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Abstract

The configuration balancing problem with stochastic requests generalizes many well-studied
resource allocation problems such as load balancing and virtual circuit routing. In it, we have
m resources and n requests. Each request has multiple possible configurations, each of which
increases the load of each resource by some amount. The goal is to select one configuration for
each request to minimize the makespan: the load of the most-loaded resource. In our work, we
focus on a stochastic setting, where we only know the distribution for how each configuration
increases the resource loads, learning the realized value only after a configuration is chosen.

We develop both offline and online algorithms for configuration balancing with stochastic
requests. When the requests are known offline, we give a non-adaptive policy for configuration
balancing with stochastic requests that O(lo{;{g0 gm)—approximates the optimal adaptive policy.
In particular, this closes the adaptivity gap for this problem as there is an asymptotically
matching lower bound even for the very special case of load balancing on identical machines.
When requests arrive online in a list, we give a non-adaptive policy that is O(log m) competitive.
Again, this result is asymptotically tight due to information-theoretic lower bounds for very
special cases (e.g., for load balancing on unrelated machines). Finally, we show how to leverage
adaptivity in the special case of load balancing on related machines to obtain a constant-factor
approximation offline and an O(loglogm)-approximation online. A crucial technical ingredient
in all of our results is a new structural characterization of the optimal adaptive policy that
allows us to limit the correlations between its decisions.
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1 Introduction

This paper considers the configuration balancing problem. In this problem there are m resources
and n requests. Every request j has ¢; possible configurations x;(1),...,z;(g;) € RZ,. We must
choose one configuration ¢; € [g;] per request, which adds z;(c;) to the load vector on the resources.
The goal is to minimize the makespan, i.e., the load of the most-loaded resource. Configuration
balancing captures many natural resource allocation problems where requests compete for a finite
pool of resources and the task is to find a “fair” allocation in which no resource is over-burdened.
Two well-studied problems of this form arise in scheduling and routing.

(i) In load balancing a.k.a. makespan minimization, there are m (unrelated) machines and n jobs.
Scheduling job j on machine 7 increases the load of ¢ by p;; > 0. The goal is to schedule each
job on some machine to minimize the makespan (the load of the most-loaded machine).

(ii) In wirtual circuit routing or congestion minimization, there is a directed graph G = (V, E)
on m edges with edge capacities c. > 0 for all e € E, and n requests, each request consisting
of a source-sink pair (sj,%¢;) in G and a demand d; > 0. The goal is to route each request j
from source to sink via some directed path, increasing the load/congestion of each edge e on
the path by di/c.. Again, the objective is to minimize the load of the most-loaded edge.

Configuration balancing captures both of these problems by taking the m resources to be the m
machines or edges, respectively; each configuration now corresponds to assigning a job to some
machine or routing a request along a particular source-sink path.

Typically, job sizes or request demands are not known exactly when solving resource allocation
problems in practice. This motivates the study of algorithms under uncertainty, where an algorithm
must make decisions given only partial /uncertain information about the input. Uncertainty can be
modeled in different ways. In exceptional cases, a non-clairvoyant algorithm that has no knowledge
about the loads of requests may perform surprisingly well; an example is Graham’s greedy list
scheduling for load balancing on identical machines [Gra69]. However, in general, a non-clairvoyant
algorithm cannot perform well. In this work, we consider a stochastic model, where the unknown
input follows some known distribution but the actual realization is a priori unknown. Such a model
is very natural when there is historical data available from which such distributions can be deduced.

In the configuration balancing with stochastic requests problem, we assume that each configu-
ration ¢ of request j is a random vector X;(c) with known distribution such that the X;(c)’s are
independent across different requests j. However, the actual realized vector of a configuration c
of request j is only observed after irrevocably selecting this particular configuration for request j.
The objective is to minimize the expected maximum load (i.e., the expected makespan)

E[mlaxf:Xij(cj)},

J=1

where c; is the configuration chosen for request j.

Further, we distinguish whether there is an additional dimension of uncertainty or not, namely
the knowledge about the request set. In the offline setting, the set of requests and the distributions
of the configurations of each request are known up-front, and they can be selected and assigned to
the resources irrevocably in any order. In the online setting, requests are not known in advance and
they are revealed one-by-one (online-list model). The algorithm learns the stochastic information
on configurations of a request upon its arrival, and must select one of them without knowledge of
future arrivals. After a configuration is chosen irrevocably, the next request arrives.

In general, we allow an algorithm to base the next decision on knowledge about the realized
vectors of all previously selected request configurations. We call such policies adaptive. Conversely,
a non-adaptive policy is one that fixes the particular configuration chosen for a request without
using any knowledge of the realized configuration vectors.



The goal of this paper is to investigate the power of adaptive and non-adaptive policies for
online and offline configuration balancing with stochastic requests. We quantify the performance of
an algorithm by bounding the worst-case ratio of the achieved expected makespan and the minimal
expected makespan achieved by an optimal offline adaptive policy. We say that an algorithm ALG
a-approximates an algorithm ALG’ if, for any input instance, the expected makespan of ALG is at
most a factor « larger than the expected makespan of ALG’; we refer to « also as approximation
ratio. For online algorithms, the term competitive ratio refers to their approximation ratio.

1.1 Our Results

Main result. As our first main result, we present non-adaptive algorithms for offline and online
configuration balancing with stochastic requests.

Theorem 1.1. For configuration balancing with stochastic requests, when the configurations are
given explicitly, there is an efficient polynomial-time randomized offline algorithm that computes a
non-adaptive policy that is a @(101;5) ;”m) -approximation and an online algorithm that is a ©(logm)-
approzimation when comparing to the optimal offline adaptive policy.

The offline analysis relies on a linear programming (LP) relaxation of configuration balancing.
which has a known integrality gap of © (lolgof%), even for virtual circuit routing [LRS98], implying
that the analysis is tight. In the online setting, our analysis employs a potential function to greedily
determine which configuration to choose for each request. In particular, we generalize the idea by
[AAFT97] to the setting of configuration balancing with stochastic requests and match a known
lower bound for online load balancing on unrelated machines with deterministic jobs by [ANR95].

If the configurations are not given explicitly, efficiently solving the problem requires us to be

able to optimize over configurations in polynomial time.

Applications.  These results would hold for both, load balancing on unrelated machines and
virtual circuit routing, if we could guarantee that either the configurations are given explicitly or
the respective subproblems can be solved efficiently. We can ensure this in both cases.

For stochastic load balancing on unrelated machines, each job creates at most m configurations
which trivially implies that the subproblems can be solved efficiently. Here, the LP relaxation of
configuration balancing used in Theorem 1.1 is equivalent to the LP relaxation of the generalized
assignment problem (GAP) solved in [ST93]. Hence, Theorem 1.1 implies the following theorem.

Theorem 1.2. There exist efficient deterministic algorithms that compute a non-adaptive policy for

load balancing on unrelated machines with stochastic jobs that achieve an © (blgolgo ;nm)—approxz'matz’on

offline and an ©(log m)-approrimation online when comparing to the optimal adaptive policy.

logm

These results are asymptotically tight as shown by the lower bound of Q(lo an gm) on the adap-
tivity gap [GKNS21] and the lower bound of Q(log m) on the competitive ratio of any deterministic
online algorithm, even for deterministic requests [ANR95]. In particular, the theorem implies that
the adaptivity gap for stochastic load balancing is @(1 o?igm)'

For virtual circuit routing, efficiently solving the subproblems requires more work as the con-
figurations are only given implicitly. For the offline setting, since the LP relaxation has (possibly)
exponentially many variables, we design an efficient separation oracle for the dual LP in order to
efficiently solve the primal. For the online setting, we carefully select a subset of polynomially
many configurations that contain the configuration chosen by the greedy algorithm, even when pre-
sented with all configurations. Thus, Theorem 1.1 implies that stochastic requests are not harder

to approximate than deterministic requests in both settings.




Theorem 1.3. For routing with stochastic requests when comparing to the optimal adaptive policy

there exists an efficient randomized offline algorithm that computes an @(logji?m)-appr0$imation

and there exists an efficient online algorithm that computes an ©(log m)-approzimation.

Adaptive policies for related machines. In the case of related machines, we improve on the
above result by using adaptivity.

Theorem 1.4. For load balancing on related machines with stochastic jobs when comparing to the
optimal adaptive policy there exist an efficient offline algorithm that computes an adaptive O(1)-
approzimation and an efficient online algorithm that computes an O(loglogm)-approzimation.

It remains an open question whether the online setting admits an O(1)-competitive algorithm.

As adaptivity turns out to be very powerful in load balancing on related machines, it is reason-
able to ask whether the (stochastic) information about job sizes is even needed to improve upon
Theorem 1.1. In Appendix D, we answer this question to the affirmative in the following sense.
We show that non-clairvoyant algorithms, that have no prior knowledge of the job sizes, approxi-
mate the optimal offline schedule only within a factor Q(y/m), even if the size of a job is revealed
immediately upon assigning it to a machine. Further, notice that Theorem 1.1 shows that even
non-adaptive policies can breach this non-clairvoyance barrier when given stochastic job sizes.

1.2 Technical Overview

We illustrate the main idea behind our non-adaptive policies, which compare to the optimal of-
fline adaptive policy. As in many other stochastic optimization problems, our goal is to give a good
deterministic proxy for the makespan of a policy. Then, our algorithm will optimize over this deter-
ministic proxy to obtain a good solution. First, we observe that if all configurations were bounded
with respect to E[OPT] in every entry, then selecting configurations such that each resource has
expected load O(E[OPT]) gives the desired O(logigm)-approximation by standard concentration
inequalities for independent sums with bounded increments. Thus, in this case the expected load
on each resource is a good proxy. However, in general, we have no upper bound on Xj;(c), so
we cannot argue as above. We turn these unbounded random variables into bounded ones in a

standard way by splitting each request into truncated and exceptional parts.

Definition 1.5 (Truncated and Exceptional Parts). Let 7 > 0 be a fixed threshold. For a random
variable X, its truncated part (with respect to threshold 7) is XT .= X - 1x<,. Similarly, its
exceptional part is X := X - ILx>-. Note that X = XT 4+ XE,

It is immediate that the truncated parts Xg;- (¢) are bounded in [0,7]. Taking 7 = O(E[OPT]),
we can control their contribution to the makespan using concentration. It remains to find a good
proxy for the contribution of exceptional parts to the makespan. This is one of the main technical
challenges of our work as we aim to compare against the optimal adaptive policy. We will see that
adaptive policies have much better control over the exceptional parts than non-adaptive ones.

Concretely, let ¢; be the configuration chosen by some fixed policy for request j. Note that c;
itself can be a random variable in {1,...,¢;}. We want to control the quantity

E[mlaij:Xg(cj)].

Because we have no reasonable bound on the Xg (¢;)’s, for non-adaptive policies, we can only upper
bound the expected maximum by the following sum

1<1<m 4 1<i<m
J

E[ max En:Xg(c])] §§:E[ max Xg(cj) . (1)
1 =1

3



We call the right hand side total (expected) exceptional load. The above inequality is tight up to con-
stants for non-adaptive policies, so it seems like the total expected exceptional load is a good proxy
to use for our algorithm. However, it is far from tight for adaptive policies as the example shows.

Example 1.6. We define an instance of load balancing on related machines, where each machine i
has a speed s; and each job j has processing time X; such that X;; = f—: Our instance has one
“fast” machine with speed 1 and m — 1 “slow” machines each with speed %, where 7 > 0 is
the truncation threshold. There are m jobs: a stochastic one with processing time T'Ber(%) and
m — 1 deterministic jobs with processing time % The optimal adaptive policy schedules first the
stochastic job on the fast machine. If its realized size is 0, then it schedules all deterministic jobs
on the fast machine. Otherwise its realized size is 7 and we schedule one deterministic job on each
slow machine. This gives E[OpT] = (1 — 2)(Z21) + 1.7 = ©(1). However, the total expected
exceptional load (with respect to threshold 7) is 3, E[Xg 1] = (mr) =m.

In the example, the optimal adaptive policy accrues a lot of exceptional load, but this does not
have a large affect on the makespan. Concretely, (1) can be loose by a Q(m)-factor for adaptive
policies. Thus, it seems that the total exceptional load is a bad proxy in terms of lower-bounding
OpT. However, we show that, by comparing our algorithm to a near-optimal adaptive policy rather
than the optimal one, the total exceptional load becomes a good proxy in the following sense. This

is the main technical contribution of our work, and it underlies all of our algorithmic techniques.

Theorem 1.7. For configuration balancing with stochastic requests, there exists an adaptive policy
with expected mazimum load and total expected exceptional load at most 2 - E[OPT| with respect
to any truncation threshold T > 2 - E[OPT|. Further, any configuration c selected by this policy
satisfies E[ max; X;(c)] < 7.

The proof of the above relies on carefully modifying the “decision tree” representing the optimal
adaptive policy. In light of Theorem 1.7, the deterministic proxies we consider are the expected
truncated load on each resource and the total expected exceptional load. All of our algorithms
then proceed by ensuring that both quantities are bounded with respect to E[OPT]. In the offline
case, we round a natural assignment-type linear program (LP), and in the online case, we use a
potential function argument. All of these algorithms actually output non-adaptive policies.

For the special case of related-machines load balancing, we also compute a non-adaptive assign-
ment but instead of following it exactly, we deviate using adaptivity and give improved solutions.

1.3 Related Work

While stochastic optimization problems have long been studied [Bea55, Danb5], approximation
algorithms for them are more recent [MSU99a, DST03]. By now, multi-stage stochastic problems
(where uncertain information is revealed in stages) are well-understood [CCP05, GPRS11, SS12].
In contrast, more dynamic models, where the exact value of an unknown parameter becomes known
at times depending on the algorithms decisions (serving a request) still remain poorly understood.
Some exceptions come from stochastic knapsack [BGK11, DGV08, GKMR11, Mal8] as well as
stochastic scheduling and routing which we discuss below.

Scheduling. For load balancing with deterministic sizes, a 2-approximation in the most general
unrelated-machines offline setting [LST90] is known. For identical machines (p;; = p; for all jobs j),
the greedy algorithm (called list scheduling) is a (2 — %)—approximation algorithm [Gra69]. This
guarantee holds even when the jobs arrive online and nothing is known about job sizes. This implies
a (2 — %)—approximate adaptive policy for stochastic load balancing on identical machines.

Apart from this, prior work on stochastic scheduling has focused on approximating the opti-
mal non-adaptive policy. There are non-adaptive O(1)-approximations known for identical ma-
chines [KRT00], unrelated machines [GKNS21] and the ¢;-norm objective [Mol19]. [GKNS22] give



non-adaptive poly(loglogm)-approximations for more general load balancing problems, where at
least t stochastic sets out of a structured set system of size n have to be selected.

In contrast, our work focuses on approximating the stronger optimal adaptive policy. The
adaptivity gap (the ratio between the expected makespan of the optimal adaptive and non-adaptive
policies) can be Q(Jg{%) even for the simplest case of identical machines [GKNS21]. Thus,
previous work on approximating the optimal non-adaptive policy does not immediately give any
non-trivial approximation guarantees for our setting. The only previous work on adaptive stochas-
tic policies for load-balancing (beyond the highly-adaptive list scheduling) is by [SS21]. They
propose scheduling policies whose degree of adaptivity can be controlled by parameters and show
an approximation factor of O(loglogm) for scheduling on identical machines.

Other objectives have been studied in stochastic scheduling, namely minimizing the expected
sum of (weighted) completion times. Most known adaptive policies have an approximation ratio
depending on parameters of the distribution [GMUX20, MUV06, MSU99b, Sch08, SU01, SSU16],
with the notable (still polylogarithmic) exception in [IMP15].

Online load balancing with deterministic jobs is also well studied [Aza96]. On identical ma-
chines, the aforementioned list scheduling algorithm [Gra69] is (2 — %)—competitive. For unrelated
machines, there is a deterministic O(log m)-competitive algorithm [AAF197] and this is best pos-
sible [ANR95]. When the machines are uniformly related, [BCKO00] design an O(1)-competitive
algorithm for minimizing the makespan. [IKPS18] and [IKKP19] study the multi-dimensional gen-
eralization to vector scheduling under the makespan and the /;,-norm objective.

To the best of our knowledge, configuration balancing has not been explicitly defined before.
The techniques of [AAFT97] give an O(log m)-competitive algorithm for deterministic requests; it
is also studied for packing integer programs in the random order setting [AD15, AWY14, GM16].

Routing. For stochastic routing there is hardly anything known, except rather specialized results
for a packing version [CR06, GK17]. Here, the task is to (adaptively) select a subset of uncertain
demands to be routed between pairs of nodes in a given graph such that the total demand on an
edge does not exceed a given edge capacity and the total value of the successfully routed demand
is maximized in expectation. Adaptive policies with logarithmic approximation ratios are known
for routing requests with a single sink in planar [CR06] and arbitrary directed graphs [GK17].
Further, there is a constant non-adaptive policy for routing in trees [GK17]. The packing flavor of
this problem is very different from configuration balancing where all requests must be served.

The offline variant of virtual circuit routing is mostly referred to by congestion minimization.
When d; = 1 for each source-sink pair (s;,t;), there is an O(lolgi gm)—approximation algorithm
by [RT87], which has been shown to be best possible, unless NP C ZPTIME(n!°81°¢") [CGKTO7].

In the online setting, when the source-sink pairs arrive online over a list and have to be routed
before the next pair arrives, [AAF197] give a lower bound of Q(logn) on the competitive ratio of
any deterministic online algorithm in directed graphs, where n is the number of vertices. They also
give a matching upper bound. For more details on online routing we refer to the survey [Leo96].

2 Configuration Balancing with Stochastic Requests

In this section, we prove our main results for the most general problem we consider: configuration
balancing. We give a O(lo?i gm)-approximation offline and a O(log m)-approximation online. Both
of our algorithms are non-adaptive. Before describing the algorithms, we give our main structure
theorem that enables all of our results. Roughly, we show that instead of comparing to the optimal
adaptive policy, by losing only a constant factor in the approximation ratio, we can compare to a
near-optimal policy that behaves like a non-adaptive one (with respect to the proxy objectives we

consider — namely, the total expected exceptional load).




2.1 Structure theorem: “Near optimal policies are almost non-adative”

The goal of this section is to show that there exists a near-optimal policy as guaranteed by Theo-
rem 1.7. To this end, we modify the optimal policy by “restarting” whenever an exceptional request
is encountered. Additionally, we ensure that this modified policy never selects a configuration ¢ for
a request j with E[max; X;;(c)] > 7.

We let J denote the set of requests. For any subset J' C J, we let OpPT(J’) denote the optimal
adaptive policy (and its maximum load) on the set of requests J'. Note that OpT()) = 0. Our
(existential) algorithm to construct such a policy will begin by running the optimal policy OpT(.J)
on all requests. However, once a exceptional request is encountered or the next decision will choose
a configuration with too large expected max, we cancel OpT(J) and instead recurse on all remaining
requests, ignoring all previously-accrued loads. They main idea of our analysis is that we recurse
with small probability. We now proceed formally.

Theorem 1.7. For configuration balancing with stochastic requests, there exists an adaptive policy
with expected mazimum load and total expected exceptional load at most 2 - E[OPT| with respect
to any truncation threshold T > 2 - E[OPT|. Further, any configuration c selected by this policy
satisfies B[ max; X;(c)] < 7.

Proof. We prove the theorem by induction on the number of requests n € N. The base case n = 0
is trivial. Now we consider n > 0. Let J be the set of n requests. Our algorithm to construct the
desired policy S(J) is the following. Throughout, we fix a truncation threshold = > 2 - E[OPT].

Algorithm 1: Policy S(J)
while J # () do

¢; + configuration chosen for next request j by OpT(J) // run OpT(.J)
1 if E[maxi Xij (Cj)] > 7 then // maximum too large
stop
else
choose c; for request j
J < J\{j}
2 if max; Xij (Cj) > 7 then // exceptional configuration
L stop
run S(J) // recurse with remaining requests

Let R be the random set of requests we recurse on after stopping OpT(J). We first show that
indeed |R| < |J|, so we can apply induction. Suppose we did not follow OpT(J) to completion
because a chosen configuration becomes exceptional (2); denote this event by £. In this case, there
is at least one request for which we have chosen a configuration. Hence, we have |R| < |J|, and
therefore there is a policy S with the required properties by induction.

Suppose now that OpT(J) chooses a configuration c; for request j that is too large (1); denote
this event by £. We have to show that |R| < |J| holds as well. Suppose for the sake of contra-
diction that j was the first request considered by OpT(J). As OPT is w.l.o.g. deterministic, this
implies E[OPT] > E[ max; X;;(c;)] > 2E[OPT], a contradiction. Hence, the desired policy S exists
by induction.

The maximum load of this policy is at most OpPT(J) + S(R), where we set R = () if no decision
results in an exceptional or too large configuration when running OpT(J). In expectation, we have

=Y E[SR)|R=JP[R=J]=> E[S(J)P[R=J]<2) EOrT(J)PR=J]
J'CJ J'CJ J'CJ



< 2. E[OpT(J)|P[R # 0.

In the second equality, we use the fact that the realizations of the remaining requests in R are
independent of the event R = J’. The first inequality uses the inductive hypothesis. The last
inequality uses J' C J, so E[OpT(J')] < E[OpT(J)], and OpT(() = 0.

Note that on the event R # (), we have that OPT(J) chooses a configuration that becomes
exceptional or that is too large in expectation. By definition of the policy S, the events £ and £
are disjoint. By definition of £, we have OPT(J) - 1¢ > 7 - 1¢. Observe that the event £ implies
that there is a request j* with configuration ¢* chosen by OpPT(J) with E[max; X;j-(c*)] > 7.
Since the realization of max; X;j«(c*) is independent of the choice ¢*, this implies E[OpT | L] >
E[max; X;j-(c*) | £] = Elmax; X;;-(c*)] > 7. Thus,

E[OpT(J)] > P[E]E[OPT(J) | £] + PILIE[OPT(J]) | L] > P[E]T + P[L]T = 2P[R # O]E[OPT(J])].

Rearranging yields P[R # ()] < % Hence, we can bound the expected makespan of policy S(J) by

E[OpT(J)] + E[S(R)] < E[OPT(J])] + 2E[OPT(J)]P[R # 0] < 2E[OPT(J)].

The computation for the total expected exceptional load is similar. We let j — ¢ denote the
event that our policy chooses configuration ¢ for request j. Then, we can split the exceptional load
into two parts based on whether a configuration is chosen by OpT(J) or S(R)

iZ(maxXE ) ]ﬁc—zz<maxXE )]lJ +Zn:z<maxXE )']lji)c’

j=1c=1 j=1c=1 j=1c=1

where we let j Iy ¢ and j £, ¢ denote the events that configuration ¢ is chosen for request j
by OpT(J) up to the first too large configuration or up to and including the first exceptional
configuration, or by S(R), respectively.

We first bound the former term, corresponding to the configurations chosen in OpT(J). In
case of event £ or if OPT(J) is run to completion, we have > . ( max; Xg(c)) . ljin = 0. Oth-

erwise, let 7* — ¢* be the first (and only) exceptional configuration chosen by OpT(J). Then,
die ( max; Xg(c)) -1 Lo, = max; Xg (¢*) < Opt(J). Combining and taking expectations yields
b ] c

323wt

j=1c=1

y ] < E[OpT(J)].

j;>c

For the latter term, we condition again on the events R = .J’ and apply the inductive hypothesis.
All exceptional parts are defined with respect to the fixed threshold 7 > 2 - E[OpT(J)] > 2 -
E[OpT(J')] for J' C J. Therefore,

E[ii(m?XXg(c))- 1, } Y E [ZZ maxX ]li>c

j=1c=1 J'CJ jeJ’ =1

=) E [ZZ maXX L}} ‘PR =J]

J'CJ jeJ =1

] PR = J]

<2 E[OpT(J")]-P[R=J]
J'cJ
< 2-E[OpT(J)] - P[R # (] < E[OPT(J)].



Note that we define j L ¢ to be the event that the policy S(J') chooses configuration ¢ for
request j. In conclusion, by combining our bounds for these two terms we have

j=1c=1

To conclude, our constructed policy has expected makespan and total expected exceptional load
both at most 2 - E[OpT] (by the above calculations), and it never chooses a configuration with
E[maxi Xi(c)] > 7 (because we stop running OPT(J) right before it chooses such a configuration,
and by induction we subsequently do not as well.) O

Having this near-optimal policy at hand, the upshot is that we can bound our subsequent
algorithms with respect to the following LP relaxation (LP¢) for configuration balancing with
stochastic requests. The variable y.; denotes selecting configuration ¢ for request j. We take our
threshold between the truncated and exceptional parts to be 7. Using the natural setting of the
y-variables defined by the policy guaranteed by Theorem 1.7, it is straight-forward to show that
the following LP relaxation is feasible, formalized in Lemma 2.1 and proven in Appendix B.

Sy =1 V€ [n]
S EBIXE ()] Yy <7 Vie[m]
S el Blmax; X2 (c)] - ye; <7 (LPc)
Yej =0 Vjen],Vce g : Emax; X;;(c)] > 7
Yej >0 Vjen],Yce g

Lemma 2.1. (LP¢) is feasible for any 7 > 2 - E[OPT].

2.2 Offline Setting

Our offline algorithm is based on the natural randomized rounding of (LP¢). For the truncated
parts, we use the following maximal inequality to bound their contribution to the makespan. See
Appendix A for proof. The independence is only required for the random variables constituting a
particular sum .S;, but is not necessary for random variables appearing in different sums.

Lemma 2.2. Let Sy,...,Sy be sums of independent random variables, that are bounded in [0, 7]
for some T > 0, such that E[S;] < 7 for all1 <i < m. Then, Emax; S;] = O(log)ig”m)T

To bound the contribution of the exceptional parts, we use (1) (i.e. the total expected excep-
tional load.) Using binary search for the correct choice of 7 and re-scaling the instance by the
current value of 7, it suffices to give an efficient algorithm that either

e outputs a non-adaptive policy with expected makespan O( logm

p p p Yy p p loglogm

e certifies that E[OpPT] > 1.

To that end, we use natural independent randomized rounding of (LP¢). That is, if (LP¢) has
a feasible solution y*, for request j, we choose configuration c¢ as configuration c; independently
with probability y;;; see Algorithm 2. If the configurations are given explicitly as part of the input,
then (LPc) can be solved in polynomial time and, thus, Algorithm 2 runs in polynomial time.
Hence, the desired O( logm )—approximate non-adaptive policy for configuration balancing with

loglogm
stochastic requests (Theorem 1.1) follows from the next lemma.

),or

Lemma 2.3. If (LP¢) can be solved in polynomial time, Algorithm 2 is a polynomial-time ran-
domized algorithm that either outputs a non-adaptive policy with expected makespan O(lolgoﬁ) g"m),
or certifies correctly that E[OPT] > 1.




Algorithm 2: Offline Configuration Balancing with Stochastic Requests

try to solve (LP¢) with 7 =2
if (LP¢) is feasible then
let y* be the outputted feasible solution
for each request j do
L independently sample ¢ € [g;] with probability Y

choose sampled c as ¢;

else
L return “E[OPT] > 17

Proof. We need to show that Algorithm 2 either outputs a non-adaptive policy with expected
makespan O (; Ogo i;nm) or certifies that E[OpT| > 1. There are two cases.

If (LP¢) is feasible for 7 = 2, then we output a (randomized) non-adaptive policy. We show
this policy has expected makespan O(1 Ogjﬁ)gm). We let j — ¢ denote the event that our algorithm

chooses configuration ¢ for request j. Thus, the truncated load on resource ¢ can be written as

z(z ) Ty,

7j=1

Note that the random variables 1 X T( ) - 1 are independent for different j because the Xj;
are and we sample the conﬁguratlon c; mdependently for each j. Further, they are bounded in
[0,2] by truncation. With the constraints of (LP¢), we can bound the expectation by

S S R[N 1n] = 3OS E[KEe] v <2

j=1 c=1 j=1lc=1

where we used the independence of 1;,. and Xjj(c) in the second equality. By Lemma 2.2,

E[max; L;] = O(lolgof%). Using (1) we upper bound the total expected exceptional load by

n n 95 n
< k<2,
[mmZZ i) < 3238 e XE011-e] = 33 g X0 < 2
=1c= j=1c= j=1c=

Combining our bounds for the truncated and exceptional parts completes the proof. The expected
makespan of our algorithm is given by

B, 3050001, < B s 1]+ s 335501, — 0 )

j=1c=1 j=1c=1

In the other case (LP¢) is infeasible, so the contrapositive of Lemma 2.1 gives E[OpT] > 1. O

2.3 Online Setting

We now consider online configuration balancing where n stochastic requests arrive online one-
by-one, and for each request, one configuration has to be irrevocably selected before the next
request appears. We present a non-adaptive online algorithm that achieves a competitive ratio
of O(logm), which is best possible due to the lower bound of Q(logm) on the competitive ratio of
any deterministic algorithm for online load balancing on unrelated machines [ANR95].

First, by a standard guess-and-double scheme, we may assume we have a good guess of E[OPT].



Lemma 2.4. Given an instance of online configuration balancing with stochastic requests, suppose
there exists an online algorithm that, given parameter A > 0, never creates an expected makespan
more than o - X\, possibly terminating before handling all requests. Further, if the algorithm ter-
minates prematurely, then it certifies that E[OpPT] > X. Then, there exists an O(«a)-competitive
algorithm for online configuration balancing with stochastic requests. Further, the resulting algo-
rithm preserves non-adaptivity.

We omit the proof, which is analogous to its virtual-circuit-routing counterpart in [AAF+97].

We will build on the same technical tools as in the offline case. In particular, we wish to
compute a non-adaptive assignment online with small expected truncated load on each resource
and small total expected exceptional load. To achieve this, we generalize the greedy potential
function approach of [AAFT97]. Our two new ingredients are to treat the exceptional parts of
a request’s configuration as a resource requirement for an additional, artificial resource and to
compare the potential of our solution directly with a fractional solution to (LP¢).

Now we describe our potential function, which is based on an exponential /soft-max function.
Let A denote the current guess of the optimum as required by Lemma 2.4. We take 7 = 2\ as our
truncation threshold. Given load vector L € R™*!, our potential function is

m
G(L) = (3/2)"/.
i=0
For ¢ = 1,...,m, we will ensure the ith entry of L is the expected truncated load on resource i.

We use the 0th entry as a virtual resource that is the total expected exceptional load. For any
request j, we let L;; be the ith entry of the expected load vector after handling the first j requests.
We define L;p := 0 for all . Let L; be the expected load vector after handling the first j requests.

Algorithm 3 works as follows: Upon arrival of request j, we try to choose the configuration c; €
[¢;] that minimizes the increase in potential. Concretely, we choose ¢; to minimize

((3/2)(L0j71+E[maxi€[m] XE(e/r + 2(3/2)@1']‘4+1E[X£(Cj)])/7> _ <Z5(Lj—1)-
i=1

Algorithm 3: Online Configuration Balancing with Stochastic Requests
@ <— 10g3/2(2m + 2)
A < current guess of E[OPT]
T <= 2 truncation threshold
upon arrival of request j do
1| e angmingegy () o e XEODT Ly o) (XSO (r, )
if L1+ E[XZ(CJ)] <t for alli € [m] and Loj—1 + E[max;cpm, Xg(cj)] < {1 then
choose c; for j
Lij  Lijj—1 + E[Xg(c])] for all i € [m]
L()j — LOj—l + E[maxie[m} Xg(cj)]
else
L return “E[OPT] > \”

To analyze this algorithm, we compare its makespan with a solution to (LP¢). This LP has an

integrality gap of Q(l OITOE)Zm), which follows immediately from the path assignment LP for virtual

circuit routing [LRS98]. Hence, a straightforward analysis of Algorithm 3 comparing to a rounded
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solution to (LP¢) gives an assignment with expected truncated load per machine and total expected
exceptional load O(logm - 10?1%) gbm) -E[OpT|. The O(lolgi Zm) factor is due to the aforementioned
integrality gap while the second factor O(logm) is due to the use of the potential function. To get
a tight competitive ratio of O(logm), we avoid the integrality gap by comparing to a fractional
solution to (LP¢), and we use a slightly different maximal inequality for the regime where the mean
of the sums is larger than the increments by at most a O(logm)-factor. The particular maximal

inequality is the following, which we prove in Appendix A.

Lemma 2.5. Let Sy,...,S,, be sums of independent random wvariables bounded in [0,7] such
that E[S;] < O(logm)t for all 1 < i < m. Then, E[max; S;] < O(logm)t.

Now we give our main guarantee for Algorithm 3, which implies the desired O(log m)-competitive
online algorithm for configuration balancing with stochastic requests.

Lemma 2.6. Suppose the minimizing configuration in Line 1 can be found in polynomial time.
Then Algorithm 3 runs in polynomial time. Further, Algorithm 8 is a deterministic, non-adaptive
algorithm that correctly solves the subproblem of Lemma 2.4 for o = O(logm).

Proof. The running time of Algorithm 3 is clear. It remains to show that the algorithm creates
expected makespan at most O(log m)A or correctly certifies E[OPT] > X if it terminates prematurely.

We first show the former. By definition, upon termination of the algorithm after, say n’ requests,
the expected truncated load on each resource and total expected exceptional load are both at most
O(logm) - A. Let the configuration choices ¢; be with respect to our algorithm. We can split the
makespan into the contributions by the truncated and exceptional parts.

E[mmZX CJFEL%ZX FE[mmZ o]

Each truncated part is bounded in [0,2\] and each resource has expected truncated load at
most O(log m))\ By Lemma 2.5, we can bound the contribution of the truncated parts by

E | maxi<j<m Z] 1 XT( ;)] = O(logm)A. For the exceptional parts, applying (1) gives

[ max ZX ¢ ] <E[ max X/ (c )] < O(log m)\.

1<i<m y 1<i<m

Combining both bounds gives that the expected makespan is at most O(logm)A\, as required.

It remains to show that if E[OPT|] < A, then the algorithm successfully assigns all requests.
We do so by bounding the increase in the potential function. Note that if E[OpT] < A, then
(LPc) is feasible for our choice of 7 = 2X by Lemma 2.1. Thus, let (y.;) be a feasible solution
to (LP¢). For simplicity, let zo;(c) := E[maxi<i<m Xg (c)] be the exceptional part of configuration ¢
and z;;(c) := IE[XZ (c)] its truncated part on resource i.

For each request j, as Algorithm 3 chooses a configuration ¢; minimizing the increase in @,

P(Lj—1 +x;(c;)) — ¢(Lj—1) < d(Lj—1 + x5(c)) — d(Lj-1)
for all configurations ¢ € [¢;]. As 3%, y.; = 1 by feasibility of (y;), this implies

gb(Lj_1 + :Ej(Cj)) - ¢(Lj_1) < Zycj¢(Lj—1 + $j(c)) - ¢(Lj—1)' (2)
c=1

We recall that Ly = 0 € R™*!1. We bound the increase in potential incurred by Algorithm 3:

¢(Ln) — ¢(Lo) = Z 2(3/2)%’*1” ((3/2)~’Cij (cj)/m _ 1)

j=1i=0

11



gizymz (3/2)4/7 ((3/2)74 1)

=0

n

(3/2) Lm/fzzyq( 3/2)7 7 1),

1=0 j=1c=1

Ms i

where the first inequality holds due to (2), and the second inequality holds because the load on
machine ¢ only increases over time. Standard estimates of e* give (3/2)* —1 < (1/2)z for z € [0, 1].
As y,; is feasible, we know that z;;(c) < 7 for all ¢ with y.; > 0. Hence,

&(Ln) — &(Lo) <Z3/2 m/Tzn:Z cﬁ”

j=1c=1
Using that y.; is feasible and satisfies z -1 z g 2ij(c)-ye; < 7 for resource ¢ = 0 by the exceptional
constraint and for all resources i = 1,...,m by the truncated constraints, we get
(L) = 6(Lo) < (1/2) Y _(3/2)"/7 = (1/2)¢(Ln).
i=0

After rearranging, we have ¢(L,) < 2¢(Lg) = 2(m + 1) by choice of Ly. Taking logarithms and
using that logs,(z) is monotonically increasing, we conclude that maxo<i<m Lin < logg /s (2m+2)7.
Note that we chose ¢ = logz/o(2m + 2) implying that Algorithm 3 never fails if E[OPT] < A. O

2.4 Proof of Theorem 1.1

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Note that the configurations are given explicitly, implying that both, Al-

gorithms 2 and 3, run in polynomial time. Hence, Lemma 2.3 gives the O(lolgoﬁ);nm)—approximate

offline algorithm and Lemmas 2.4 and 2.6 give the O(log m)-approximate online algorithm. U

3 Unrelated Load Balancing and Virtual Circuit Routing

In this section, we apply our algorithms for configuration balancing to stochastic load balancing on
unrelated machines (Theorem 1.2) as well as stochastic virtual circuit routing (Theorem 1.3).

3.1 Unrelated Load Balancing with Stochastic Jobs

We recall that in load balancing on unrelated machines with stochastic jobs, we have m machines
and n jobs such that the size of job j on machine 7 is a random variable X;;. These X;;s are
independent across jobs. This is a special case of configuration balancing with stochastic requests
by taking m resources (corresponding to the m machines) and n requests such that each request
j has m possible configurations, one for each machine choice job j has. Precisely, we define the
configurations ¢ = 1,...,m for job j by setting

X, ifi=c
XZ" Cc) = “ ’ 3
]( ) {0 otherwise. 3)

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Each request has m possible configurations, so the total size of the resulting
configuration balancing instance is polynomial. Thus, we may assume the configurations are given
explicitly. Hence, Theorem 1.1 immediately gives a randomized O(lolgof%)-approximation offline
and O(log m)-approximation online for load balancing on unrelated machines with stochastic jobs.

However, to obtain a deterministic offline algorithm, we can de-randomize Algorithm 2 for
this special case because here, (LP¢) is equivalent to the generalized assignment LP considered by

Shmoys and Tardos, which has a constant-factor rounding algorithm [ST93]. O
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3.2 Routing with Stochastic Demands

Virtual circuit routing is another special case of configuration balancing: Given any instance of
the former, which consists of a directed graph with m edges and n source-sink pairs, the resulting
configuration balancing instance has m resources, one for each edge, and n requests, one for each
source-sink pair, such that there is one configuration per source-sink path in the graph.

Note that unlike load balancing, where a request has at most m configurations, for routing, a
request can have exponentially many configurations. Thus, to obtain polynomial-time algorithms
for routing, we cannot explicitly represent all configurations. In particular, to prove Theorem 1.3
in the offline setting, we need to show how to solve (LPc¢) efficiently in the special case of routing,
and to prove Theorem 1.3 in the online setting, we need to show how to find the configuration (i.e.
the path) that minimizes the increase in the potential ®.

3.2.1 Offline Routing: Solving (LP¢)

We first re-write (LPc) for routing. Recall that 7 is the truncation threshold. For a request j,
let E; be the set of all edges with E[X,;] < 7 and let P; be the collection of all s;-t; paths in the
auxiliary graph G; = (V, Ej;). For each request j and path P € P;, the variable yp; denotes the
decision to route request j along path P. Thus, we want to solve the following path assignment LP.

Spepypi =1 Vie]
Y1 pep, EIXG] - yp; <7 VeckE
Z;;l ZPE’PJ- E[maXEEP XGEJ] “YPj <rT
yp; =20 Vjen], PeP;

To see that (LPp) is equivalent to (LPc¢), note that the pruning constraints of the latter ensure
that any configuration/path P with E[maxee P Xej] > 7 will not be selected. Re-writing gives
E[maxeep Xej] = E[maxeep éXj] = maxcep E[X,;]. Thus, the pruning constraint ensures that
no edge with E[X,;] > 7 will be selected. This is exactly encoded by the set of feasible paths P;.

Note that (LPp) has an exponential number of variables. For classical congestion minimization
problems, the path-assignment LP formulation is equivalent to a flow formulation [LRS98], which
can be solved optimally in polynomial time using results about flows in networks. In our case,
however, we additionally have the third constraint (the exceptional load constraint) in the LP,
which does not allow for a straight-forward equivalent flow formulation. Therefore, we use LP
duality in order to solve it efficiently: We give a separation oracle for its dual LP. For obtaining
the dual, we add the trivial objective to maximize 07y to (LPp). Hence, the dual of (LPp) is

(LPp)

min) -a;+ Y  be-THc-T
st. aj +EeePbe'E[ij] +c- E[maxeereJ] >0 Vj e [n], PeP;
be >0 Vee E
c >0.

(Dp)

For solving (Dp), consider a request j and a path P € P;. The expected exceptional part of
routing j along P is E[maxeep Xg] = maxeepE[(Xj/ce)E], which is the expected exceptional
part of the smallest-capacity edge €; along the path. Given this edge €;, a particular choice of the
dual variables is feasible for the first constraint of (Dp) if and only if

be - E[X]] E XxT —a; Vj.
PeP;: mlneepce>ce (; +C [InEaX ]> 4 J

Hence, for each request j, it remains to find a path P € P; that is minimal w.r.t. edge weights
be E[Xg;] By letting every edge € be the smallest-capacity edge and removing any smaller-capacity
edges from the graph, this becomes a shortest s;-t; path problem.
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Algorithm 4: Separation oracle for (Dp)

(a,b,c) < current solution of (Dp)
if b, < 0 for some e € E or ¢ < 0 then
‘ return the violated non-negativity constraint
else
for j and edge € € E; do
Ee «—{e€ Ej:cc > ce}
Gz + (V, Ez)
Pjs < shortest s;-t; path in Gg w.r.t. edge weights b, - IE[X;Z]
if ZEEPJ'@- be - E[Xg;] + ¢ E[maxcep;, Xg;] < —a; then
L return the separating hyperplane Eeeré be - IE[X;*G] + ¢ E[maxcep;, X;*G] > —aj

return “feasible”

Lemma 3.1. Algorithm /4 is a polynomial time separation oracle for (Dp).

Proof. Since shortest paths can be found in polynomial time [Bel58], Algorithm 4 indeed runs in
polynomial time. Further, if there is an edge e € E with b, < 0 or if ¢ < 0, then Algorithm 4
correctly outputs the violated constraint.

It remains to consider the case when b,c > 0. In this case, we need to show for each request j
that we find some & € E such that Pjz achieves minpep, (Zeep be - IE[X;Z] + ¢ - E[max.ecp X;Z])

Consider any request j such that the minimum is achieved by some s;-t; path P*. Let e* be the
smallest-capacity edge along P*. We claim for the correct guess € = e*, Pjz achieves the minimum.
To see this, observe that P* is a s;-t; path in the graph Ge, so the algorithm will choose Pje
with ) o p,. be - E[X;*G] <D eepebe - E[X;*G] by definition of the edge weights. Further, we have

T < ¢-E[max,cp- XETJ-], because the latter maximum is achieved by edge €, and by

c-E[maxep;, X
definition of the residual graph, Pjz cannot use any edges with smaller capacity than €. Combining
these two bounds shows that Pjz achieves the minimum. This in turn implies that Algorithm 4

returns a constraint violated by (a, b, ¢) if such a constraint exists. O

3.2.2 Online Routing: Minimizing Increase in ®

For online virtual circuit routing, we assume that a sequence of source sink-pairs (s;,t;) for j =
1,...,n arrive online. To implement Algorithm 3 efficiently, given a load vector L = (Lyg,..., L)
and source-sink pair (sj,t¢;) with random demand X; > 0, we need to choose a s;-t; path in G
that minimizes the increase in ® with respect to some fixed truncation threshold 7. Recall that
we index the edges of G by 1,...,m, while Lg is the load of an additional, artificial resource that
captures the total expected exceptional load.

As in the offline setting, the expected exceptional part of the configuration corresponding to
choosing a particular s;-t; path is the expected exceptional part of the smallest-capacity edge along
the path. Thus, the increase in potential due to choosing a path P is

((3/2)(L0+(maxeeP EXEN /7 _ (3/2)L0/7‘) + Z ((3/2)(LE+E[X§J.})/T _ (3/2)@/7).
eeP

The first term is the increase due to the exceptional part (the smallest-capacity edge along P), and
the remaining terms are the per-edge contributions due to the truncated parts. Analogously to the
previous section, we only consider edges in E; = {e € £ : E[X;] < 7}, guess the smallest-capacity
edge, and solve a shortest s;-t; path problem to find the minimizing path; see Algorithm 5.
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Algorithm 5: Minimizing increase in ® for virtual circuit routing

L < current load vector
for e € £; do
Ee «—{e€ Ej:cc > ce}
Gé < (V, Eé)
Pje < shortest s;-t; path in Gg w.r.t. edge weights ((3/2)(LE+]E[X6TJ'D/T - (3/2)LE/T)

Pj < argminp,, increase in ®

Lemma 3.2. Given a request j and load vector L, Algorithm 5 returns in polynomial time a path P;
that minimizes the increase in ®.

Proof. 1t is clear that Algorithm 5 runs in polynomial time. To see that it also finds a path that
minimizes the increase in @, let P’ be such an optimal path with smallest-capacity edge e*. For
the correct guess e = e*, P]* is a s;-t; path in the graph Ge. Thus, Algorithm 5 chooses Pje such
that the per-edge contributions due to the truncated parts of Pjz are at most those due to P? by
definition of the edge weights. Further, the exceptional part of Pjz is at most that of P;‘, because
Pjz does not use any edges with capacity smaller than c; by definition of the graph Gz. We conclude
that Pje is also a s;-t; path that minimizes the increase in ®. O

Proof of Theorem 1.3

Proof of Theorem 1.3. For offline virtual circuit routing, Lemma 3.1 guarantees that (LPp) can be
solved optimally in polynomial time by LP duality. Thus, Lemma 2.3 implies that Algorithm 2
runs in polynomial time and achieves a maximum congestion of O(; Og)lgo;nm)E[OPT].

For the online problem, Lemma 3.2 guarantees that, for each request j, a path P; that minimizes
the increase in the potential function @ is found in polynomial time. Thus, Lemma 2.3 implies that

Algorithm 3 runs in polynomial time and guarantees a maximum congestion of O(log m)E[OpT]. O

4 Load Balancing on Related Machines

In this section, we improve on Theorem 1.2 in the special case of related machines, where each

machine ¢ has a speed parameter s; > 0 and each job j an independent size X; such that X;; = f—:
logm

loglogm

Recall that we gave a non-adaptive O( )—approximation for unrelated machines. However,

the adaptivity gap is Q(1 Og’i’gm) even for load balancing on identical machines where every machine

has the same speed. Thus, to improve on Theorem 1.2, we need to use adaptivity.

The starting point of our improved algorithms is the same non-adaptive assignment for unrelated-
machine load balancing. However, instead of non-adaptively assigning a job j to the specified ma-
chine 7, we adaptively assign j to the least loaded machine with similar speed to ¢. In the first part,
we formalize this idea and then we focus on offline and online load balancing on related machines.

4.1 Machine Smoothing

In this section, we define a notion of smoothed machines. We show that by losing a constant factor
in the approximation ratio, we may assume that the machines are partitioned into at most O(log m)
groups such that machines within a group have the same speed and the size of the groups shrinks
geometrically. Thus, by “machines with similar speed to i,” we mean machines in the same group.
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Formally, we would like to transform an instance Z of load balancing on m related machines
with stochastic jobs into an instance Zg with so-called “smoothed machines” and the same set of
jobs with the following three properties:

(i) The machines are partitioned into m’ = O(logm) groups such that group k consists of my
machines with speed exactly s such that s1 < so < -+ < 5.

(ii) For all groups 1 < k < m/, we have my, > %mkH.
(i) OpT(Zs) = O(OPT(Z)).

To this end, we suitably decrease machine speeds and delete machines from the original in-
stance Z. Our algorithm is the following.

Algorithm 6: Machine Smoothing

Smax < Max; S;

for i =1 to m do

5i < 5i/Smax

if 5; < % then

1 ‘ delete machine ¢
else

2 L S; < 2|_log si

partition machines by speeds such that group k has m; machines of speed sy,
index the groups in order of increasing speed
for k=1 to [logm] do
if my < %mkH then
3 L L delete group k

We show that this algorithm creates the desired smoothed machines instance.

Lemma 4.1. Given an instance I of load balancing with m related machines and stochastic jobs,
Algorithm 6 efficiently computes an instance Is of smoothed machines with the same set of jobs
satisfying Properties (i) to (iii).

Proof sketch (full proof in Appendiz C). 1t is clear that the algorithm is efficient and outputs Z
satisfying (i) and (ii). For showing (iii), we analyze the increase of the cost of OPT due to each
step. For Step 1, we schedule the jobs assigned by OPT to deleted machines on the fastest machine,
increasing its load by at most (m — 1)%OPT. Step 2 increases OPT by at most a factor 2. For
Step 3, we schedule all jobs assigned by OPT to a deleted machine on machines of the next faster
remaining group, following a fixed mapping of the deleted machines to the remaining machines.
Because of (ii), we can bound the increase in load on each remaining machine by O(OPT). O

To summarize, by losing a constant-factor in our final approximation ratio, we may assume we
are working with an instance of smoothed machines. Looking ahead, if our non-adaptive policy
assigns job j to machine ¢, then we instead adaptively assign j to the least-loaded machine in the
group containing machine i. We will use the properties of smoothed machines to show that this
leads to a O(1)-approximation offline and O(loglogm)-approximation online.

A similar idea for machine smoothing has been employed by Im et al. [[KPS18] for deterministic
load balancing on related machines. In their approach, they ensure that the total processing power
of the machines in a group decreases geometrically rather than the number of machines.
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4.2 Offline Setting

In this section, we give our O(1)-approximate adaptive policy for load balancing on related machines
with stochastic jobs. Our algorithm has three parts: machine smoothing (Algorithm 6), non-
adaptive assignment (Algorithm 2), and adaptively turning a job-to-machine assignment into a
coarser job-to-group assignment. Precisely, our algorithm is the following.

Algorithm 7: Offline Related Load Balancing

smooth machines with Algorithm 6

create configuration balancing instance as in (3)
obtain assignment of jobs to machines by Algorithm 2
for j € J do

L 1 < machine of j

schedule j on least loaded machine i’ with s; = s

Note that as in the case of unrelated machine load balancing (Theorem 1.2), we can derandomize
this algorithm by employing the GAP LP rounding algorithm by [ST93].

We show that this algorithm gives the desired O(1)-approximation. Note that our previous
analysis of Algorithm 2 gave a O(lofi ?m )-approximation. We improve on this using the properties
of smoothed machines and our adaptive decisions. We give a stronger maximal inequality using

the fact that group sizes are geometrically increasing. See Appendix A for proof of the following.

Lemma 4.2. Let ci,...,¢,, € N>y be constants such that ¢; > %Ci+1 for all 1 < i < m. Let
Sty ySm be sums of independent random wvariables bounded in [0, 7] such that E[S;] < ¢;7 for
all 1 < i <m. Then, E[max; Ci] < O(T).

Now we analyze Algorithm 7.

Lemma 4.3. For offline load balancing on related machines with stochastic jobs, Algorithm 7
efficiently either outputs an adaptive policy with expected makespan O(1) or certifies E[OpT] > 1.

Proof. 1t is clear that the algorithm runs in polynomial time. By the contrapositive of Lemma 2.1,
if (LP¢) is infeasible for 7 = 2, then we correctly certify E[OPT| > 1. Thus, it remains to consider
the case where the LP is feasible.

In this case, we obtain a job-to-machine assignment with expected truncated load at most 2 on
every machine and expected exceptional load at most 2. Summing up the truncated loads within
each group, we have that group k has expected truncated load at most 2my. Again, we split the
makespan of our policy into truncated and exceptional parts

T E
| s, 3% | <[ s, 0] + B 3 xE |
J—1

where the events j — ¢ are with respect to our final adaptive assignment. We can upper bound
the contribution of the exceptional parts (the latter term) by 2 using (1). It remains to bound the
contribution of truncated parts. We do so by considering the makespan on each group. For group k,
we let j — k denote the event that we non-adaptively assign job j to a machine in group £, and Xj;
be the size of job j on any machine in group k (recall that they all have the same speed). Then,

j—)l
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where G}, is the collection of all machines in group k. Similar to the analysis of list scheduling
by [Gra69], i.e, by an averaging argument, we obtain

1

T T

max 'X..gm—kZij—H]naxXk] ZXkJ+2 4)
j—i j—k J_”f

The expected truncated load on group k is at most 2my, and we have my > %mkH for all k by the

properties of smoothed machines. Lemma 4.2 bounds the expected maximum of (4) for all k£ by

O(1). This upper bounds the expected contribution of the truncated parts by O(1), as required. [

4.3 Online Load Balancing on Related Machines

In this section, we apply the same framework to the online setting. As main difference, we compute
the non-adaptive assignment online using Algorithm 3. We must be careful, because our online
configuration balancing algorithm loses a logarithmic factor in the number of resources, so to obtain
a O(loglog m)-approximation, we aggregate each group (in the smoothed-machines instance) as a
single resource. Thus, our configuration balancing instance will have only O(logm) resources.

We first describe how to construct the configuration balancing instance. Suppose we have
smoothed machines with m’ groups. We define m’ + 1 resources indexed 0, ..., m’ such that the Oth
resource is a virtual resource collecting exceptional parts, and the resources 1,...m’' index the
groups of smoothed machines and collect the respective truncated parts. Each job j has m’ config-

urations ¢ = 1,...,m’ (one per job-to-group assignment) defined by
E[X(] if k=0,
Xii(c) = mLkE[X,’{j] if k=c, (5)
0 otherwise,

for a fixed truncation threshold 7. Note that these configurations are deterministic. Intuitively, this
definition captures the fact that we will average all jobs assigned to group k over the mj; machines
in the group. Now we give our algorithm for the online setting.

Algorithm 8: Online Related Load Balancing

smooth machines with Algorithm 6

A < current guess of E[OPT]

T <= 2 truncation threshold

upon arrival of request j do
construct configurations as in (5)
k <+ configuration chosen by Algorithm 3
schedule j on least-loaded machine in group k

Lemma 4.4. For online load balancing on related machines with stochastic jobs, Algorithm 8 runs
in polynomial time and correctly solves the subproblem of Lemma 2.4 for o = O(loglogm).

Proof. 1t is clear that the algorithm runs in polynomial time.

Let OpTg be the optimal makespan of the smoothed load balancing instance. We first claim
that the resulting configuration balancing instance has optimal makespan at most O(E[OpTg])
for any truncation threshold 7 > 2E[OPTg]. To see this, observe that (LPc) for the smoothed
load balancing instance is feasible for 7. Then, (LP¢) for the deterministic configuration balancing
instance is obtained from this LP by aggregating the truncated constraints for all machines in the
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same group and dividing by mj. Thus, this latter LP is also feasible for the same threshold, and
it admits a constant-factor approximation by Shmoys-Tardos [ST93]. Thus, OPTp, the optimal
solution of the deterministic configuration balancing instance defined by (5), is at most O(E[OPTg]).

Further, by the properties of smoothed machines, the resulting configuration balancing instance
has m’ +1 = O(logm) resources. As argued in the proof of Theorem 1.4, the potential function
guarantees that Algorithm 3 never creates makespan (for the configuration balancing instance)
more than O(loglogm)X if OpTp < A. Hence, by (5), the total expected exceptional load and
average expected truncated load within each group are at most O(loglogm)A. We translate these
bounds into bounds on the makespan for the load balancing instance.

Similar to Lemma 4.3, we can upper bound the contribution of the exceptional parts by
O(loglogm)A using (1) and the truncated parts by O(loglogm)A using Lemma 4.2. Thus, the
expected makespan of the load balancing instance is at most O(loglogm)A, as required.

Finally, we recall that if Algorithm 3 fails, then OPTp > A, which implies E[OpTg] > Q(A). O

Proof of Theorem 1.4 The proof follows immediately from Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4.

Conclusion

We considered the configuration balancing problem under uncertainty. In contrast to the (often
overly optimistic) clairvoyant settings and the (often overly pessimistic) non-clairvoyant settings, we
consider the stochastic setting where each request j presents a set of random vectors, and we need
to (adaptively) pick one of these vectors, to minimize the ezpected maximum load over the m re-
sources. We give logarithmic bounds for several general settings (which are existentially tight), and
a much better O(1) offline and O(loglogm) online bound for the related machines setting. Closing
the gap for online related-machines load balancing remains an intriguing concrete open problem.
More generally, getting a better understanding of both adaptive and non-adaptive algorithms for
stochastic packing and scheduling problems remains an exciting direction for research.
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A Inequalities and Bounds on Sums of Random Variables

In this section, we state some useful probabilistic inequalities. Further, we give the proofs of
Lemmas 2.2, 2.5, and 4.2.

Lemma A.1 (Bernstein’s inequality). Let the random wvariables X1, ..., X, be independent with
Xi —E[X;] <b foreach 1 < j<n. Let S = Z?:l X; and let o2 = Z?:l ajz- be the variance of S.
Then, for any t > 0,

2
P[S > E[S] +t] < eXp< ~ 27 _i bt/302)>'

Lemma A.2 (Bennett’s inequality [Ben62]). Let X1, ..., X, be independent random variables with
zero mean such that X; < a for all j. Let S =3, X; and o? = ZJE[ij] Then, for allt >0,

—o? t ¢ ¢
P(S > t) <exp <a—g<<1+%> log <1+%> —%)).

Lemma A.3 (Chernoff-Hoeffding type inequality; Theorem 1.1 in [DP09]). Let S = Z?:l X;
where X;, 1 < j <mn, are independently distributed in [0,1]. If t > 2eE[S], then

P[S >t < 27"

Having these inequalities at hand, we are now ready to prove Lemmas 2.2, 2.5, and 4.2, that
bound the expected maximum of sums of independent variables.

Lemma 2.2. Let S1,...,Sy be sums of independent random variables, that are bounded in [0, 7]
for some T > 0, such that E[S;] < 7 for all 1 <i < m. Then, Emax; S;] = O(logjlgo?m)r
Proof. By re-scaling, it suffices to prove the lemma for 7 = 1. Consider one such sum, say

S = Zj X, where the Xjs are independent and bounded in [0,1]. We use Bennett’s inequal-
ity (Lemma A.2) to bound the upper tail of S. Applying Bennett’s inequality to S — E[S] with
a=1and o? = > E[(X; - E[X;])?] < > E[Xf] <>, E[X;] <1 gives for any t > 0:

P[S > 1+t] <P[S > E[S] + {]

t
§exp<—(02+t)log<l+—2> +t>
o

t

e
< —tlog(1l +t¢ t) =
_exp( og(1+1t)+ ) A+t
where we use 0 < 02 < 1 in the third inequality. In particular, for ¢ = O(Jg{%) large enough,

we have for any t > 0:

Pls . ' ef—l—t ef et o 1 .
< <8 C _ol=).et.
SIS g ym <7 7 <m> ‘

This tail bound holds for all Sy,...,S;,. Union-bounding over all m sums gives:
E [ max S;] :/ P[maxS; > t] - dt
(2 0 7
<@ +£)+/ P[maxS; > 14 (4 t] - dt
0 (2

§(1+£)+Z/ P[S; > 1+ £+ - dt
0

i
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={14+4)+m-0 1 / et dt=00) =0 _logm .
m/ Jo log logm

O

Lemma 2.5. Let Sy,...,S, be sums of independent random wvariables bounded in [0,7] such
that E[S;] < O(logm)7 for all 1 <1i < m. Then, E[max; S;] < O(logm)t.

Proof. Let C > 0 be a constant such that E[S;] < Ctlogm forall 1 <i < m and fix t > 2eC'Tlog m,
where e is the Euler constant. Fixing i € [m], we know that the random variables constituting S;

are independent and bounded by 7. Hence, using the Chernoff-Hoeffding bound in Lemma A.3, we
have P[S; > t] < 27'. Therefore,

o

E{ max SZ-] :/ IP)[ max S; >t]dt
1<i<m 0 1<i<m

o

< O(logm)t +/ IP’[ max S; > t] dt

2eCT10gm 1<i<m
O(logm)T + / S > t} dt
Z eCTlogm
< O(logm)T +m 27 tdt
2eCtlogm
= O(logm)T,
where the third line uses a union bound over all i € [m]. O
Lemma 4.2. Let ci,...,¢,, € N>y be constants such that ¢; > %Ci+1 for all 1 < i < m. Let
Sty Sm be sums of independent random wvariables bounded in [0, 7] such that E[S;] < ¢;7 for

all1<z<m Then, E| max; Ci:| < O(1).

Proof. By re-scaling, we can assume 7 = 1. Fix one sum, say S = ) ; Xj. The X;s are independent
with X;/c < 1 and X;/c —E[X;/c] < L. Therefore,

Var[S/c| = ZVar [X;/c] < /CZE (X, /] S%

where we used the independence of the X; and the fact that } . E[X;] < c. We fix some ¢ > 1.
Bernstein’s inequality (Lemma A.1) guarantees

]P’§>2—|—t <ex —L <ex L <ex Et
c = =P T 923 ) =P\ T 923 P\73")

where we used that ¢ > 1. Using a union bound, we obtain

P[lrglax S/cl>2+t] iexp(—%t)



m 92 m—1 /
< “ —t/3
2(5)

=1
< 3e7!/3,

where we used ¢; > %Ci+1 in the second inequality and ¢, > 1 in the third inequality. For the
fourth inequality, we fix ¢ > 3 and use that, for s > 1 and x > 0, we have exp (— s(%)m) < (%)xe_s.
Hence, we conclude the proof with

E[ max S;/c;] §(2—|—6)—|—/OOIP>[
5

max. max S/cl>2+t]dt<8—|—3/ e odt =8+ 15/e = O(1).
7 m 5

1<i<

O

B Feasibility of (LPc)

Lemma 2.1. (LP¢) is feasible for any T > 2 - E[OPT].

Proof. Consider the adaptive policy guaranteed by Theorem 1.7, and let the events j — ¢ be with
respect to this policy. We consider the natural setting of the y-variables given this policy: for all j
and ¢ € [g;], we take y.; = P(j — c). It is clear that >%/  y.; = 1 for all j and 0 < y.; < 1 for
all j and for all ¢ € [g;]. Moreover, as by Theorem 1.7 the policy does not select a configuration ¢
with E[maxi Xi(c)] > 7, the pruning constraints y.; = 0 if E[maxi Xi(c)] > 7 are also satisfied.

It remains to verify the exceptional and truncated load constraints. For the exceptional con-
straint, we observe

ZZE[maXX } yc]—ZZE{maxX (c)- ]_m] < 2-E[OPT] < 7,

j=1c=1 j=1lc=1

where in the first step we use the fact that the decision to choose configuration ¢ for request j is
independent of its realization, and in the second we use the properties of the policy. Similarly, for
the truncated constraint for each i,

ZRIZE yCJ—Zn:ZE 1j5e] <2-E[OPT] < 7

j=1c=1 j=1lc=1

C Machine smoothing analysis

Lemma 4.1. Given an instance I of load balancing with m related machines and stochastic jobs,
Algorithm 6 efficiently computes an instance Is of smoothed machines with the same set of jobs
satisfying Properties (i) to (iii).

Proof. Tt is clear that the algorithm is efficient and outputs Zg satisfying (i) and (ii). It remains to
show (iii). To do so, we show that each step increases OPT by only a constant factor.

Recall that OPT is an adaptive policy, so when OPT decides to schedule job j on machine i,
it immediately learns the realized value of X;;, or equivalently X; = s; - X;; on related machines.
Hence, we may assume that the next scheduling decision of OPT is completely determined by the
previously realized X;s. In particular, if OPT decides to schedule j on machine 4, then we can
modify OPT by scheduling j on some other machine i’ and leaving the subsequent decisions (which
in general depend on X;) unchanged. Similarly, if we modify the speed of machine 7, then this does
not affect subsequent scheduling decisions.
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1 Let OpT = OPT(Z) denote the initial optimal policy. Consider the following adaptive policy
for the instance after step 1: If OPT schedules j on 7 such that ¢ is not deleted, then we also
schedule j on i. Otherwise, OPT schedules j on i such that i is deleted for being too slow.
Then we schedule j on the fastest machine.

For every realization of job sizes, the modified policy only increases the load of the fastest
machine. We delete at most m — 1 machines each having speed at most % Thus, we schedule
all jobs assigned to these machines on a machine that is at least m times faster. The increase
in load on the fastest machine is thus at most (m — 1) - % < OrprT.

After deleting all slow machines, all machine speeds are in (%, 1].

2 We decrease the speed of each machine by at most a factor 2, so the makespan of the optimal
policy increases by at most a factor 2.

Further, after rounding down the machine speeds, there are at most [logm| distinct speeds
and thus groups.

3 First, we note that we keep at least one group, namely the fastest one. Consider any group k
that is deleted, and let ¥’ > k be the fastest subsequent group that is kept. Because we delete

—k

all groups between k and k', we have my < (%)k -my. Further, because all groups have

distinct speeds that differ by at least a factor 2, we also have s > 28 =% . 5.

Let OPT be the optimal policy after step 2. We re-assign the jobs that OPT schedules
on group k to group k' as follows. Because m; < (%)kl_k - mys, we fix a mapping from
the machines in group k to those of k' such that each machine in k¥’ is mapped to by at
most (%)k,_k machines in k. Then, when OPT schedules a job on a machine in group k, we
instead schedule it on the machine it maps to in group k’. This completes the description of
our modified policy.

To bound the makespan, consider any machine ¢ in a kept group k’. We upper-bound the
increase in load on ¢ due to re-assignments from slower deleted groups. For any deleted
group k < k/, at most (%)kl_k machines from group k& map to i. Each such machine in group &
under policy OPT has load at most OPT. However, recall that i is at least a oK'~k _factor faster
than any machine in group k, so the increase in load on machine 7 due to deleted machines from
group k < k' is at most (%)k,_k 2~ =k) . Qpr = (%)k/_k -OPT. Summing over all k < &/, the
total increase in load on a machine in group ' is at most ), ;. (%)kl_k -OpT =0O(OpT). O

D Clairvoyance Gap for Load Balancing on Related Machines

In this section, we quantify the power and limitation of non-clairvoyant algorithms for load balanc-
ing on related machines. Recall that a non-clairvoyant algorithm has no prior knowledge of the job
sizes and must decide where to schedule a job using only the information about current machine
loads and speeds. After an algorithm’s decision upon assigning a job, an adversary chooses the
realized size of the job, which the algorithm then observes for subsequent decisions. We refer to a
non-clairvoyant online algorithm as a non-clairvoyant algorithm that learns about the existence of
jobs (of unknown size) online one by one.

Our goal is to approximate the optimal makespan achievable by a clairvoyant offline algorithm,
which knows all jobs and sizes in advance, by a non-clairvoyant (online) algorithm. We define
the clairvoyance gap as the maximum ratio between the makespan of an optimal non-clairvoyant
algorithm and the optimal makespan achievable by a clairvoyant offline algorithm.

We show the following result.
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Theorem D.1. The clairvoyance gap for related machine scheduling is ©(y/m).

To show this result, we first give a lower bound on the clairvoyance gap and then complement
it by an upper bound achieved by a non-clairvoyant online list scheduling algorithm.

Lemma D.2. The clairvoyance gap for scheduling on related machines is Q(y/m).

Proof. Consider an instance with m machines, one fast machine with speed 1 and m — 1 slow
machines with speed \/—lm There are m jobs, one big job with size 1 and m — 1 small jobs with

size ﬁ There is a schedule of makespan 1, which is achieved by assigning the big job to the fast

machine and one small job per slow machine.

We show that any non-clairvoyant algorithm has makespan Q(y/m) which implies the lemma.
To that end, we define the following adversarial strategy: the adversary reveals only small jobs
(unless it runs out of small jobs, in which case the final job is big) until the first time that the
algorithm decides to use a slow machine. Then the adversary makes this job big. If an algorithm
only uses the fast machine, then it has makespan 1+ (m — 1) - —= = Q(y/m). Otherwise, the

vm
algorithm must use a slow machine, which receives the big job from the adversary, which also gives
makespan /m. Hence, any non-clairvoyant algorithm incurs a makespan Q(y/m). O

In the next lemma, we show an upper bound on the clairvoyance gap. We refer to list scheduling
as the algorithm that assigns the next job to the currently least-loaded machine. Here, the load of
a machine is the total processing time of jobs that have been assigned to the machine. We use list
scheduling only on a subset of machines that are “fast enough” and leave the remaining machines
idle. More precisely, we list schedule the jobs in the order of their arrival on the machines with
speeds within a factor \/—lm of the fastest.

Lemma D.3. The clairvoyance gap for related machine scheduling is O(y/m).

Proof. For convenience, we re-scale the instance such that the speed of the fastest machine is 1.
Hence, our algorithm uses all machines i with s; € [\/Lﬁ, 1]; we call such machines fast and the re-
maining ones slow. Clearly, list scheduling on the fast machines is both, online and non-clairvoyant.
It remains to bound the competitive ratio. To this end, we observe

> jesDi maxje j pj
Cmax < J + — J J s
D izl ym S Mg >/ /m Si

where the first term bounds the starting time and the second term bounds the processing time of
any job. We bound both terms separately by comparing to the optimal solution OPT, where OPT
denotes the optimal schedule as well as its makespan. Clearly, max;c;p; < OPT, which implies
that the second term is at most \/m - OPT.

For the first term, note that the total size of jobs that OPT schedules on fast machines is at
most m’ - OPT, where m’ is the number of fast machines. The total size of jobs that OPT schedules
on slow machines is at most m - ﬁ - OPT = y/m - OPT as there are at most m slow machines.
Further, the total speed of the fast machines is at least 1 (because the fastest machine has speed 1)
and also at least m’ ﬁ Therefore,

2jesPi <m"OPT+\/ﬁ-OPT<< m v
Diss1ym S max{lm!//ym} T \m//\/m 1

concluding the proof. O

> -OPT = O(y/m) - OPT,
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