fS′(Co(S′)) < 3fS′(C∗(S′))
implies fS(C

o(S)) < 3fS(C
∗(S)).

Theorem 4. Let S = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (C ′ − p),a〉 be any instance of NR-SSP,
where C ′ = (C′

1, C
′
2, . . . , C

′
n)

T such that C′
1 ≥ p1 and C′

j+1 − C′
j ≥ pj+1 for

any j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n − 1}. Let σ(p) = (p1, p1 + p2, . . . ,
∑n

j=1 pj)
T and S̄ =

〈n,J ,p,a, n, (σ(p) − p),a〉. For any o ∈ O(a,p), fS̄(C
o(S̄)) < 3fS̄(C

∗(S̄))
implies fS(C

o(S)) < 3fS(C
∗(S)).

Theorem 5. Let S = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (σ(p) − p),a〉 where σ(p) = (p1, p1 +
p2, . . . ,

∑n

j=1 pj)
T. Define S† = 〈n,J ,a,a, n, (σ(a) − a),a〉. Then O(a,p) ⊂

O(a,a) and, for any o ∈ O(a,p), fS†(Co(S†)) < 3fS†(C∗(S†)) implies
fS(C

o(S)) < 3fS(C
∗(S)).

Theorem 3 states that it suffices to prove Theorem 1 only in the case of
〈n,J ,p,a, n, (C∗(S) − p),a〉. Besides, Theorem 4 and 5 ensures that we may
fix u = σ(p) − p and a = p. From these theorems, it is enough to prove
Theorem 1 for the special instance S = 〈n,J ,a,a, n, (σ(a)− a),a〉.

The next two theorems show some properties of any permutation o ∈ O(a,p)
and we use them in the proof of Theorems 4 and 5. We introduce some nota-
tions to state the theorems. For any instance S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 and any
permutation o ∈ O, we define

A∗
j =

n
∑

k=j

ak and Ao

j =

n
∑

k=j

ao(k) for j ∈ N.

For simplicity of discussion, let A∗
j = Ao

j = 0 for any j ≥ n+1. Then we define

λj = min{k ∈ N |Ao

k ≥ A∗
j} for any j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n+ 1}.

From the definition, we see that

Ao

λj+1 < A∗
j ≤ Ao

λj
for any j ∈ N.

Theorem 6. Let S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 be any instance of NR-SSP and o ∈
O(a,p), then Ao

λj
≤ 2A∗

j for any j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n+ 1}.

Theorem 7. Let S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 be any instance of NR-SSP and o ∈
O(a,p). For any k, l ∈ N ,

(i) if ro(k) ≥ ro(l), then ao(l)(po(k) − ao(k)) ≤ ao(k)(po(l) − ao(l)),

(ii) if k < l and ro(k) < ro(l), then ao(k) ≥ ao(l) and ao(k) ≥ Ao

l+1.

4 Proof of Theorems 6 and 7

In this section, we prove Theorems 6 and 7.
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Proof of Theorem 6. If j = n + 1, then Ao

λn+1
= 2A∗

n+1 = 0. Thus we
assume that j ∈ N . From the definition of λj ,

Ao

λj+1 < A∗
j =

n
∑

k=j

ak. (2)

If ao(λj) ≤ Ao

λj+1, then Ao

λj
= ao(λj) + Ao

λj+1 < 2A∗
j ; therefore we as-

sume ao(λj) > Ao

λj+1. From Definition 1, we see ao(λj) ≤ ao(k) for any

k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , λj}. The inequality (2) implies that Ao

λj+1 does not have at least
one term ao(k) in A∗

j . Hence we see ao(λj) ≤ ao(k) ≤ A∗
j . From this inequality

and (2), we obtain Ao

λj
< 2A∗

j .

Proof of Theorem 7.

(i) For any k, l ∈ N , if ro(k) ≥ ro(l), then we have that

ao(l)(po(k) − ao(k))

po(l)po(k)
= ro(l)(1− ro(k))

≤ ro(k)(1− ro(l))

=
ao(k)(po(l) − ao(l))

po(l)po(k)
.

(ii) Suppose that k < l and ro(k) < ro(l) for k, l ∈ N . If ao(l) > Ao

l+1, then we
have from Definition 1-(ii) that

ao(k) ≥ ao(l) > Ao

l+1.

Otherwise, ao(l) ≤ Ao

l+1. If ao(k) ≤ Ao

l+1, we see that ro(k) ≥ ro(l) from
Definition 1-(iii), which contradicts to the assumption ro(k) < ro(l). Hence
we have that

ao(k) > Ao

l+1 ≥ ao(l).

5 Proof of Theorems 3 and 4

Note that Theorems 3 and 4 are proved in Hashimoto and Mizuno (2021) for
a simple list scheduling algorithm when pi = 1(i ∈ N) and the approxima-
tion ratio is 2. Although the proofs of the theorems are similar to those in
Hashimoto and Mizuno (2021), we prove them for confirmation. The next three
lemmas are used in the proof of Theorem 3.

Lemma 1. (Lemma 1 in Hashimoto and Mizuno (2021)) Let a =
(a1, a2, . . . , an)

T, v = (v1, v2, . . . , vn)
T, b = (b1, b2, . . . , bq)

T, and u =
(u1, u2, . . . , uq)

T be nonnegative vectors such that
∑n

i=1 ai =
∑q

i=1 bi. If
∑

i:vi≤t

ai ≤
∑

i:ui≤t

bi for any t ≥ 0,
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then bTu ≤ aTv.

The next two lemmas generalize results in Hashimoto and Mizuno (2021),
where pi = 1(i ∈ N).

Lemma 2. Let S′ = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (C − p),a〉 be any instance of NR-SSP,
where C = (C1, C2, . . . , Cn)

T such that C1 ≥ p1 and Cj+1 − Cj ≥ pj+1 for any
j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n− 1}, then C is optimal for S′.

Proof. It is clear that C is a feasible schedule for S′. Let Cv be any feasible
schedule for S′. Then we have that

∑

j:Cv
j
−pj≤T

aj ≤
∑

i:ui≤T

bi for any T ≥ 0

from (1), where u = C − p and b = a. We obtain

aT(C − p) ≤ aT(Cv − p),

by applying Lemma 1 for a, v = Cv − p, b = a, and u = C − p. Since the
object function value is aTCv, C is optimal for S′.

Lemma 3. Let S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 and S̃ = 〈n,J ,p,a, q′,u′, b′〉 be two
instances of NR-SSP.If

∑

i:u′
i
≤T

b′i ≤
∑

i:ui≤T

bi for any T ≥ 0, (3)

then Co(S) ≤ Co(S̃) and fS(C
o(S)) ≤ fS̃(C

o(S̃)) for any o ∈ O.

Proof. From condition (3), Algorithm 2 for any permutation o outputs Co(S)
for S and Co(S̃) for S̃ so that

Co(S) ≤ Co(S̃).

Then we easily see that fS(C
o(S)) ≤ fS̃(C

o(S̃)).

Proof of Theorem 3. Recall that S = 〈n,J ,p,a, q,u, b〉 and S′ =
〈n,J ,p,a, n, (C∗(S)− p),a〉 in Theorem 3. From Lemma 2, C∗(S) is an opti-
mal schedule for S′. Since C∗(S) is a feasible schedule for S, (1) holds for every
T ≥ 0, namely,

∑

j:C∗(S)j−pj≤T

aj ≤
∑

i:ui≤T

bi for any T ≥ 0.

Hence fS(C
o(S)) ≤ fS′(Co(S′)) holds for any o ∈ O from Lemma 3. If

fS′(Co(S′)) < 3fS′(C∗(S′)), then we see that

fS(C
o(S)) ≤ fS′(Co(S′))

< 3fS′(C∗(S′))

= 3aTC∗(S)

= 3fS(C
∗(S)).

8



Then we prove Theorem 4 by using the following lemma.

Lemma 4. Let S = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (C − p),a〉 be any instance of NR-SSP,
where C = (C1, C2, . . . , Cn)

T such that C1 ≥ p1 and Cj+1 − Cj ≥ pj+1 for any
j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n − 1}. Let dk = (0T

k 1T

n−k)
T be a vector whose first k elements

are 0 and the latter n − k elements are 1 for an integer k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n − 1}.
Define S† = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (C + Ldk − p),a〉 for any L ≥ 0.

For any o ∈ O(a,p), fS(C
o(S)) < 3fS(C

∗(S)) implies fS†(Co(S†)) <
3fS†(C∗(S†)).

Proof. Clearly C is a feasible schedule for S. By Lemma 2, we have C∗(S) =
C and C∗(S†) = C + Ldk. Then we see

fS†(C∗(S†))− fS(C
∗(S)) = aT(Ldk)

= L

n
∑

j=k+1

aj

= LA∗
k+1.

Since supply times Cj − pj , j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k} in S† are equal to those in S, we
see from Algorithm 2 that

Co

o(j)(S) = Co

o(j)(S
†) for any j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , αk},

where

αk = max{j ∈ N |ao(1) + · · ·+ ao(j) ≤ a1 + · · ·+ ak}

= min{j ∈ N |ao(j+1) + · · ·+ ao(n) ≥ ak+1 + · · ·+ an}

= λk+1 − 1.

Then C ′ = (C′
1, C

′
2, . . . , C

′
n) define by

C′
o(j) =

{

Co

o(j)(S) for any j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , λk+1 − 1}

Co

o(j)(S) + L for any j ∈ {λk+1, . . . , n}

is a feasible schedule for S† since Co(S) is feasible for S. We easily see that
Co(S†) ≤ C ′ and fS†(Co(S†)) ≤ fS†(C ′) from Algorithm 2. Then we have
that

fS†(Co(S†))− fS(C
o(S)) ≤ fS†(C ′)− fS(C

o(S))

= aT(C ′ −Co(S))

= L

n
∑

j=λk+1

ao(j)

= LAo

λk+1

< 2LA∗
k+1

= 2(fS†(C∗(S†))− fS(C
∗(S))),
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where the strict inequality follows from Theorem 6. Therefore if fS(C
o(S)) <

3fS(C
∗(S)), then we have that

fS†(Co(S†))

< fS(C
o(S)) + 2(fS†(C∗(S†))− fS(C

∗(S)))

< 3fS†(C∗(S†)).

Proof of Theorem 4. Recall that S = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (C ′ − p),a〉 and S̄ =
〈n,J ,p,a, n, (σ(p)− p),a〉 in Theorem 4. We can express that

C ′ − σ(p) =(C′
1 − C′

0 − p1)d0 + (C′
2 − C′

1 − p2)d1

+ · · ·+ (C′
n − C′

n−1 − pn)dn−1

=

n−1
∑

k=0

Lkdk,

where C′
0 = 0, dk = (0T

k 1T

n−k)
T, and Lk = C′

k+1 − C′
k − pk+1 for any k ∈

{0, 1, . . . , n− 1}. From the conditions in the theorem, we have that Lk ≥ 0 for
any k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n− 1}. We define D0 = σ(p) and

Dk = Dk−1 + Lk−1dk−1

for any k ∈ N . Then we see that

Dn = C ′.

We also define (n + 1)-instances Sk = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (Dk − p),a〉 for k ∈
{0, 1, . . . , n}. Then we have that S0 = S̄ and Sn = S.

Now we consider two instances S0 = S̄ and S1. If fS0(Co(S0)) <
3fS0(C∗(S0)), we have fS1(Co(S1)) < 3fS1(C∗(S1)) from Lemma 4. For
k = 2, . . . , n, we repeat this procedure for two instances Sk−1 and Sk, then
we finally obtain that fSn(Co(Sn)) < 3fSn(C∗(Sn)), where Sn = S.

6 Proof of Theorems 1, 2, and 5

In this section, we prove Theorem 5 at first. Then Theorem 1 is proved by
using Theorems 3, 4, and 5. At last, we prove Theorem 2 by showing a simple
instance.

Proof of Theorem 5. Recall that S = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (σ(p)−p),a〉 and S† =
〈n,J ,a,a, n, (σ(a)− a),a〉. We define δ = (δ1, δ2, . . . , δn)

T by

δj = pj − aj for each j ∈ N.

10



From Assumption 2, δj ≥ 0 for any j ∈ N . Then we easily see that O(a,p) ⊂
O(a,a). For any o ∈ O(a,p), we need to prove

fS†(Co(S†)) < 3fS†(C∗(S†))⇒ fS(C
o(S)) < 3fS(C

∗(S)). (4)

Define D∗(S) = fS(C
∗(S)) − fS†(C∗(S†)) and Do(S) = fS(C

o(S)) −
fS†(Co(S†)). To prove (4), it suffices to show that

Do(S) ≤ 3D∗(S). (5)

Since the weight vector w = a is common both in S and S†, we have that

D∗(S) = aT(C∗(S)−C∗(S†)),

Do(S) = aT(Co(S)−Co(S†)).

From Lemma 2, C∗(S) = σ(p) and C∗(S†) = σ(a). Then we see that

D∗(S) = aT(σ(p)− σ(a))

=

n
∑

j=1

aj

j
∑

k=1

δk

=

n
∑

k=1

δk

n
∑

j=k

aj

=

n
∑

k=1

δo(k)

n
∑

j=o(k)

aj

=

n
∑

k=1

A∗
o(k)δo(k). (6)

Next we evaluate Do(S). Comparing S† with S, the processing time vector
and the supply time vector are different. Let k ∈ N . When ak increases by δk,
j-th element of the supply time vector u = σ(a) − a increases by δk for each
j ∈ {k+1, . . . , n}. Then Co

o(1), . . . , C
o

o(αk)
do not change and Co

o(αk+1), . . . , C
o

o(n)

may increase at most δk, where

αk = max{j ∈ N |ao(1) + · · ·+ ao(j) ≤ a1 + · · ·+ ak}

= λk+1 − 1.

Figure 1 illustrates this situation.
Besides, when o(k)-th element of processing time vector increases by δo(k),

not only Co

o(k) but also Co

o(k+1), . . . , C
o

o(n) may increase at most δo(k). Figure 2
depicts this situation. From these facts, we have that
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Figure 1: Gantt-charts of the schedules by the algorithm for S† and S1, where
the supply times uj (j ≥ k + 1) in S1 increase from those in S† by δk.

Figure 2: Gantt-charts of the schedules by the algorithm for S† and S2, where
the processing time po(k) in S2 increases from that in S† by δo(k).

Do(S) ≤
n
∑

k=1

δk

n
∑

l=αk+1

ao(l) +

n
∑

k=1

δo(k)

n
∑

l=k

ao(l)

=
n
∑

k=1

Ao

αk+1δk +
n
∑

k=1

Ao

kδo(k)

=

n
∑

k=1

Ao

λk+1
δk +

n
∑

k=1

Ao

kδo(k)

=
n
∑

k=1

Ao

λo(k)+1
δo(k) +

n
∑

k=1

Ao

kδo(k)

≤
n
∑

k=1

(

2A∗
o(k)+1 +Ao

k

)

δo(k), (7)

where the last inequality follows from Theorem 6. Comparing (7) with (6), the
inequality

n
∑

k=1

Ao

kδo(k) ≤
n
∑

k=1

(

2ao(k) +A∗
o(k)

)

δo(k),

implies (5). The inequlity above is proved in Lemma 5 below.

Lemma 5. For any instance S = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (σ(p)−p),a〉 and o ∈ O(p,a),
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we define

M∗(S) =

n
∑

k=1

(

2ao(k) +A∗
o(k)

)

δo(k)

and

Mo(S) =

n
∑

k=1

Ao

kδo(k),

where δj = pj − aj for each j ∈ N . Then we have that

Mo(S) ≤M∗(S). (8)

Proof. We show (8) by induction on n. In the case n = 1, the result is trivial.
Then we prove (8) for S, o, and n ≥ 2 under the assumption that (8) holds for
n− 1.

We define S− = 〈n−1,J−,p−,a−, n−1, (σ(p−)−p−),a−〉 such that J− =
(J1, J2, . . . , Jo(1)−1, Jo(1)+1, . . . , Jn), p

− = (p1, p2, . . . , po(1)−1, po(1)+1, . . . , pn)
T,

and a− = (a1, a2, . . . , ao(1)−1, ao(1)+1, . . . , an)
T. We also define o− =

(o(2), o(3), . . . , o(n)), ∆∗ = M∗(S)−M∗(S−), and ∆o = Mo(S)−Mo
−

(S−). It
is obvious that o− satisfies the conditions in Definition 1. Under the assumption
Mo

−

(S−) ≤M∗(S−), we need to show

∆o ≤ ∆∗ (9)

to prove (8) for n.
Next we show that (9) holds. We have that

M∗(S−) =
n
∑

k=2



2ao(k) +
∑

o(k)≤j≤n,j 6=o(1)

aj



 δo(k)

and

∆∗ = M∗(S)−M∗(S−)

= 2ao(1)δo(1) +A∗
o(1)δo(1) +

∑

o(k)<o(1)

ao(1)δo(k).

We also have that

Mo
−

(S−) =

n
∑

k=2

δo(k)

n
∑

j=k

ao(j)
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and

∆o = Mo(S)−Mo
−

(S−)

=

n
∑

j=1

ao(j)δo(1)

=

j∗−1
∑

j=1

ao(j)δo(1) + ao(j∗)δo(1) +Ao

j∗+1δo(1),

where
j∗ = min{j ∈ N |ro(j) > ro(1)}.

(In the case of ro(j) ≤ ro(1) for any j ∈ N , we define j∗ = n+1 and ao(j∗) = 0.)
Since ro(j) ≤ ro(1) for any j < j∗, we have from Theorem 7-(i) that

j∗−1
∑

j=1

ao(j)δo(1) =
∑

1≤j≤j∗−1,o(j)≥o(1)

ao(j)δo(1) +
∑

1≤j≤j∗−1,o(j)<o(1)

ao(j)δo(1)

≤
∑

1≤j≤j∗−1,o(j)≥o(1)

ao(j)δo(1) +
∑

1≤j≤j∗−1,o(j)<o(1)

ao(1)δo(j)

≤ A∗
o(1)δo(1) +

∑

o(k)<o(1)

ao(1)δo(k).

Since j∗ > 1 and ro(j∗) > ro(1), we have from Theorem 7-(ii) that

ao(j∗)δo(1) +Ao

j∗+1δo(1) ≤ 2ao(1)δo(1).

Hence ∆o ≤ ∆∗ holds.

Proof of Theorem 1. By Theorems 3-5, it suffices to prove it for any instance
S = 〈n,J ,a,a, n, (σ(a)− a),a〉 and o ∈ O(a,p). From Lemma 2, the optimal
schedule for S is C∗(S) = σ(a). Define Q =

∑n

j=1 aj . Then we see that

fS(C
∗(S)) = aTσ(a)

=

n
∑

j=1

aj

j
∑

i=1

ai

=
1

2
Q2 +

1

2

n
∑

j=1

a2j .

The output schedule of Algorithm 2 is Co(S) for o ∈ O(a,p). Since all the
resources are available after the time t = Q− ao(n), we have that

Co

o(j)(S) ≤ Q− ao(n) +

j
∑

i=1

ao(i) < Q+

j
∑

i=1

ao(i)
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for each j ∈ N . Thus we see that

fS(C
o(S)) =

n
∑

j=1

ao(j)C
o

o(j)(S)

<

n
∑

j=1

ao(j)

(

Q+

j
∑

i=1

ao(i)

)

= Q2 +
n
∑

j=1

ao(j)

j
∑

i=1

ao(i)

= Q2 +
1

2
Q2 +

1

2

n
∑

j=1

a2j

< 3fS(C
∗(S)).

Finally we prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. Let 0 < e < 0.1 and S̃ = 〈n,J ,p,a, n, (σ(p)− p),a〉
for n = 3, p = (e, e, 1)T, and a = (1− e, 1, 1 + e)T. We easily see that

C∗(S̃) = σ(p) = (e, 2e, 1 + 2e)T,
o = (3, 2, 1),

Co(S̃) = (1 + 3e, 1 + 2e, 1 + e)T.

Then

lim
e→0+

fS̃(C
o(S̃))

fS̃(C
∗(S̃))

= lim
e→0+

(1 − e)(1 + 3e) + (1 + 2e) + (1 + e)(1 + e)

(1− e)e+ 2e+ (1 + e)(1 + 2e)

= 3.

Hence we obtain the result.
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