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Abstract

As a hybrid of the Parallel Two-stage Flowshop problem and the Multiple Knapsack problem,
we investigate the scheduling of parallel two-stage flowshops under makespan constraint,
which was motivated by applications in cloud computing and introduced by Chen et al. [3]
recently. A set of two-stage jobs are selected and scheduled on parallel two-stage flowshops
to achieve the maximum total profit while maintaining the given makespan constraint. We
give a positive answer to an open question about its approximability proposed by Chen et
al. [3]. More specifically, based on guessing strategies and rounding techniques for linear
programs, we present a polynomial time approximation scheme (PTAS) for the case when
the number of flowshops is a fixed constant.

Keywords: Parallel two-stage flowshops; Makespan constraint; Polynomial-time
approximation scheme; Multiple knapsacks; Rounding.

1. Introduction

We study the scheduling of parallel two-stage flowshops under makespan constraint. Sup-
pose there are m identical two-stage flowshops F “ tFj , j P t1, 2, . . . ,muu and a set of n
jobs J “ tJi, i P t1, 2, . . . , nuu. Once assigning a job Ji to some flowshop Fj , job Ji needs
to be processed non-preemptively on Fj and the first and second operation of Ji has a work-
load of ai and bi respectively. Meanwhile, finishing processing Ji brings a profit pi. The
objective is to identify the most profitable subset of jobs, denoted by J selected, such that
the minimum makespan of J selected, i.e., the completion time of the last job, is bounded
by 1. 1 In other words, we aim at packing two-stage jobs to parallel flowshops in order to
achieve the maximum total profit. Therefore, we also name the studied problem as the (m,
2)-Flowshop-Packing problem.

The study of parallel two-stage flowshops under makespan constraint was recently in-
troduced by Chen et al. [3] and was motivated by applications from cloud computing [22].
Receiving a request from a client for a specific resource, a server on the cloud will read
certain data from disks and then transfer the data back to the client. Thus, a server can be
regarded as a two-stage flowshop and a request from clients can be treated as a two-stage job
consisting of a disk-reading operation and a network-transition operation. The cloud service
provider aims to maximize the profit under time constraint.

For a maximization optimization problem Π and an approximation algorithm A, the
approximation ratio of A is defined as maxIPItApIq{OPTpIqu, where I is the set of instances.
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A maximization problem admits a polynomial-time approximation scheme (PTAS) if there
is a family of algorithms tAǫ, ǫ ą 0u such that each algorithm Aǫ has an approximation ratio
of 1 ´ ǫ for any ǫ ą 0 and its time complexity is Opnfp1{ǫqq for instance size n and some
function f . We say a PTAS is an efficient polynomial-time approximation scheme (EPTAS)
if the running time of Aǫ is in the form of fp1{ǫq ¨ nOp1q; and we say a PTAS is a fully
polynomial-time approximation scheme (FPTAS) if the running time of Aǫ is a polynomial
in 1

ǫ
, that is, p1{ǫqOp1q ¨ nOp1q.
It is not hard to observe that the classic Knapsack problem [7] is a special case of (1,2)-

Flowshop-Packing by setting bi “ 0 for all jobs. Similarly, the (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing
problem generalizes the Multiple Knapsack problem with an uniform capacity, which admits
no FPTAS for the two-knapsack case unless P = NP [2]. When m is part of the input,
Multiple Knapsack with an uniform capacity is strongly NP-hard [25]. Therefore, (1,2)-
Flowshop-Packing inherits the NP-hardness from the Knapsack problem. (m,2)-Flowshop-
Packing admits no FPTAS even for m “ 2 and becomes strongly NP-hard when m is part
of the input. When m is a constant, Chen et al. [3] designed a pseudo-polynomial time
algorithm for (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing, implies the weakly NP-hardness of (m,2)-Flowshop-
Packing.

A special case with only one flowshop was initially explored by Dawande et al. [4], who
proposed an approximation algorithm with a ratio of 1{3 ´ ǫ by utilizing the FPTAS for
the Knapsack problem [10]. Recently, Chen et al. [3] introduced the multiple-flowshops
version and study this problem systematically. When the number of flowshops is part of
the input, they first presented an computationally efficient 1{4-approximation algorithm and
then improved the ratio to 1{3´ǫ by exploring the connection between the Multiple Knapsack
problem and the (m, 2)-Flowshop-Packing problem. When the number of flowshops is a fixed
constant, they integrated approximation techniques for the classical Knapsack problem and
the Parallel Machine Scheduling problem and designed a p1{2´ ǫq-approximation algorithm,
which also improves the approximability result by Dawande et al. [4]. Chen et al. [3] then
proposed an open question that whether the problem has polynomial-time approximation
schemes particularly when the number m of flowshops is a fixed constant. We give a positive
answer for the case when m is a fixed constant.

Table 1: A summary of known results for the (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem. Our contributions are
highlighted with bold font.

Problem Hardness Approximability

(1,2)-Flowshop-Packing Weakly NP-hard [4]
1{3 ´ ǫ [4]
1{2 ´ ǫ [3]
1 ´ ǫ (Our PTAS)

(m,2)-Flowshop-Packing
(m ě 2 is fixed)

Weakly NP-hard [3], No FPTAS [2]
1{2 ´ ǫ [3]
1 ´ ǫ (Our PTAS)

(m,2)-Flowshop-Packing
(m ě 2 is part of the input)

Strongly NP-hard [25] 1{3 ´ ǫ [3]

Observing that scheduling jobs on one two-stage flowshop to achieve the minimum
makespan can be resolved in polynomial time by the famous Johnson’s Algorithm [13], we
roughly solve the studied problem by two steps: (1) identifying a high-profit job subset; (2)
scheduling the selected jobs on each flowshop with Johnson’s Algorithm. The first step is
more involved as it should be on the alert for jobs with large workload so that the second
step will not violate the makespan constraint. Our main contribution is a PTAS for the
(m,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem by combining guessing strategies and rounding techniques
in linear programming. It is worth remarking that guessing a quantity in polynomial time
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means identifying a polynomial number of values for this quantity in polynomial time.
Our first idea is to guess in polynomial time the most profitable subset of size 1`ǫ

ǫ
in

the optimal solution, where ǫ ą 0 is chosen such that 1`ǫ
ǫ

is an integer. Consequently, the
remaining jobs that need to be selected are relatively cheaper. Based on the quantitive for-
mula (refer to Eq.(1)) to estimate the makespan when a job sequence is under a permutation
schedule, our second idea is to design a linear program to select the cheap jobs fractionally.
It turns out that this linear program guarantees a strong property. That is, except for at
most a constant number of cheap jobs, most cheap jobs can be identified integrally via the
optimal solution to this linear program.

To illustrate our ideas more clearly, we start with resolving the (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing
problem by designing a PTAS for it. Then we extend our ideas to the general case, i.e., the
(m,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem, and present another PTAS when the number of flowshops
is a fixed constant. Our results significantly improve the approximation ratios obtained by
Chen et al. [3] and Dawande et al. [4]. Please refer to Table 1 for existing results and our
contributions.

Organization. We review the most related works in Section 2. Section 3 introduces some
essential notions and terminologies. We present and analyze the PTASes for the (1,2)-
Flowshop-Packing and (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing problems in Section 4 and Section 5 respec-
tively. In Section 6, we make a conclusion and discuss future research directions.

2. Related Work

The (m, 2)-Flowshop-Packing problem aims at maximizing the total profit by selecting
and scheduling jobs on parallel two-stage flowshops with makespan constraint. It is closely
related to the Parallel Two-stage Flowshop Scheduling problem [15] and the Multiple Knap-
sack problem [14].

The Parallel Two-stage Flowshop Scheduling problem. Removing the makespan constraint
and replacing the objective with makespan minimization result in another scheduling prob-
lem, named Parallel Two-stage Flowshop Scheduling, which has attracted quite a few atten-
tions [15, 9, 20, 26, 6, 5, 22, 21, 23, 24]. The parallel two-stage flowshop scheduling problem
is NP-hard when m ě 2 and becomes strongly NP-hard if m is part of the input [5]. Kova-
lyov [15], Dong et al. [6], and Wu et al. [22] designed FPTAS independently for the parallel
two-stage flowshop scheduling problem when m is a fixed constant. For the case where m is
part of the input, Dong et al. [5] eventually presented a PTAS after a few explorations of
its approximability by Wu et al. [24, 23]. It is worth noting that for the parallel multi-stage
flowshop scheduling problem, Tong et al. [19] proposed a PTAS when both the number of
flowshops and the number of stages are constant. It is still open whether a PTAS exists for
the parallel multi-stage flowshop scheduling problem when m is part of the input.

The Multiple Knapsack problem. The (m, 2)-Flowshop-Packing problem reduces the Multiple
Knapsack problem by setting the workload of each second-stage operation to zero. The
Multiple Knapsack problem is weakly NP-hard for any constant number of knapsacks, as
it admits a pseudo-polynomial dynamic programming [8], which generalizes the classic one
for the Knapsack problem. An FPTAS exists for the classic Knapsack problem [10] while
Multiple Knapsack with at least two knapsacks admits no FPTASes [2]. When the number
of knapsacks is a part of the input, Multiple Knapsack becomes strongly NP-hard [25] even
for the special case where all knapsacks have an uniform capacity. Kellerer [14] developed
a PTAS for the special case of the Multiple Knapsack problem where all knapsacks have
same capacity. Chekuri and Khanna [2] proposed a PTAS for the general Multiple Knapsack
problem with running time Opnlogp1{ǫq{ǫ8q. They first cleverly rounded instances in a more

3



structured one that has logarithmic profit values and size values; then grouped knapsacks by
their capacities in a structured way; finally sequentially packed the most profitable items,
large-size items, and the remaining cheap and small-size items with different strategies.
Jansen [11, 12] improved the time efficiency by presenting an EPTAS with parameterized

running time O
´

2
1

ǫ
log4p1{ǫq ` polypnq

¯

. All the above PTASes and EPTASes were designed

for the case where m is part of the input.
Both Chen et al. [3] and Dawande et al. [4] utilized the connection between the Multi-

ple Knapsack problem and the (m, 2)-Flowshop-Packing problem to design approximation
algorithms for the (m, 2)-Flowshop-Packing problem. In particular, they observed that a
(Multiple) Knapsack instance can be constructed from an (m, 2)-Flowshop-Packing instance
by linearly combining the workload at two stages for each job. Our PTAS does not utilize
such connections. Instead, we rely on the structure of the optimal scheduling (with respect
to the makespan) guaranteed by Johnson’s Algorithm on each flowshop.

3. Preliminary

In this section, we define the studied problem formally and introduce essential notations
and important concepts.

A standard two-stage flowshop contains one machine at every stage and a two-stage job
has two operations. Once a job is assigned to a flowshop, its two operations are processed
non-preemptively on the two sequential machines in the flowshop, respectively. In particular,
the second operation cannot start processing until the first operation has been completed.
The makespan is defined as the completion time of the last job. Denote the set t1, 2, . . . , nu
by rns for any positive integer n. The formal definition of the scheduling of parallel two-stage
flowshops under makespan constraint (or the (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem) is shown in
Definition 1.

Definition 1 (The (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem). Given a set of m identical two-stage
flowshops F “ tFj , j P rmsu and a set of n jobs J “ tJi “ pai, bi, piq, i P rnsu, where ai and
bi denote the processing time or workload of Ji on the first and second stage respectively and
pi represents the profit by processing Ji, the goal is to identify a subset of jobs, denoted by
J selected, and to schedule them on the given flowshops such that the total profit is maximized
while the makespan is limited within 1.

Assume ai ` bi ď 1 holds for all i P rns without loss of generality. We abuse notations
a, b, p as linear summation functions over a job set. That is, for any subset of jobs J 1,
apJ 1q “

ř

JiPJ 1 ai, bpJ
1q “

ř

JiPJ 1 bi, and ppJ 1q “
ř

JiPJ 1 pi. Suppose J ˚ is the job set
chosen in an optimal solution. Let OPT “ ppJ ˚q “

ř

JiPJ ˚ pi denote the optimal total
profit.

The classic Two-Stage Flowshop problem minimizes the makespan of a single two-stage
flowshop and can be solved optimally by the well-known Johnson’s Algorithm [13]. More
precisely, we have the following Theorem.

Theorem 1. [13, 1] For the two-stage flowshop problem, there exists a permutation schedule
which returns the minimum makespan. In this optimal schedule, job Ji precedes job Ji1 if
mintai, bi1 u ď mintai1 , biu.

We say a job sequence is under Johnson’s order if mintai, bi1u ď mintai1 , biu implies job
Ji precedes job Ji1 . The order of any two jobs is independent of all the other jobs under
Johnson’s order. Then Corollary 1 follows immediately.

Corollary 1. Given a job sequence under Johnson’s order, any subsequence of this job
sequence is under Johnson’s order.

4



Without loss of generality, all job sequences under consideration in the rest of this paper
are assumed in Johnson’s order by default.

Given any permutation schedule for two-stage flowshop jobs, it is well-known that its
makespan can be computed as

max
sPrns

#

s
ÿ

i“1

ai `
n
ÿ

i“s

bi

+

. (1)

We say a job is a critical job if it has the the subscript argmaxsPrns t
řs

i“1 ai `
řn

i“s biu.
The tie is broken by taking the job with the smallest subscript index.

4. PTAS for the (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem

In this section, a PTAS is presented for the (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem, in which
there is only one two-stage flowshop. Solving (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing can be naturally par-
titioned into two steps: selecting a subset of jobs and then finding a feasible schedule on the
flowshop for the chosen jobs. As Johnson’s Algorithm is able to schedule jobs to achieve the
minimum makespan, we focus on the first step. For any small positive constant ǫ P p0, 1q,
the rough idea is to guess a constant number 1`ǫ

ǫ
of the most profitable jobs in the optimal

job set J ˚ and then select cheaper jobs carefully such that the chosen job set J selected has
its overall profit at least p1 ´ ǫq ¨ OPT while the minimum makespan is at most 1.

In sequel, we assume |J ˚| ą 1`ǫ
ǫ
, as otherwise the optimal solution can be found by

exhausting nOp1{ǫq subsets, each having a size of at most 1`ǫ
ǫ
. We guess 1`ǫ

ǫ
most profitable

jobs in J ˚ and denote this subset of jobs by J profitable.

Lemma 1. The cheapest job in J profitable has a profit less than ǫ ¨ OPT. Then, for any job
in J ˚zJ profitable, its profit is less than ǫ ¨ OPT.

Proof. Let pmin “ minJPJ profitable ppJq. Assume pmin ě ǫ ¨ OPT, the total profit of jobs in
J profitable is at least

ppJ profitableq ě
1 ` ǫ

ǫ
¨ pmin ě

1 ` ǫ

ǫ
¨ ǫ ¨ OPT “ p1 ` ǫq ¨ OPT ą OPT,

which contradicts the definitions of J profitable and OPT.

As the jobs in J profitable are expected to be the 1`ǫ
ǫ

most profitable jobs in J ˚, all jobs
in J zJ profitable with profit greater than pmin can be ignored temporarily. Let J 1 “ tJ |
ppJq ď pmin, J P J u Y J profitable.

Then we guess the critical job, say Js, in the optimal solution J ˚. A linear program,
denoted by LP, is formulated to assign the cheaper jobs fractionally. The variable xi is
defined as the fraction of job Ji that is assigned to the given flowshop.

max
ÿ

iPrns

pi ¨ xi LP

s.t.

s
ÿ

i“1

aixi `
n
ÿ

i“s

bixi ď 1 (makespan constraint)

xi “ 1, Ji P J profitable Y tJsu (guessed assignments)

xi “ 0, Ji P J z
`

J 1 Y tJsu
˘

xi P r0, 1s, Ji P J 1z
´

J profitable Y tJsu
¯
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Lemma 2. If the guesses for the most profitable job set J profitable and the critical job Js
are correct,

1. the linear program LP has a feasible solution, and OPT is upper bounded by the optimal
objective value of LP;

2. there is a polynomial time algorithm to obtain a job set from the optimal basic feasible
solution to LP such that the makespan is at most 1 and the total profit is at least
p1 ´ ǫq ¨ OPT.

Algorithm 1: PTAS for (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing

Input: any constant ǫ P p0, 1q and a (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing instance tF ,J u;

Output: a job subset J selected Ď J with the makespan upper bounded by 1;

Let C “
 

J guess | |J guess| ď 1`ǫ
ǫ
,J guess Ď J

(

;
if n ą 1`ǫ

ǫ
then

Cǫ “
 

J guess | |J guess| “ 1`ǫ
ǫ
,J guess Ď J

(

;
else

Cǫ “ H;
end
for every J guess P Cǫ do

J profitable Ð J guess;
Let pmin “ minJPJ profitable ppJq;

Let J 1 “ tJ | ppJq ď pmin, J P J u Y J profitable;
for every Js P J 1 do

Use J profitable, J 1, and Js to construct LP;
if LP admits a feasible solution then

Let x be an optimal basic feasible solution to LP;

J selected Ð tJi | xi “ 1u;

C Ð C Y J selected;

end

end

end
Let profit “ ´8;

for every J candidate P C do
Let π be the schedule of J candidate by Johnson’s Algorithm;

if ppJ candidateq ą profit and π’s makespan is at most 1 then
J selected Ð J candidate and profit Ð ppJ candidateq;

end

end

return J selected

Proof. Suppose J ˚ is sorted in Johnson’s order. The minimum makespan for J ˚ can be
computed by Eq.(1). By Corollary 1, txi “ 1 | Ji P J ˚u Y txi “ 0 | Ji R J ˚u is a feasible
solution to LP. Then the correctness of the first claim follows immediately.

Due to the Rank Lemma for linear programs (Chapter 2.1 in [16]), the single non-trivial
constraint of LP, i.e., the makespan constraint, implies that at most one xi is exactly frac-
tional, i.e., xi P p0, 1q. Suppose x is an optimal basic feasible solution to LP. The job set
tJi | xi “ 1, i P rnsu is chosen as J selected.

6



Let OPTLP be the optimal objective value of LP and SOL be the total profit of J selected.
Then, we have

OPTLP ď max
JiPJ 1zpJ profitableYtJsuq

tpiu `
ÿ

JiPJ selected

pi

ď pmin ` SOL

ď ǫ ¨ OPT ` SOL,

where the last inequality holds due to the correct guess of J profitable.
By the first part of this Lemma,

SOL ě OPTLP ´ ǫ ¨ OPT ě OPT ´ ǫ ¨ OPT “ p1 ´ ǫq ¨ OPT.

This completes the proof for this lemma.

Putting the above ideas together, our algorithm maintains all candidates of J selected.
Let C denote this collection. To consider the case that J ˚ contains at most 1`ǫ

ǫ
jobs, C is

initialized by
 

J guess | |J guess| ď 1`ǫ
ǫ
,J guess Ď J

(

. For the case |J ˚| ą 1`ǫ
ǫ
, we exhaust all

possible candidates of J profitable, that is, a job subset of size exactly 1`ǫ
ǫ
. For each candidate

of J profitable, we guess a critical job and use LP to obtain a candidate of J selected. Finally,
among all candidates, we select the one with a feasible schedule and the maximum profit.
Note that some candidates in C may not admit a feasible schedule satisfying the limited
makespan of 1. A detailed description of our algorithm is provided in Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2. Algorithm 1 is a PTAS for the (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem.

Proof. Based on the previous analysis, we claim that the optimal solution J ˚ is contained in
the candidate collection C. Lemma 2 implies an approximation ratio of 1´ǫ for any ǫ P p0, 1q.

LP has Opnq constraints and can be solved in polynomial time via any interior point
methods [17]. Cǫ has a cardinality of Opnp1`ǫq{ǫq. Thus, the first for-loop in Algorithm 1
takes polypn1{ǫq time. As Johnson’s algorithm has a time complexity of Opn log nq and there
are Opnp1`ǫq{ǫq candidates in C, the second for-loop in Algorithm 1 also takes polypn1{ǫq time.
Thus, Algorithm 1 is a PTAS.

5. PTAS for the (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem

In this section, we extend the ideas for the (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem to present a
PTAS for the general case, i.e., (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing, when m is a fixed constant.

As there are m identical flowshops, we not only guess 1`ǫ
ǫ

most profitable jobs in the
optimal job set J ˚, still denoted by J profitable, but also guess how the jobs in J profitable

distribute among the m flowshops and the critical job on each flowshop. Then, the cheaper
jobs are selected by rounding a basic feasible solution of a linear program, which is more
complicated than the one for the (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem.

Suppose J profitable has been correctly guessed. Let J profitable
j denote the subset of jobs

in J profitable that are scheduled on the flowshop Fj , j P rms. Define the distribution of

J profitable on the m flowshops as the tuple pJ profitable
1 ,J

profitable
2 , . . . ,J

profitable
m q.

Lemma 3. There are at most Oppm{ǫq1{ǫq different distributions of J profitable on m flow-
shops.

Proof. Assume only k flowshops contains jobs from J profitable. Counting the number of dif-
ferent distributions of J profitable on m flowshops is equal to counting the number of different
partitions of 1`ǫ

ǫ
objects into k non-empty subsets, which can be estimated by the Stirling

partition number [18], denoted by S
`

1`ǫ
ǫ
, k
˘

.
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Let h “ min
 

m, 1`ǫ
ǫ

(

. We have k ď h. Considering all possible k values, the number of
different distributions of J profitable on m flowshops is upper bounded as

h
ÿ

k“1

ˆ

m

k

˙

S

ˆ

1 ` ǫ

ǫ
, k

˙

ď
h
ÿ

k“1

ˆ

m

k

˙ˆ

1

2

ˆ

1`ǫ
ǫ

k

˙

k
1`ǫ
ǫ

´k

˙

ď
h

2
¨ pmeqh ¨

ˆ

1 ` ǫ

ǫ
¨ e

˙h

¨ h
1`ǫ
ǫ ,

ď
1

2
¨ h2{ǫ ¨ p2me2{ǫqh,

where the first inequality holds due to the bound Spn, kq ď 1
2

`

n
k

˘

kn´k [18]; the second

inequality follows from the fact that
`

n
k

˘

ď nk

k!
ď

`

n¨e
k

˘k
; the last inequality is because ǫ is

small enough positive number.

Taking the same strategy in Section 4, we define pmin “ minJPJ profitable ppJq and J 1 “
tJ | ppJq ď pmin, J P J u Y J profitable.

Now we guess the critical job on each flowshop. Suppose Jsj is the critical job on Fj

in the optimal solution. To assign cheaper jobs fractionally, a linear program is formulated
and we denote it by Multi-LP. The variable xij is defined as the fraction of job Ji that is
assigned to the flowshop Fj .

max
ÿ

iPrns

ÿ

jPrms

pi ¨ xij Multi-LP

s.t.

sj
ÿ

i“1

aixij `
n
ÿ

i“sj

bixij ď 1, @j P rms (makespan constraints)

ÿ

jPrms

xij ď 1, Ji P J 1z
´

J profitable Y tJsj , j P rmsu
¯

xij “ 1, Ji P J
profitable
j Y tJsju, j P rms (guessed assignments)

xij “ 0, Ji P J z
`

J 1 Y tJsj , j P rmsu
˘

, j P rms

xij ě 0, Ji P J 1z
´

J profitable Y tJsj , j P rmsu
¯

We introduce a dummy flowshop Fm`1 and set a sufficiently large makespan limit on
Fm`1, say apJ q ` bpJ q. Due to the makespan constraint, Multi-LP may leave some jobs in
J unassigned. The main purpose of the dummy flowshop is to (fractionally) assign these
unassigned jobs to Fm`1. We formulate another linear program, denoted by New-Multi-LP,
where every job in J is assigned. Note that the objective of New-Multi-LP does not count
the profit of jobs that are assigned to the dummy flowshop Fm`1.

max
ÿ

iPrns

ÿ

jPrms

pi ¨ xij New-Multi-LP

s.t.

sj
ÿ

i“1

aixij `
n
ÿ

i“sj

bixij ď 1, @j P rms

sm`1
ÿ

i“1

aixij `
n
ÿ

i“sm`1

bixij ď apJ q ` bpJ q

ÿ

jPrm`1s

xij “ 1, Ji P J 1z
´

J profitable Y tJsj , j P rm ` 1su
¯
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xij “ 1, Ji P J
profitable
j Y tJsju, j P rm ` 1s

xij “ 0, Ji P J z
`

J 1 Y tJsj , j P rmsu
˘

, j P rms

xij ě 0, Ji P J 1z
´

J profitable Y tJsj , j P rm ` 1su
¯

DenoteNunassigned as the number of jobs that are unassigned before constructing New-Multi-LP.
Then

Nunassigned “ |J 1z
´

J profitable Y tJsj , j P rm ` 1su
¯

|.

New-Multi-LP has Nunassigned ` m ` 1 non-trivial constraints, which are shown as the
first three sets of constraints in New-Multi-LP. Clearly, the number of assigned variables
Nunassigned ¨ pm ` 1q is considerably larger than the number of non-trivial constraints when
both m and ǫ are fixed constants. For any basic feasible solution x to New-Multi-LP, the
number of positive variables in x is at most the number of non-trivial constraints.

Denote None as the number of jobs in J 1z
`

J profitable Y tJsj , j P rm ` 1su
˘

that are as-
signed via a variable xij with value 1. Let Nfrac denote the remaining job subset of
J 1z

`

J profitable Y tJsj , j P rm ` 1su
˘

. Each job in Nfrac is assigned via exactly fractional
variables. As the new New-Multi-LP assigns every job in J 1z

`

J profitable Y tJsj , j P rm ` 1su
˘

,
we have

None ` Nfrac “ Nunassigned.

If Ji is assigned via exactly fractional variables, there are at least two exactly fractional
variables associated with Ji. Therefore, there are at least 2¨Nfrac exactly fractional variables
and the total number of positive variables are at least 2 ¨ Nfrac ` None.

To wrap up, we have

Nunassigned ` Nfrac “ None ` 2 ¨ Nfrac ď Nunassigned ` m ` 1,

which implies Nfrac ď m ` 1.

Lemma 4. If all guesses, including J
profitable
j and Jsj , j P rms, are correct,

1. the linear program Multi-LP has a feasible solution, and OPT is upper bounded by the
optimal objective value of LP;

2. there is a polynomial time algorithm to obtain a job set from the optimal basic feasible
solution to Multi-LP such that the makespan is at most 1 and the total profit is at least
p1 ´ ǫ ¨ pm ` 1qqOPT.

Proof. The first part of this lemma is obvious by the construction of Multi-LP.
From the definition of New-Multi-LP, we observe that restricting any basic feasible solu-

tion of New-Multi-LP to flowshops F “ tF1, F2, . . . , Fmu results in a basic feasible solution
to Multi-LP. In addition, the optimal objective of New-Multi-LP is the same to the optimal
objective of Multi-LP.

Suppose x is an optimal basic feasible solution to Multi-LP. Then x contains at most
m ` 1 fractional variables. We select job as J selected “ tJi | xij “ 1, i P rns and j P rmsu.
Let OPTMulti-LP be the optimal objective value of Multi-LP and SOL be the total profit of
J selected. Then, we have

OPTMulti-LP ď pm ` 1q ¨ max
JiPJ 1zpJ profitableYtJsuq

tpiu `
ÿ

JiPJ selected

pi

ď pm ` 1q ¨ pmin ` SOL

ď ǫ ¨ pm ` 1q ¨ OPT ` SOL,

9



which implies
SOL ě p1 ´ ǫ ¨ pm ` 1qq ¨ OPT.

Algorithm 2: PTAS for (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing

Input: any constant ǫ P p0, 1q and a (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing instance tF ,J u;

Output: a job subset J selected Ď J with the makespan upper bounded by 1;
Let C “

 

J guess | |J guess| ď 1`ǫ
ǫ
,J guess Ď J

(

;
if n ą 1`ǫ

ǫ
then

Cǫ “
 

J guess | |J guess| “ 1`ǫ
ǫ
,J guess Ď J

(

;
else

Cǫ “ H;
end
for every J guess P Cǫ do

J profitable Ð J guess;
Let pmin “ minJPJ profitable ppJq;

Let J 1 “ tJ | ppJq ď pmin, J P J u Y J profitable;

for every distribution pJ profitable
1 ,J

profitable
2 , . . . ,J

profitable
m q of J profitable do

for every combination pJs1 , Js2 , . . . , Jsm`1
q, Jsj P J 1, j P rm ` 1s do

Construct New-Multi-LP;
if New-Multi-LP admits a feasible solution then

Let x be an optimal basic feasible solution to New-Multi-LP;
Restrict x to flowshops F , still denoted by x;

J selected “ tJi | xij “ 1, i P rns and j P rmsu;

C Ð C Y J selected;

end

end

end

end
Let profit “ ´8;

for every J candidate P C do
Let π be the schedule of J candidate by Johnson’s Algorithm;

if ppJ candidateq ą profit and π’s makespan is at most 1 then
J selected Ð J candidate and profit Ð ppJ candidateq;

end

end

return J selected

Similar to the PTAS for (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing, our PTAS for (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing
maintains all candidates, denoted by C, of J selected. For each candidate of J profitable, we
guess a distribution of J profitable over F . Then a critical job is guessed on each flowshop,
including the dummy flowshop. After solving New-Multi-LP, a candidate of J selected is
obtained by restricting its optimal basic feasible solution to F and discarding jobs that
are assigned fractionally. Finally, we select the most profitable candidate that satisfies the
limited makespan of 1. A detailed description of this PTAS is provided in Algorithm 2.

Theorem 3. Algorithm 2 is a PTAS for the (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem if m is a fixed
constant.

Proof. We claim that the optimal solution J ˚ is contained in the candidate collection C.

10



The approximation ratio 1 ´ ǫ is implied by Lemma 4.
New-Multi-LP can be solved in ploypmnq via any interior point methods [17], as it has

Opnmq constraints. By Lemma 3, there are at most Oppm{ǫq1{ǫq distributions of J profitable.
The number of different combinations of critical jobs on flowshops (including the dummy flow-
shop) is upper bounded by Opnmq since each critical job has at most n choices. Cǫ has a cardi-
nality of Opnp1`ǫq{ǫq. Therefore, the first for-loop in Algorithm 2 takes polypnOp1{ǫ`mqpm{ǫq1{ǫq
time. The second for-loop in Algorithm 2 takes polypn1{ǫq time, as C contains Opnp1`ǫq{ǫq
candidates and Johnson’s algorithm runs in Opn log nq.

The overall time complexity of Algorithm 2 is polypnOp1{ǫ`mqpm{ǫq1{ǫq. This completes
the proof of this Theorem.

6. Conclusion

We explore an interesting scheduling problem recently introduced by Chen et al. [3],
i.e., the scheduling of parallel two-stage flowshops with makespan constraint (or (m,2)-
Flowshop-Packing), which generalizes the classic Multiple Knapsack problem. Given a lim-
ited makespan requirement, the goal is to select a subset of two-stage jobs and schedule
them on multiple flowshops to achieve the maximum profit. All existing approximation
algorithms [4, 3] rely on the connection between the Multiple Knapsack problem and the
(m, 2)-Flowshop-Packing problem. To design a PTAS for the case in which the number of
flowshops is a fixed constant, we utilize the structure of the job sequence under Johnson’s
order, and combine guessing techniques and rounding techniques in linear programming.
Our PTAS achieves the best possible approximability result as the special case with two
flowshops does not admit FPTASes. Meanwhile, our PTAS gives a firm answer to an open
question presented by Chen et al. [3] which asks whether there exists an PTAS for the case
where the number m of flowshops is a fixed constant.

There are several open questions that worth further exploration.

1. Our current PTAS has a large time complexity due to exhaustively guessing the sub-
structure of the optimal solution. Is it possible to design an EPTAS?

2. The case with a single flowshop is only weakly NP-hard. It would be interesting to
investigate whether it admits an FPTAS.

3. When m is part of the input, Chen et al. [3] presented a p1{3 ´ ǫq-approximation
algorithm. It is unknown whether this case is APX-hard. If not, is it possible to design
a PTAS or at least an approximation algorithm with ratio better than 1{3 ´ ǫ?

Acknowledgments

HZ was partially supported by the National Nature Science Foundation of China (Grant
No.72071157, No.71732006, No.72192834), and by the China Postdoctoral Science Founda-
tion (Grant No. 2016M592811).

References

[1] Jacek Blazewicz, Klaus Ecker, Erwin Pesch, Günter Schmidt, and J Weglarz. Handbook
on scheduling. Springer, 2019.

[2] Chandra Chekuri and Sanjeev Khanna. A polynomial time approximation scheme for
the multiple knapsack problem. SIAM Journal on Computing, 35(3):713–728, 2005.

[3] Jianer Chen, Minjie Huang, and Yin Guo. Scheduling on multiple two-stage flowshops
with a deadline. In AAIM, pages 83–95, 2021.

11



[4] Milind Dawande, Srinagesh Gavirneni, and Ram Rachamadugu. Scheduling a two-stage
flowshop under makespan constraint. Mathematical and computer modelling, 44(1-2):73–
84, 2006.

[5] Jianming Dong, Ruyan Jin, Taibo Luo, and Weitian Tong. A polynomial-time approx-
imation scheme for an arbitrary number of parallel two-stage flow-shops. European
Journal of Operational Research, 281(1):16–24, 2020.

[6] Jianming Dong, Weitian Tong, Taibo Luo, Xueshi Wang, Jueliang Hu, Yinfeng Xu, and
Guohui Lin. An fptas for the parallel two-stage flowshop problem. Theoretical computer
science, 657:64–72, 2017.

[7] Michael R Garey and David S Johnson. Computers and intractability, volume 174.
freeman San Francisco, 1979.

[8] Frank Gurski, Carolin Rehs, and Jochen Rethmann. Knapsack problems: A parame-
terized point of view. Theoretical Computer Science, 775:93–108, 2019.

[9] D. W. He, A. Kusiak, and A. Artiba. A scheduling problem in glass manufacturing. IIE
Transactions, 28:129–139, 1996.

[10] Oscar H Ibarra and Chul E Kim. Fast approximation algorithms for the knapsack and
sum of subset problems. Journal of the ACM, 22(4):463–468, 1975.

[11] Klaus Jansen. Parameterized approximation scheme for the multiple knapsack problem.
SIAM Journal on Computing, 39(4):1392–1412, 2010.

[12] Klaus Jansen. A fast approximation scheme for the multiple knapsack problem. In In-
ternational Conference on Current Trends in Theory and Practice of Computer Science,
pages 313–324, 2012.

[13] Selmer Martin Johnson. Optimal two-and three-stage production schedules with setup
times included. Naval research logistics quarterly, 1(1):61–68, 1954.

[14] Hans Kellerer. A polynomial time approximation scheme for the multiple knapsack prob-
lem. In Randomization, Approximation, and Combinatorial Optimization. Algorithms
and Techniques, pages 51–62. 1999.

[15] M. Y. Kovalyov. Efficient epsilon-approximation algorithm for minimizing the makespan
in a parallel two-stage system. Vesti Academii navuk Belaruskai SSR. Seria phizika-
matematichnikh navuk, 1985.

[16] Lap Chi Lau, Ramamoorthi Ravi, and Mohit Singh. Iterative methods in combinatorial
optimization, volume 46. Cambridge University Press, 2011.

[17] Florian A Potra and Stephen JWright. Interior-point methods. Journal of computational
and applied mathematics, 124(1-2):281–302, 2000.

[18] Basil Cameron Rennie and Annette Jane Dobson. On stirling numbers of the second
kind. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, 7(2):116–121, 1969.

[19] Weitian Tong, Eiji Miyano, Randy Goebel, and Guohui Lin. An approximation scheme
for minimizing the makespan of the parallel identical multi-stage flow-shops. Theoretical
Computer Science, 734:24–31, 2018.

[20] G. Vairaktarakis and M. Elhafsi. The use of flowlines to simplify routing complexity in
two-stage flowshops. IIE Transactions, 32:687–699, 2000.

12



[21] Guangwei Wu, Jianer Chen, and Jianxin Wang. On scheduling inclined jobs on multiple
two-stage flowshops. Theoretical Computer Science, 786:67–77, 2019.

[22] Guangwei Wu, Jianer Chen, and Jianxin Wang. Scheduling two-stage jobs on multiple
flowshops. Theoretical Computer Science, 776:117–124, 2019.

[23] Guangwei Wu, Jianer Chen, and Jianxin Wang. Improved approximation algorithms for
two-stage flowshops scheduling problem. Theoretical Computer Science, 806:509–515,
2020.

[24] Guangwei Wu, Jianer Chen, and Jianxin Wang. On scheduling multiple two-stage
flowshops. Theoretical Computer Science, 818:74–82, 2020.

[25] Li’ang Zhang and Suyun Geng. The complexity of the 0/1 multi-knapsack problem.
Journal of Computer Science and Technology, 1(1):46–50, 1986.

[26] X. Zhang and S. Velde. Approximation algorithms for the parallel flow shop problem.
European Journal of Operational Research, 216:544–552, 2012.

13


	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Preliminary
	4 PTAS for the (1,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem
	5 PTAS for the (m,2)-Flowshop-Packing problem
	6 Conclusion

