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Abstract

We present an analysis of large-scale load balancing systems, where the processing time
distribution of tasks depends on both the task and server types. Our study focuses on the
asymptotic regime, where the number of servers and task types tend to infinity in proportion.
In heterogeneous environments, commonly used load balancing policies such as Join Fastest
Idle Queue and Join Fastest Shortest Queue exhibit poor performance and even shrink the
stability region. Interestingly, prior to this work, finding a scalable policy with a provable
performance guarantee in this setup remained an open question.

To address this gap, we propose and analyze two asymptotically delay-optimal dynamic
load balancing policies. The first policy efficiently reserves the processing capacity of each
server for “good” tasks and routes tasks using the vanilla Join Idle Queue policy. The second
policy, called the speed-priority policy, significantly increases the likelihood of assigning tasks
to the respective “good” servers capable of processing them at high speeds. By leveraging a
framework inspired by the graphon literature and employing the mean-field method and
stochastic coupling arguments, we demonstrate that both policies achieve asymptotic zero
queuing. Specifically, as the system scales, the probability of a typical task being assigned to
an idle server approaches 1.

1 Introduction

Background and motivation. Advanced cloud computing platforms, such as AWS, Azure, and
Google Cloud, handle millions of requests per second. Efficiently assigning tasks across servers
using a load balancing algorithm is critical for the seamless functioning of these systems. This
has inspired a huge body of foundational works on large-scale load balancing algorithms in the
last decade [1–8]. See [9] for a comprehensive recent survey. Despite this enormous progress, it
is worthwhile to point out that the existing works have predominately focused on homogeneous
models, where a task is processed at the same rate at all servers. In contrast, real-world cloud
computing platforms receive requests containing multiple classes of tasks with varying char-
acteristics, such as accessing websites, training machine learning models, or backing up data.
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Additionally, with the expansion of these platforms, servers can be of different types (multi-
skilled), as evident even from AWS’s website, which lists at least 9 server types with varying
memory and bandwidth. Moreover, due to the storage limit (a.k.a. data locality), a server can only
have the required resource files to execute only a subset of tasks. In such heterogeneous envi-
ronments, commonly used ultra-low-latency routing policies, such as Join Shortest Queue (JSQ),
Join Idle Queue (JIQ), Join Fastest Shortest Queue (JFSQ), and the Join Fastest Idle Queue (JFIQ)
are known to perform poorly (as shown in the numerical results in Section 6). One reason is that
these algorithms optimize the task assignment myopically which depends only on the current
state. This often results in the assignment of tasks to servers that cannot process it at a relatively
high speed, leading to inefficient server utilization. Thus, to better model large-scale cloud com-
puting platforms, it is crucial to understand such heterogeneous parallel-server systems, where
the time to process a task in a server depends on both the type of the task and that of the server,
and develop efficient load balancing algorithms for them. The above motives the current work.
As a side note, even though our primary motivation is data center networks, it is worthwhile to
mention that similar heterogeneity exists in many other service systems as well. For example, in
hospitals patients arriving at the emergency room may have different types of emergencies and
multiple medical staff available, or in manufacturing systems where different types of machines
and workers are present for different operations, such as assembly, packaging, and painting.

Key challenges. There are two fundamental reasons why fully heterogeneous systems have
resisted any foundational progress in large-scale performance analysis: First, if all the server
processing speeds are distinct, then servers become non-exchangeable. This takes us beyond the
range of classical mean-field techniques. In fact, before attempting any large-scale analysis, one
needs to consistently define a sequence of systems with increasing number of servers. Even this
is unclear when service rates are fully heterogeneous. As we will see, in this paper, we mitigate
this issue using an approach inspired from the graphon literature [10]. Second, when different
tasks require different processing times even at the same server, (under first-come-first-served
discipline) a Markovian state descriptor must include the order of the tasks in each queues.
Consequently, the system lacks any aggregate state descriptor. Also, as the system scales, the
state space thus explodes exponentially. These lead to an intractable performance analysis.

In addition to the analytical hurdles, the process of designing scalable algorithms for such a
heterogeneous system presents significant obstacles. In the seminal work, Stolyar [11] discussed
the two-fold heterogeneous systems and proposed the MinDrift policy, which can be under-
stood as the Gcµ-rule [12, Section 4] in the (output-queued) load balancing setup. Here, it was
shown that the MinDrift policy defined in D asymptotically minimizes the server workload in
the conventional heavy traffic regime when the number of servers is fixed and the arrival rate
approaches the boundary of the suitably defined capacity region. However, large-scale perfor-
mance analysis of this policy was not performed. Furthermore, implementing the MinDrift

policy at scale requires the dispatcher to know the total expected workload and service rate of
every server for the arriving task, which results in a prohibitive communication burden. To the
best of our knowledge, for such a heterogeneous setting, our study is the first to design a scalable
policy with a provable performance guarantee in the many-server asymptotic regime.

Our contributions. The main contributions of this paper are two-fold:
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(a) We provide a framework to define a consistent sequence of heterogeneous systems with in-
creasing size, which makes it amenable for large-scale analysis. The key challenge is to capture
the heterogeneity in service rates for all pairs of task types and servers. We capture this ‘matrix’
of service rates by introducing a notion inspired by graphon theory, which we call f -sequence
(Definition 2.1). From a high level, we map each task type and server into [0, 1) through mapping
functions ϕ1 and ϕ2, respectively. Both this functions remain fixed for various values of N. Then,
the service rate matrix is described using a function f : [0, 1)2 → R+. Specifically, if µN

i,j is the the
service rate for processing task-type i at server j in GN , then µN

i,j = f (ϕ1(i), ϕ2(j)), for all N. As
we will see that this provides a generalizable framework for large-scale analysis.

(b) We design two low-complexity load balancing policies for the fully heterogeneous systems,
both of which achieve the asymptotic zero-queueing property, a.k.a. ultra-low latency (where the
probability of a task waiting in the queue approaches zero as the system size increases):

(I) Intelligent Capacity Reservation and Dispatching (ICRD) approach: In this approach,
we do a ‘preprocessing step’ before the system goes live where the system reserves the
capacity of each server for a subset of ‘good’ tasks, which are tasks that can be processed
efficiently in that server. More specifically, we carefully prune the service rate matrix (by
simply replacing some entries with 0). Then, dispatchers assign tasks under the vanilla JIQ
policy.

(II) Speed-Priority Dispatching (SPD) approach: In this approach, each dispatcher clusters its
compatible servers into several groups based on their respective service capabilities of the
corresponding task type. For each arriving task, first a target group is chosen randomly,
which gives more weight to the group that can process that task type at a higher service
rate. Next, the task is assigned to an idle queue in the target group.

Both the above approaches can be implemented in a token-based fashion, thus inheriting
all the scalability properties similar to the JIQ policy. In Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.7, we
demonstrate that both approaches achieve asymptotic zero-queueing, whereby the probability
of assigning a new task to an idle server approaches 1 as the system scales. In addition, fairly
elementary tools are used to establish these results.

Due to many fundamental challenges mentioned earlier, the direct performance analysis of
these systems with a general function f is intractable. Therefore, we first investigate a special
case where f is stepwise, which serves as an intermediate step towards the general case. In the
stepwise case, the ICRD approach reduces the system to a union of dispatcher-independent sys-
tems where the service rates only depend on server-types. Similarly, under the SPD approach,
we show that the system behaves as a union of server-independent systems, where the service rates
only depend on the task-types. Decoupling the service rates from either of the two dependencies
makes it analytically tractable. In the end, for the general f -sequence, under certain regular as-
sumption, we can always find a stepwise f ′-sequence whose performance can lower bound that
of general one. Thus, through stochastic coupling arguments, in Theorem 3.14and Theorem 3.15,
we show that the zero-queueing property of ICRD and SPD still holds for the general case.

Related works. The vast literature on load balancing systems can be broadly classified into three
categories based on their modeling characteristics: (i) homogeneous models, (ii) heterogeneous-
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server models, and (iii) two-fold heterogeneous models. Below we discuss a few representative
works related to the current paper in each of the above three categories.

Homogeneous models The canonical homogeneous model assumes a system with one dis-
patcher and multiple parallel identical servers. Beyond its optimality, the behavior of the JSQ
has been comprehensively analyzed in various heavy traffic regimes, including the convergence
of the occupancy process [5, 6, 13], the analysis of steady states [14–20], and rates of conver-
gence [21]. However, the JSQ policy requires instantaneous information from all servers, leading
to poor scalability. This has motivated the consideration of JSQ(d) policies (a.k.a. power-of-d-
choices) [1, 2]. In the presence of data locality, the JSQ(d) policy is considered in [8, 22]. On a
different thread of works, the JIQ policy is analyzed due to its asymptotic optimality properties
and scalable, token-based implementation [4, 23, 24].

Heterogeneous-server models When servers are heterogeneous and all tasks are identical, [25]
establishes the zero-queueing property the JIQ policy and [26–28] considers the throughput op-
timality and performance improvement of the JSQ(d) policy in various settings, like FCFS and
processor-sharing. In the presence of data locality, in this setup, Weng et al. [7] showed that the
JFSQ/JFIQ policies achieve asymptotic optimality for minimizing mean steady-state waiting time
when the bipartite graph is sufficiently well connected and Zhao et al. [29] analyzed the JSQ(d)
policy. Furthermore, Allmeier and Gast [30] studied the application of (refined) mean-field ap-
proximations for heterogeneous systems, which uses an ODE to approximate the evolution of
each server. Gardner and Righter [31] investigated a system with arbitrary task-server compat-
ibilities and demonstrated that the stationary distributions under a random assignment policy
and several redundancy policies exhibit product-form structures. However, they also noted that
obtaining bounds on mean response time solely from the product-form results was non-trivial.

Two-fold heterogeneous models The literature on service systems where service times depend
on both task and server types is significantly scarce. The initial works on such system with the
input-queued setup dates back to the work by Harrison [32], who considered a system with two
input streams and two servers and proved the asymptotic optimality of a constructed discrete-
review control policy in the heavy traffic regime. Subsequent works include [12, 33]. For output-
queued systems, Foss and Chernova [34] proved the stability condition for the model with two
types of servers via fluid analysis. For the general case, Stolyar [11] established the asymptotic
optimality of the MinDrift policy and briefly mentioned that the stability of the system can be
proved via the Lyapunov method. Dai and Tezcan [35] provided a general framework for estab-
lishing state space collapse results in the heavy traffic regime. The behavior in the heavy traffic
regime investigated in [11, 35] is typically qualitatively different from the subcritical regime con-
sidered in our work.

Notation. Let N be the set of natural numbers and N0 = N ∪ {0}. Let R+ be the set of
nonnegative real numbers. For any N ∈N, define [N] = {1, 2, · · · , N}. For a polish space S , the
space of right continuous functions with left limits from [0, ∞) to S is denoted as D([0, ∞),S),
endowed with the Skorokhod J1 topology. WLOG is the acronym of ‘without loss of generality’.
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2 Model Description

We will denote the heterogeneous system by GN = (WN ,VN , λN ,UN). Here,WN = {1, ..., W(N)}
represents the set of dispatchers, where each dispatcher only handles assignments of one type
of tasks. Hence, the terms ‘task-type’ and ‘dispatcher’ will be used interchangeably. The set of
servers is denoted by VN = {1, ..., N}, where each server j ∈ VN has a dedicated queue with
infinite buffer capacity, and tasks are scheduled at each queue using the First-Come-First-Served
(FCFS) policy. The arrival process of tasks at dispatcher i ∈ WN is a Poisson process with rate
λN

i , independently of other processes, and λN denotes the arrival rate vector (λN
1 , ..., λN

W(N)). The

matrix of service rates is represented by UN = (µN
i,j, i ∈ WN , j ∈ VN) ∈ R

W(N)×N
+ , where the

service time of a type i task at server j is exponentially distributed with mean 1/µN
i,j, if µN

i,j > 0.
Otherwise (i.e., when µN

i,j = 0), by convention, server j cannot process type i tasks. A server
j ∈ VN is considered ‘compatible’ for type i ∈ WN tasks if µN

i,j > 0. It is assumed that tasks arriv-
ing at a dispatcher must be instantaneously and irrevocably assigned to one of the compatible
servers. A schematic picture of the model is given in Figure 1, where edges corresponding to
incompatible (i, j) pairs are not shown.
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Figure 1: Heterogeneous Load Balancing System GN

2.1 Consistent model structure: f -sequence

Consider a sequence {GN = (WN ,VN , λN ,UN)}N∈N of systems. For consistency, we will define
server and task type indices in the sequence in a nested way, that is, for all N ∈N,WN ⊆ WN+1,
VN ⊆ VN+1, and µN

i,j = µN+1
i,j , ∀(i, j) ∈ WN × VN . Inspired by the notion of graphon [10, Chap-

ter 7], we define two membership mapping functions ϕi : N → [0, 1), i = 1, 2, for dispatchers
and servers, respectively. With these membership mapping functions, we can describe the ser-
vice rate matrix of the sequence of systems by another function f : [0, 1)2 → R+ such that for
(i, j) ∈ WN × VN ,

µN
i,j = f (ϕ1(i), ϕ2(j)).

This representation significantly simplifies the description of the service rate matrix since the
dimension of UN explodes as N → ∞. Hence, below we formally introduce what we call an
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‘ f -sequence’ and use it in the rest of the analysis.

Definition 2.1 ( f -sequence). Given a function f : [0, 1)2 → R+. A sequence {GN}N , where GN =

(WN ,VN ,UN , λN), is an f -sequence, if for each N ∈N, uN
i,j = f (ϕ1(i), ϕ2(j)), ∀(i, j) ∈ WN × VN .

The f -sequence is a general notion that encompasses the majority of classic queueing systems
discussed in the existing literature. Below we provide a few example scenarios.

[a] Homogeneous Systems. A system consists of one class of tasks and one type of servers. A
sequence of such systems can be modeled as an f -sequence with f (x, y) = f (0, 0), ∀(x, y) ∈
[0, 1)2 for some constant f (0, 0) > 0.

[b] Multiclass Many-Server Systems. Service rates in such systems are independent of servers,
which implies that all servers are statistically identical. A sequence of such systems can be
modeled as an f -sequence with f (x, y) = f (x, 0), ∀y ∈ [0, 1). We will call such systems as
server-independent system below.

[c] Heterogeneous-Server Systems. Service rates in such systems are independent of dispatchers,
which implies that a server deals with tasks from various dispatchers at the same rate. A
sequence of such systems can be modeled as an f -sequence with f (x, y) = f (0, y), ∀x ∈ [0, 1).
We will call such systems as dispatcher-independent system below.

[d] Multiclass Multiserver Systems. When considering fully heterogeneous case, previous works
assume that the number of types of tasks and servers is finite, and service rates depend on
both types of tasks and servers. A sequence of such systems can be modeled as an f -sequence
with a stepwise function f on [0, 1)2. We will investigate this special case thoroughly in the
next section, which is the key tool for us to analyze the performance of a general f -sequence
in the large-system asymptotic regime.

3 Main Results

In this section, we present the main results involving the zero-queueing property of ICRD and
SPD approaches. As an initial step, in Section 3.1, we focus on the special case where f is step-
wise. We demonstrate that the ICRD and SPD approaches can effectively transform fully het-
erogeneous systems into dispatcher-independent and server-independent systems, respectively.
This transformation will allow us to employ classical mean-field analysis techniques. Building
upon these results, in Section 3.2, we extend the results to general f using stochastic coupling
arguments.

3.1 Special Case: Stepwise f

Due to the intractability of directly analyzing the f -sequence with a arbitrary function f , we draw
inspiration from using simple functions to approximate general ones. Thus, we first focus on
analyzing the special case where f is stepwise: consider an f -sequence {GN}N∈N with f defined
as follows: Let H and M be any two positive integers. Also, let 0 = w0 < w1 < ... < wH = 1 and
0 = v0 < v1 < ... < vM = 1 be any two partitions of [0, 1). Then for each h ∈ [H] and m ∈ [M],

f (x, y) = µh,m ≥ 0, ∀(x, y) ∈ [wh−1, wh)× [vm−1, vm). (3.1)
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By Definition 2.1, for each h ∈ [H] and m ∈ [M], and all (i, j) ∈ W × V such that (ϕ1(i), ϕ2(j)) ∈
[wh−1, wh)× [vm−1, vm), µN

i,j = f (ϕ1(i), ϕ2(j)) = µh,m. Loosely speaking, this is the simplest model
where service rate depends on both task and server types. It does have all the analytical chal-
lenges involving order-dependence of queues as mentioned earlier. However, as we will see, after
appropriate pruning step, it will be analytically tractable in the large-scale setup.

Note that (3.1) implies that if ϕ1(i1) and ϕ1(i2) are both in [wh−1, wh), the dispatchers i1 and
i2 are statistically indistinguishable since the rows µN

i1 = (µN
i1,1, ..., µN

i1,N) and µN
i2 = (µN

i2,1, ..., µN
i2,N)

are identical. Hence, dispatchers can be classified into finite classes: Let

WN
h =

{
i ∈ WN : ϕ1(i) ∈ [wh−1, wh)

}
∀ h ∈ [H] and WN = ∪h∈[H]WN

h .

Similarly, if the columns j1 and j2 of UN are the same, servers j1 and j2 can be viewed as the same
type. Let

VN
m = {j ∈ VN : ϕ2(j) ∈ [vm−1, vm)} ∀ m ∈ [M] and VN = ∪m∈[M]VN

m .

Since we are interested in large-scale systems, we need to consider the f -sequence {GN}N∈N in
a certain asymptotic regime. For the asymptotic analysis and to avoid heavy traffic, we consider
the sequence in the appropriately defined subcritical regime. For the homogeneous case [36], if
the sequence of systems in the subcritical regime, then the ratio of the total arrival rate to the
total service rate in the N-th system converges to a fixed constant number strictly less than 1.
However, the subcritical regime cannot be defined for the above heterogeneous scenario in the
same way. Since by the same server provides various service rates to different tasks, the total
service rate defined by the sum of service rates of all servers is no longer meaningful. We define
the subcritical regime as follows.

Definition 3.1 (Subcritical regime). The sequence of systems {GN}N∈N with stepwise f as in (3.1), is
said to be in the subcritical regime if the followings are satisfied:

(i) For each h ∈ [H], limN→∞ ∑i∈WN
h

λN
i /N = λh > 0;

(ii) For each m ∈ [M], limN→∞ ∑j∈VN 1(j∈VN
m )/N = vm − vm−1;

(iii) There exists a matrix p = (ph,m, h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M]) ∈ [0, 1)H×M with unit row sums, such that for
all m ∈ [M],

∑
h∈[H]

λh ph,m

µh,m(vm − vm−1)
< 1. (3.2)

In this case, we also call the sequence p-subcritical.

Conditions (i) and (ii) in Definition 3.1 imply that the system scales proportionally in terms of
total arrivals rates at dispatchers of each class and the number of servers of each type. Condition
(iii) indicates that the load per server is strictly less than 1 for all servers under the open-loop
probabilistic routing policy where task of type h is assigned to one of the servers of type m
(uniformly at random within this type) with probability ph,m. Note that the matrix p in the
definition of subcritical regime may not be unique.

It is well-known in the literature [25, 36, 37] that for the homogeneous setting, the subcritical
regime not only guarantees stability, but also implies certain performance features such as zero-
queueing under policies like JSQ and JIQ in large-scale systems. Next, we discuss how we can
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make this zero-queueing property hold in the heterogeneous scenario as well using the two
approaches mentioned in the introduction. These are the contents of Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.2,
respectively.

3.1.1 Intelligent Capacity Reservation and Dispatching (ICRD)

In this section, we will introduce the ICRD approach. Specifically, via carefully pruning the
service rate matrix (i.e., reserving the capacity of servers for some tasks), we will construct a
sub-system G̃N ⊆ GN which is a union of H disjoint task-independent systems. We will show
that the sequence {G̃N}N has the zero-queueing property under the JIQ policy (Theorem 3.2).

Recall the parameters (w, v), λh, µh,m, h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M] as introduced before as assume
that the sequence {GN}N is in p-subcritical regime for some matrix p as in Definition 3.1. De-
note ε∗m := (vm − vm−1) − ∑h∈[H]

λh ph,m
µh,m

, m ∈ [M] and let ε := (εh,m)h∈[H],m∈[M]. Then define a
polyhedron Poly(p) as follows:

Poly(p) :=
{

ε =
(
εh,m, h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M]

)
∈ [0, 1)H×M : ε satisfies (3.4)

}
(3.3)

εh,1 : · · · : εh,M = ph,1 : · · · : ph,M, ∀h ∈ [H], ∑
h∈[H]

εh,m ≤ ε∗m, ∀m ∈ [M]. (3.4)

By the definition of the p-subcritical regime, it is easy to check that the polyhedron Poly(p) is
non-empty.

Intelligent Capacity Reservation. Consider any fixed feasible solution ε ∈ Poly(p). Using such
an ε, for system GN , construct a sub-system G̃N(p, ε) = (WN ,VN , λN , ŨN) as follows:

• Step 1: For each VN
m in G̃N(p, ε), we divide it into H + 1 separate sets

{
VN

h,m

}
h∈[H]

⋃ VN
0,m

such that

(a) |ṼN
h,m| =

⌊
N(

λh ph,m
µh,m

+ εh,m)
⌋
, h ∈ [H]

(b) |ṼN
0,m| = |ṼN

m | −∑h∈[H] |ṼN
h,m| .

• Step 2: For each, h ∈ [H], dispatchers in WN
h is allowed to assign tasks only to servers in⋃

m∈[M] VN
h,m. That is, we set µ̃N

i,j = µN
i,j = µh,m, for i ∈ WN

h and server j ∈ ∪m∈[M]VN
h.m, and

set ũN
i,j = 0, otherwise.

Note that due to Poisson thinning, the constructed system G̃N(p, ε) can now be viewed as a dis-
joint union of H separate dispatcher-independent (i.e., service rates depend only on server-types)
systems as follows: For h ∈ [H], G̃N

h (p, ε) contains dispatchersWN
h and servers

⋃
m∈[M] VN

h,m. Also,
for each h ∈ [H], {G̃N

h (p, ε)}N is in the subcritical regime since we have the following relationship
between the total arrival rate and the total service rate:

lim
N→∞

∑i∈WN
h

λN
i

∑m∈[M] µh,m
⌊

N(
λh ph,m

µh,m
+ εh,m)

⌋ =
λh

λh + ∑m∈[M] µh,mεh,m
< 1.

Dispatching. For the system G̃N(p, ε), each dispatcher will route new tasks under the ordinary
JIQ policy. More specifically, when a task of type h arrives, it will be assigned to one of idle
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servers uniformly at random in
⋃

m∈[M] VN
h,m, if any exists. If no idle servers are available, the task

is routed to one of the servers in
⋃

m∈[M] VN
h,m, chosen uniformly at random.

System State. Let XN
h,m,l(t) be the number of servers in ṼN

h,m with queue length at least l ∈ N0

for h ∈ [H] and m ∈ [M] at time t. Let X̃N
h,m,l(t) =

XN
h,m,l(t)

N be the scaled quantities and consider
X̃N(t) = (X̃N

h,m,l(t), h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M], l ∈ N0) to be the system state for G̃N(p, ε). For any N ≥ 1,
we view X̃N as an element of the common space

χ̃ =
{

X̃ = (X̃h,m,l , h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M], l ∈N0) : ∀(h, m) ∈ [H]× [M],
λh ph,m

µh,m
+ εh,m ≥ X̃h,m,0 ≥ X̃h,m,1 ≥ · · · ≥ 0

}
,

equipped with metric

ρ(X̃, X̃′) = ∑
h∈[H]

∑
m∈[M]

∑
l∈N0

2−k |X̃h,m,l − X̃′h,m,l |
1 + |X̃h,m,l − X̃′h,m,l |

.

The next theorem states that the process X̃N(t) is ergodic and its stationary distribution X̃N(∞)

converges to a deterministic point x̃∗ as N → ∞, where x̃∗ = (x̃∗h,m,l , h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M], l ∈ N0)

and
x̃∗h,m,1 =

λh ph,m

µh,m
, x̃∗h,m,l = 0, ∀h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M], l ≥ 2 (3.5)

Theorem 3.2. Consider the f -sequence {GN}N in the p-subcritical regime, a fixed ε ∈ Poly(p), and
the sequence {G̃N(p, ε)}N as constructed above. The sequence {G̃N(p, ε)}N is still in the p-subcritical

regime and the Markov chain X̃N(·) is ergodic, and X̃N(∞)
d−→ x̃∗, where x̃∗ is given in (3.5).

The proof of Theorem 3.2 uses [23, Theorem 2]. Details are provided in Section 4.

Corollary 3.3 (Zero-Queueing). Consider the system G̃N(p, ε) as constructed above under the ICRD
approach. In steady state, the probability that a new task will be assigned to a busy server (a.k.a., the
queueing probability) converges to 0 as N → ∞.

Proof. The proof is immediate from the following observation. Let PN
busy be the probability that

in steady state, an arriving task will be assigned to a busy server. Then from Theorem 3.2,

lim
N→∞

PN
busy = lim

N→∞
P
(
∃(h, m) ∈ [H]× [M] s.t. X̃N

h,m,1(∞) ≥ λh ph,m

µh,m
+ εh,m

)
= lim

N→∞
P
(
∃(h, m) ∈ [H]× [M] s.t. X̃N

h,m,1(∞) ≥ x̃∗h,m,1 + εh,m

)
= 0.

3.1.2 Speed-Priority Dispatching (SPD)

In this section, we will show that for large-scale system GN under a certain SPD policy, its evolu-
tion can be viewed as that of the union of M server-independent systems. Such a SPD policy is
named as p-based JIQ as described in Definition 3.4. Theorem 3.7 shows that with empty initial
state, p-based JIQ achieves asymptotically optimal (i.e., zero-queueing). Let µ = (µ1, ..., µK) be

9



the set containing all distinct values of µh,m, (h, m) ∈ [H]× [M].

System State. Let XN
m,k(t) be the number of servers in VN

m that are serving tasks at rate µk in the

N-th system at time t. Define X̄N
m,k(t) :=

XN
m,k(t)
N . We consider X̄N(t) :=

(
X̄N

m,k(t), m ∈ [M], k ∈ [K]
)

to be the system state and view X̄N , for all N, as elements of the common space

χ =
{

x =
(

xm,k, m ∈ [M], k ∈ [K]
)
∈ RM×K

+

}
,

equipped with ℓ1-norm.

Recall the p-subcritical regime for some matrix p as in Definition 3.1. For each (m, k) ∈ [M]× [K],
define

λ
p
m,k := ∑

h∈[H]

ph,mλh1(µh,m=µk), (3.6)

and

xp
m,k :=

λ
p
m,k

µk
. (3.7)

We now introduce the p-based JIQ policy as follows.

Definition 3.4 (p-based JIQ). Consider any fixed dispatcher i ∈ WN
h , h ∈ [H]. When a task arrives at

the dispatcher i, it first selects a target type m∗ of servers with discrete distribution p̄h = (ph,m)m∈[M] and
then sends the task to one of idle servers uniformly at random in VN

m∗ , if any exists. If no idle servers are
available, the task is routed to one of the servers in VN

m∗ , chosen uniformly at random.

Remark 3.5. Under the p-based JIQ policy, for h ∈ [H], any dispatcher i ∈ WN
h will assign

a new task to a server in VN
m with discrete distribution p̄h = (ph,m)m∈[M], independent of the

current state of the system. Hence, for each m ∈ [M], VN
m will receive tasks from WN

h , h ∈ [H]

with rate Nλh ph,m. Also, servers in VN
m are statistically identical. Thus, the idea is that by the

Poisson thinning property, we can view the system GN as the union of M server-independent
systems {ĜN

m}m∈[M]; more details are given in the proof of Theorem 3.7. For each ĜN
m , it consists

of servers as the same as that in VN
m . The process of tasks arriving at ĜN

m with service rate µk will
be a Poisson process with rate Nλ

p
m,k.

Before proceeding toward large-scale analysis, the next lemma shows the stability of the p-
based JIQ policy.

Lemma 3.6. For large enough N, the system GN is stable under the p-based JIQ, if the sequence {GN}N

is in the p-subcritical regime.

Proof. By Remark 3.5, it is sufficient to show that each ĜN
m is stable under JIQ. Since each ĜN

m
is a server-independent system, we can derive the stability of JIQ for each ĜN

m based on [34,
Theorem 2.5]. For each m ∈ [M], define

ρN
m = max

J⊆VN
m

1
|J| ∑

k∈[K]

Nλ
p
m,k|J|

µk|VN
m |

= ∑
k∈[K]

Nλ
p
m,k

µk|VN
m |

. (3.8)

10



ρN
m can be understood as the load per server in ĜN

m . Since the sequence GN is in the p-subcritical
regime, we have

∑
k∈[K]

Nλ
p
m,k

µk|VN
m |

N→∞−−−→ ∑
k∈[K]

λ
p
m,k

µk(vm − vm−1))
= ∑

h∈[H]

λh ph,m

µh,m(vm − vm−1)
< 1, (3.9)

where the equality comes from the definition of λ
p
m,k. By [34, Theorem 2.5], ρN

m < 1 implies the
required stability.

Note that the large enough N requirement in Lemma 3.6 is only a technical restriction since
our assumption about relative sizes of VN

m is asymptotic: that for each m ∈ [M], limN→∞
|VN

m |
N =

vm − vm−1. The next result shows that the p-based JIQ policy not only ensures the stability of the
system but also assigns tasks to idle servers with high probability.

Theorem 3.7. Let the f -sequence {GN}N be in the p-subcritical regime and consider it under the the p-
based JIQ policy. Also, assume that for each N-th system, it starts from the all-empty state, i.e., X̄N

m,k(0) =
0, ∀m ∈ [M], k ∈ [K]. Then for any finite T ≥ 0, the scaled process X̄N converges weakly to the
deterministic process X̄ uniformly on [0, T], where X̄(t) = (X̄m,k(t), m ∈ [M], k ∈ [K]), t ∈ [0, T] and
each X̄m,k(t) satisfies the following differential equation:

dX̄m,k(t)
dt

= λ
p
m,k − µkX̄m,k(t).

The complete proof of Theorem 3.7 will be provided in Section 4.

Corollary 3.8 (Zero-Queueing). Consider the system GN under p-based JIQ. Given the all-empty initial
state, for any T > 0, the probability that during the time interval [0, T], an arriving task will be assigned
to a busy server converges to 0 as N → 0.

Proof. Observe that given the idle initial state, X̄m,k(t) cannot exceed
λ

p
m,k
µk

for any t ≥ 0. X̄N

converges weakly to X̄ uniformly on [0, T] for any finite T ≥ 0. Combined with the fact that

∑
k∈[K]

λ
p
m,k

µk
= ∑

k∈[K]

∑h∈[H] ph,mλh1(µh,m=µk)

µk
= ∑

h∈[H]

ph,mλh

µh,m
< vm − vm−1,

we have that with idle initial state and under p-based JIQ, on any finite time interval a new task
arriving at the N-system GN will be assigned to an idle server with high probability tending 1 as
N → ∞.

Remark 3.9. Although we only show the transient limit in Theorem 3.7, we expect that the con-
vergence also holds in steady state, as evidenced numerically in Section 6. However, extending
the convergence result steady state poses significant technical challenge. This is primarily due
to the lack of favorable properties, such as monotonicity, in the process X̄N(t) = (X̄N

m,k(t), m ∈
[M], k ∈ [K]). In the literature, monotonicity (state-wise dominance) has been the key to demon-
strating the convergence of steady states in qualitatively similar scenarios [23]. In the current
scenario, however, we do not expect any straightforward monotonicity to hold. Indeed, since the
expected workload of each task depends on its class, while comparing two servers of the same
type, the server with more tasks may have less expected workload, which implies that there is
no obvious stochastic dominance between two system states.
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3.2 General Function Case

In this section, we will extend Theorems 3.2 and 3.7 to the general f case. Since the function
f may not be stepwise, we cannot classify dispatchers or servers into finite groups. Hence,
we need to generalize the notion of p-subcriticality. Also, for the consistency in defining the
sequence {GN}N , we make some regular assumption about the sequence {GN}N below:

Recall the membership mapping ϕ1 and ϕ2 for dispatchers and servers, respectively.

Assumption 3.10. (i) (Arrival rate function) There exists an integrable function λ(·) : [0, 1) → R+

with
∫ 1

0 λ(x)dx = a > 0 such that λ(ϕ1(i)) = λN
i , ∀i ∈ WN , N ∈N.

(ii) (Service rate function) The function f : [0, 1)2 → R+ is Riemann integrable, and there exists µo > 0
such that for all x ∈ [0, 1), |{y ∈ [0, 1) : f (x, y) ≥ µo}| > 0, where | · | is Lebesgue measure.

(iii) (Regularity of membership map) For any subinterval E ⊆ [0, 1),

lim
N→∞

∑
i∈WN

1(ϕ1(i)∈E)

W(N)
= lim

N→∞
∑

j∈VN

1(ϕ2(j)∈E)

N
= |E|.

(iv) limN→∞
W(N)

N = ξ > 0, where ξ is a constant.

Remark 3.11. In Assumption 3.10, condition (i) implies that the arrival rate of tasks at each
dispatcher is determined by the function λ(·) and the membership mapping ϕ1(·). Hence, the
arrival rates depend on the dispatcher type and can be inhomogeneous. One special case is
that λ(·) is a constant function so the arrival rate of tasks at each dispatcher is the same. Next,
condition (ii) indicates that for each type of task, there exists some server that can process the
task efficiently. Condition (iii) suggests that the number of dispatchers (servers) mapped into
any subinterval E ∈ [0, 1) increases proportionally to the system size. Finally, condition (iv)
ensures that the total arrival rate scales proportionally with the total number of servers. This is
a standard assumption in the literature; see for example [38, 39]. However, instead of (iv), one
could also assume that λN

i = N
W(N)

λ(ϕ1(i)) in (i), which would allow the number of task types to
scale differently from the number of servers.

Based on the above assumption, we define the subcritical regime for the general f -sequence
as follows.

Definition 3.12 (Subcritical regime). The f -sequence {GN}N is in the subcritical regime if the following
is satisfied: There exist a pair of partitions (w, v) = (0 = w0 < w1 < · · · < wH = 1, 0 = v0 < v1 <

· · · < vM = 1) of [0, 1) and a matrix p ∈ [0, 1)H×M with unit row sums such that

ρm(w, v, p) := ∑
h∈[H]

ph,mλh

(vm − vm−1)µ∗h,m
< 1, m ∈ [M], (3.10)

where, for each h ∈ [H] and m ∈ [M], λh = 1
ξ

∫ wh
wh−1

λ(x)dx and µ∗h,m = min(x,y)∈[wh−1,wh)×[vm−1,vm) f (x, y).

The above definition of subcritical regime involves a pair of partitions (w, v) and a matrix
p ∈ [0, 1)H×M with unit row sums, which may not be unique. Hence, we will use the term
“(w, v, p)-subcritical regime” to specify the pair of partitions (w, v) and the matrix p ∈ [0, 1)H×M

which will be used in the analysis. Given the pair of partitions (w, v), we may have multiple
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stochastic matrices p ∈ [0, 1)H×M such that (3.10) holds. Different stochastic matrices p may
affect the maximal load per server. Ideally, we need to choose a p making the maximal load per
server as small as possible. Denote ρ(w, v) := minp maxm ρm(w, v, p) as the load per server with
partition (w, v).

Remark 3.13. An interesting algorithmic and technical question here is: given a general f -sequence
how to find an appropriate partition (w, v) and check if the polyhedron defined by (3.10) is non-empty to
determine subcriticality? Even though, this is not the main focus of the current work, in C, we have
designed an algorithm (Algorithm 1) that can efficiently find a desired partition (w, v) and a
corresponding matrix p satisfying (3.10) when they exist, and otherwise outputs that there must
exist some servers suffering from heavy workload no matter how the partition is made.

Finitely many groups of possibly non-identical dispatchers and servers. For the rest of the
analysis in this section, we assume that the f -sequence is in the (w, v, p)-subcritical regime with
the partition (w, v), where (w, v) = (0 = w0 < w1 < · · · < wH = 1, 0 = v0 < v1 < · · · < vM = 1).
Now, with the tuple (w, v, p), we can construct a f ′-sequence

{
G′N = (WN ,VN , λN ,U ′N)

}
N such

that:

(i) For each N, GN and G′N have the same sets of dispatchers and servers, respectively.

(ii) For any (x, y) ∈ [wh−1, wh)× [vm−1, vm),

f ′(x, y) = min
(a,b)∈[wh−1,wh)×[vm−1,vm)

f (x, y). (3.11)

It is straightforward to check that the f ′-sequence {G′N}N is also in the (w, v, p)-subcritical
regime and is a sequence with finite types of dispatchers and servers that we have discussed in
Section 3.1. Since by the definition, f ′(x, y) ≤ f (x, y) for all (x, y) ∈ [0, 1)2, it is intuitive that the
system GN will have better performance than the system G′N in terms of queue length, which
we will formalize using coupling arguments in Section 5. Now, for each N, we split the setsWN

and VN into subsets based on the partition (w, v). Let

WN
h =

{
i ∈ WN : ϕ1(i) ∈ [wh−1, wh)

}
for each h ∈ [H] andWN =

⋃
h∈[H]

WN
h

VN
m =

{
j ∈ VN : ϕ2(j) ∈ [vm−1, vm)

}
for each m ∈ [M] and VN =

⋃
m∈[M]

VN
m .

Crucially, however, note that the classification of dispatchers and servers here no longer means
that the dispatchers or servers in the same class are statistically identical. It is only used in con-
structing the subsystem via ICRD and designing the p-based JIQ policy.

ICRD approach. Give the above groups of dispatchers and servers, construct a subsystem G̃N ⊆
GN via the ICRD approach in Section 3.1.1 by choosing any ε ∈ Poly(p) in (3.3). The theorem
below then states that the vanilla JIQ policy achieves the asymptotic zero-queueing in the G̃N .

Theorem 3.14. Consider the f -sequence {GN}N in (w, v, p)-subcritical regime. Choose ε ∈ Poly(p)
in (3.3) and consider the subsystem {G̃N(p, ε)}N constructed as above under the JIQ policy. Then the
steady-state probability that an arriving task joins a busy server converges to 0 as N → ∞.
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Note that Theorem 3.14 does not claim the uniqueness of the fixed point of the limiting system
as Theorem 3.2 does. The main reason is that even though we know the total service rate is equal
to the total arrival in steady state, the fraction of busy servers cannot be determined since the
complexity of the service rate allows that different subsets of servers can provide the same total
service rate.

SPD approach. The next theorem will show the asymptotic zero-queueing property of p-base
JIQ in GN generalizing Theorem 3.7. Let µ∗ = (µ∗1 , ..., µ∗K) be the set containing all distinct values
of µ∗h,m, h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M]. For m ∈ [M] and k ∈ [K],

λ
p
m,k = ∑

h∈[H]

ph,mλh1(µ∗h,m=µ∗k )
and xp

m,k =
λ

p
m,k

µ∗k
.

Theorem 3.15. Consider the f -sequence {GN}N in the (w, v, p)-subcritical regime. Assume that for all
N ≥ 1, the system GN starts from the all-empty state, then under the p-based JIQ policy, for any T ≥ 0,
supt∈[0,T] X̄N

m (t) ≤ ∑k xp
m,k with high probability tending to 1 as N → ∞, where X̄N

m (t) is the fraction of
busy servers in VN

m at time t. Consequently, with the all-empty initial state, on any finite time interval,
the probability that an arriving task is assigned to a busy server converges to 0 as N → ∞.

The proofs of Theorem 3.14 and Theorem 3.15 are both based on coupling arguments since
we have shown results for the system G′N in Section 3.1. The complete proof is provided in
Section 5.

4 Proof for the Stepwise f Case

In this section, we will prove Theorems 3.2 and 3.7, staring with the proof of Theorem 3.2. The
key element in this proof is that the system G̃N is a union of H dispatcher-independent systems
and use the results of Stolyar [23] where such systems have been analyzed comprehensively. For
completeness, we have briefly included the model and the main result of [23] in A.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. By the construction of G̃N(p, ε), we have that for any fixed N, G̃N
h (p, ε)

evolves independently of G̃N
h′ for any h′ ̸= h ∈ [H]. Consequently, X̃N

h (·) = (X̃N
h,m,k(·), m ∈

[M], k ∈ N0), h ∈ [H] are mutually independent. Hence, we can consider {G̃N
h (p, ε)}N , h ∈ [H],

separately, and it is sufficient to show that for all h ∈ [H], X̃N
h (·) is ergodic, and X̃N

h (∞)
d−→ x̃∗h =

(x̃∗h,m,k, m ∈ [M], k ∈N0), where

x̃∗h,m,1 =
λh ph,m

µh,m
, x̃∗h,m,k = 0, ∀m ∈ [M], k ≥ 2. (4.1)

Fix any h ∈ [H] and consider X̃N
h (t) as the system state of G̃N

h at time t ≥ 0 for all N ≥ 1.
We need to check that {G̃N

h }N≥1 satisfies the model structure and asymptotic regime proposed
in [23](A). By the construction of G̃N

h , we can view the dispatcher set W̃N
h as one dispatcher

that receives tasks at rate ∑i∈W̃N
h

λ̃N
i = Nλh. This is because all dispatchers in W̃N

h can assign

tasks to all servers in ∪m∈[M]ṼN
h,m and for any two dispatchers i, i′ ∈ W̃N

h , if they assign tasks
to the same server, the server will provide service with the same rate that does not depend on
i or i′. For the server set ∪m∈[M]ṼN

h,m, by construction, it is the union of M server pool ṼN
h,m,

14



m ∈ [M] where servers within each pool are identical. Also, note that the size of each ṼN
h,m

is ⌊N(
λh ph,m

µh,m
+ εh,m)⌋ and ∑m∈[M]⌊N(

λh ph,m
µh,m

+ εh,m)⌋µh,m > Nλh. Hence, both the arrival rate of
tasks and the server pools’ sizes increase in proportion to N and satisfy the subcritical load
condition. Thus, by Theorem A.1, we can conclude that for large enough N, X̃N

h (·) is ergodic,

and X̃N
h (∞)

d−→ x̃∗h = (x̃∗h,m,k, m ∈ [M], k ∈ N0), where x̃∗h is the unique solution to the following
equation:

λh = ∑
m∈[M]

µh,mx∗h,m,1

µh,m x̃∗h,m,1
λh ph,m

µh,m
+ εh,m − x̃∗h,m,1

=
µh,m′ x̃∗h,m′,1

λh ph,m′
µh,m′

+ εh,m′ − x̃∗h,m′,1

, m, m′ ∈ [M]

x̃∗h,m,k =0, ∀m ∈ [M], k ≥ 2.

(4.2)

Since ε = (εh,m, h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M]) ∈ Poly(p), then for each h ∈ [H],

εh,1 : · · · : εh,M = ph,1 : · · · : ph,M,

which implies that the unique solution to (4.2) is x̃∗h,m,1 =
λh ph,m

µh,m
, ∀h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M].

Next, we will consider the p-based JIQ as the routing policy used in the heterogeneous sys-
tems and prove Theorem 3.7. The main idea here is that under the p-based JIQ, the evolution
of the system GN can be coupled with that of a union of M server-independent systems which
route tasks by JIQ. Hence, we need some preliminary results about the server-independent sys-
tems about which we provide a thorough discussion in B. Also, for the analysis of the evolu-
tion of GN under the p-based JIQ policy, define the Markovian state descriptor as follows: For
GN = (WN ,VN , λN ,UN), let ZN

j (t) ∈N0 be the queue length of server j ∈ VN at time t ≥ 0. For
each server j ∈ VN with ZN

j (t) > 0, let

XN
j (t) :=

(
x(1)j (t), ..., x

(ZN
j (t))

j (t)
)
∈ H∞, (4.3)

where x(n)j (t) is the type of the nth task at queue j at time t for n ∈ [ZN
j (t)] and H∞ be the set

of finitely terminated sequences taking values in H := [H]. Define the weighted queue length
QN

j (XN
j (t)) as

QN
j (XN

j (t)) :=
ZN

j (t)

∑
n=1

1/µN
x(n)j ,j

. (4.4)

If the server j is idle, let XN
j (t) = 0 and QN

j (XN
j (t)) = 0. For convenience, denote QN

j (t) =

QN
j (XN

j (t)) and QN(t) =
(
QN

j (t), j ∈ VN) ∈ RN
+ .

Proof of Theorem 3.7. Under the p-based JIQ policy, when a task arrives at dispatcher i ∈ WN
h ,

h ∈ [H], the dispatcher selects the target type of servers with the discrete distribution p̄h =

(ph,m)m∈[M], which is independent of the current state in the system. By Poisson thinning, we
can view GN under the p-based JIQ as a union of M server-independent systems under the JIQ
policy. Hence, we construct ĜN = ∪m∈[M]ĜN

m , where ĜN
m is defined as follows: for each m ∈ [M],
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• The set V̂N
m of servers in ĜN

m is the same as VN
m ;

• There are K dispatchers in ĜN
m and denote the dispatcher set as ŴN

m ; each dispatcher k ∈
ŴN

m handles the assignment of only one type of tasks called type k tasks; the arrival of
tasks at dispatcher k ∈ ŴN

m is a Poisson process with rate N ∑h∈[H] λ
p
m,k, independently of

the other processes;

• The service time of type k task in ĜN
m is exponentially distributed with mean 1

µk
.

For the system ĜN , let ẐN
j (t) be the queue length of server j ∈ ĜN at time t and let

X̂N
j (t) :=

(
x̂(1)j (t), ..., x̂

(ẐN
j (t))

j (t)
)
∈ K∞

be the ordering of tasks at the queue of the server j, where K∞ be the set of finitely terminated
sequences taking values in K := [K]; X̂N

j (t) = 0 if the server j is idle. Define the weighted queue
length Q̂N

j (t) of server j ∈ ĜN at time t as:

Q̂N
j (t) :=

ẐN
j (t)

∑
n=1

∑
k∈[K]

1
(x̂(n)j (t)=k)

1
µk

.

Let X̂N
m,k(t) be the number of servers in V̂N

m that are serving type k tasks at time t, k ∈ ŴN
m ,

m ∈ [M], N ≥ 1, and x̂N
m,k(t) =

X̂N
m,k(t)
N . Define x̂N(t) := (x̂N

m,k(t), m ∈ [M], k ∈ [K]), t ≥ 0.

Next, we show that starting from all empty state, under a natural coupling as described below,
the system queue length process in GN and ĜN are identical. This will mean that it is enough to
establish fluid limit for the evolution of queues in ĜN . The system queue length process in GN

and ĜN are identical, if for each j ∈ VN , ZN
j = ẐN

j , and when ZN
j = ẐN

j ≥ 1, server j in both GN

and G̃N processes their n-th tasks at the same rate for 1 ≤ n ≤ ZN
j .

Coupling construction. We will use forward induction on event times. Suppose at time t0 the
system states of GN and ĜN are identical. Now, let t1 be the next event time. We couple the
evolution of queues in ĜN and GN in the following way:

Departure. By the definition of the same state of GN and ĜN , for all j ∈ VN(or V̂N), server j in GN

and server j in ĜN are processing tasks at the same rate. Hence, we synchronize the departure
epochs of all servers in the two systems. That is, if there is a departure from server j in system
GN , then a departure happens at server j in system ĜN as well.

Arrival. We know that the rate at which the server set VN
m in system GN receives tasks which

will be processed at rate µk is given by N ∑h∈[H] λh ph,m′1(µh,m′=µk) = Nλ
p
m′,k. By the construction

of ĜN , the arrival rate of tasks at dispatcher k in ĜN
m is Nλ

p
m′,k so we can synchronize the arrival

processes of systems GN and ĜN as follows. By the construction of ĜN Suppose t1 is a time for a
new task arriving at dispatcher i ∈ WN

h , h ∈ [H]. Also, suppose it selects the target type m ∈ [M]

of servers (using the discrete distribution p̄h) and by JIQ, the new task is assigned to one of the
servers in VN

m . Then, for the system ĜN , at time t1, we let a new task arrive at the dispatcher
k ∈ ŴN

m in ĜN
m and assign it to server j ∈ V̂N

m as well.
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It is easy to check that under the natural coupling, the two systems evolve according to their
own statistical laws, and the system states of GN and ĜN remain identical if they start from the
same initial state. Hence, in order to show the desired theorem, it is sufficient to show that if for
all large enough N, the system ĜN starts with all-empty initial state and routes tasks under the
JIQ policy, then for any T > 0, the process x̂N converges weakly to the deterministic process X̄
uniformly on [0, T], where X̄(t) = (X̄m,k(t), m ∈ [M], k ∈ [K]),t ∈ [0, T] and each X̄m,k(t) satisfies
the following differential equation:

dX̄m,k(t)
dt

= λ
p
m,k − µkX̄m,k(t). (4.5)

Moreover, for each N ≥ 1, ĜN
m , m ∈ [M] are mutually independent which implies that x̂N

m (t) =
(x̂N

m,k(t), k ∈ [K]), m ∈ [M] are mutually independent. Hence, we can consider the sequences
{ĜN

m}N≥1, m ∈ [M], separately. Also, by Proposition B.1, for each m ∈ [M], {x̂N
m (t) = (x̂m,k(t), k ∈

[K]), t ∈ [0, T]} converges weakly to {X̄m(t) = (X̄m,k(t), k ∈ [K]), t ∈ [0, T]} where X̄m,k is defined
as (4.5). Due to the independence of {ĜN

m}N≥1, m ∈ [M], the desired convergence of xN result
holds.

5 Analysis of General Systems

In this section, we prove Theorems 3.14 and 3.15 by stochastic coupling arguments. As discussed
in Section 3.2, if the f -sequence is in the (w, v, p)-subcritical regime, we can construct a system
G′N to lower bound the performance of the system GN . As constructed in Section 3.2, the service
rates of the sequence {G′N}N are determined by the stepwise function f ′(·, ·) defined by (3.11).
Hence, the sequence {G′N}N is the special case discussed in Section 3.1. We start by proving The-
orem 3.14, in which we primarily compare the number of busy servers between two constructed
subsystems G̃N ⊆ GN and G̃′N ⊆ G′N (see Claim 5.1 below).

Proof of Theorem 3.14. Recall that by Theorem 3.2, we have the following result for the f ′-sequence
{G′N}N . For each G′N , via ICRD, we can construct a subsystem G̃′N as a union of H separate
dispatcher-independent systems {G̃′Nh }h∈[H], where for each h ∈ [H], G̃′Nh , consists of dispatchers
W̃ ′Nh and servers Ṽ ′Nh := ∪m∈[M]Ṽ ′Nh,m. Now, let X′Nh,m,k(t) be the number of servers in Ṽ ′Nh,m with

queue length at least k ∈ N0 at time t ≥ 0. Let X̃′Nh,m,k(t) =
X′Nh,m,k(t)

N be the scaled quantity.

Theorem 3.2 shows that X̃′N(∞)
d−→ x̃′∗, where x̃′∗ = (x̃′∗h,m,k, h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M], k ∈N0) and

x̃′∗h,m,1 =
λh ph,m

µh,m
, x̃′∗h,m,k = 0, ∀h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M], k ≥ 2. (5.1)

Given GN , we can construct a subsystem G̃N which is a union of H separate systems {G̃N
h }h∈[H].

Also, G̃N
h contains the same dispatcher set and server set as G̃′Nh , h ∈ [H]. For h ∈ [H] and

m ∈ [M], let XN
h,m,k(t) be the number of servers in ṼN

h,m with queue length at least k ∈ N0 at time

t ≥ 0. Let X̃N
h,m,k(t) =

X′Nh,m,k(t)
N . Since for all (x, y) ∈ [0, 1)2 f ′(x, y) ≤ f (x, y), it is intuitive that

X̃N
h,m,k(∞) ≤ X̃′Nh,m,k(∞) for all (h, m, k) ∈ [H]× [M]×N0, which is shown in the next claim.
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Claim 5.1. Fix any N ∈ N0 and h ∈ [H]. Consider two processes (X̃N
h,m,k(·), m ∈ [M], k ∈ N0) and

(X̃′Nh,m,k(·), m ∈ [M], k ∈ N0). Then the processes can be constructed on a common probability space so
that

X̃N
h,m,k(t) ≤ X̃′Nh,m,k(t), ∀m ∈ [M], k ∈N0, t ≥ 0 (5.2)

holds almost surely, given that the inequality holds at time t = 0. Consequently,

X̃N
h,m,k(∞) ≤ X̃′Nh,m,k(∞), ∀m ∈ [M], k ∈N0, t ≥ 0.

Proof. Fix any h ∈ [H]. Let ZN
j (t) (resp. Z′Nj ) be the queue length of server j in system GN

h

(resp. G′Nh ). Note that for each m ∈ [M], servers in V ′Nh,m are exchangeable since ũ′Ni,j = µh,m for
all (i, j) ∈ W̃ ′Nh × Ṽ ′Nh,m. Hence, when (5.2) holds, WLOG, we can assume that for all j ∈ VN

h ,
ZN

j (t) ≤ Z′Nj (t). Hence, it is sufficient to show that for all j ∈ VN
h , t ≥ 0, ZN

j (t) ≤ Z′Nj (t) if
ZN

j (0) ≤ Z′Nj (0). We will use induction on event times to prove it. The two systems G̃N
h and G̃′Nh

are coupled as follows:

Arrival. Since both systems G̃N
h and G̃′Nh have the same set of dispatchers, we synchronize the

arrival epochs at each dispatcher. Now suppose that for all j ∈ VN
h , t ≥ 0, ZN

j (t−) ≤ Z′Nj (t−)
holds before an arrival at time t. We will show that the inequality holds after the arrival is routed
to a server. Based on the states of the systems G̃N

h and G̃′Nh , we consider three cases below:

• Case 1: All servers in both systems are busy. In G̃N
h , we can select a server j∗ uniformly at

random from ṼN
h and assign the arrival to server j∗. Since ṼN

h = Ṽ ′Nh , we can assign the
arrival in G̃′Nh to server j∗ as well.

• Case 2: The system G̃N
h has idle servers but all servers in G̃′Nh is busy. Two systems will

independently assign tasks under JIQ policy. The system G̃N
h assigns the task to an idle

server j1, so ZN
j1 (t) = ZN

j1 (t−) + 1 ≤ Z′Nj1 (t−) = Z′Nj1 (t). For the system G̃′Nh routes the task
to a busy server j2, so ZN

j2 (t) = ZN
j2 (t−) ≤ Z′Nj2 (t−) + 1 = Z′Nj2 (t).

• Case 3: Both systems have idle servers. Clearly, the set of idle servers in G̃′Nh is a subset
of that in G̃N

h . Hence, we can select a server j∗ uniformly at random from the set of idle
servers in G̃N

h and assign the arrival to server j∗. In the system G̃′Nh , if server j∗ is idle,
then we assign the arrival to it as well; otherwise, we will select a server j′ uniformly at
random from the set of idle servers in G̃′Nh and assign the arrival to server j′, implying
ZN

j∗ (t) = 1 ≤ Z′Nj∗ (t−) = Z′Nj∗ (t) and ZN
j′ (t) = 0 < 1 = Z′Nj′ (t).

Therefore, for all j ∈ VN
h , ZN

j (t) ≤ Z′Nj (t) holds for all three cases.

Departure. Suppose that for all j ∈ VN
h , ZN

j (t−) ≤ Z′Nj (t−) holds before a departure clock rings at
time t > 0. By the definition of function f ′(·, ·), we have that ũN

i,j ≥ µh,m for all (i, j) ∈ W̃N
h × ṼN

h,m.
We couple the departure clock of each server j in systems G̃N

h and G̃′Nh in the following way:

• Case 1: both server j in systems G̃N
h and G̃′Nh are busy. When the server j ∈ G̃N

h completes
a task of type i ∈ W̃N

h , then there is server in G̃′Nh finishing a task with probability µh,m
ũN

i,j
≤ 1.

• Case 2: the server j in system G̃N is idle. The departure clocks of both server j in systems
G̃N and G̃′N ring independently.
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Note this way that after any departure epoch, for all j ∈ VN
h , ZN

j (t) ≤ Z′Nj (t) still holds. ⌟

By Claim 5.1 and (5.1), for each h ∈ [H], ∑m∈[M] X̃N
h,m,1(∞) ≤ ∑m∈[M] X̃N

h,m,1(∞)
N→∞−−−→ ∑m∈[M]

λh ph,m
µh,m

<

1, which implies that under JIQ, the steady probability of assigning tasks to idle servers ap-
proaches to 1 as N → ∞.

Before proceeding to prove Theorem 3.15, we need to define a useful metric for comparing
the performance of GN and G′N . Recall the weighted queue length QN

j defined in (4.4). Consider
a subinterval E ⊆ [0, 1). Denote dom(E, N) := {j ∈ VN : ϕ2(j) ∈ E}. Let

Xt(E, GN) =
(
QN

j (t) : j ∈ dom(E, N)
)
,

where QN
j (t) is the weighted queue length of server j ∈ dom(E, N) in the system GN at time t.

Let
X o

t (E, GN) =
(
QN

(n)(t), 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom(E, N)|
)

be the ordered sequence of Xt(E, GN) from the minimum to the maximum. Similarly, for the
system G′N , we define Xt(E, G′N) = (Q′Nj (t) : j ∈ dom(E, N)) and X o

t (E, G′N) = (Q′N(n)(t), 1 ≤ n ≤
|dom(E, N)|).

Now suppose the queue length processes in GN and G′N are defined in a common probability
space. We say that Property I holds for the interval E at time t if

(i) X o
t (E, GN) ≤ X o

t (E, G′N) componentwise;

(ii) QN
(1)(t) = Q′N(1)(t) = 0;

(iii) ∀j ∈ dom(E, N), the queue length of server j in the system GN (resp. G′N) is less than or
equal to 1;

When Property I holds for intervals [vm−1, vm) for all m ∈ [M] at time t0, we couple the systems
GN and G′N in the following way:

Arrival. Since both the systems GN and G′N have the same dispatcher set and route tasks under
the p-based JIQ, we can synchronize their arrival processes: if a task arrives at dispatcher i ∈ WN

h ,
then it selects a target server block VN

m′ with the discrete distribution (ph,m, m ∈ [M]) and assigns
the new task to one of idle servers (say, j ∈ VN

m′) in VN
m uniformly at random. By synchronization

of arrival epochs, for the system G′N , a task arrives at dispatcher i ∈ WN
h and is assigned to one

of the idle servers (say, j′) in VN
m′ as well. Note that the servers j and j′ can be different but both

servers are idle.

Departure. Consider [vm−1, vm) for any fixed m ∈ [M]. We synchronize the departure epochs of
the n-th ordered servers in dom([vm−1, vm), N) of GN and G′N in the following way.

• Case 1: Both the n-th ordered servers are busy and the departure clock for both will ring
at rate 1/QN

(n)(t0). Also, when the clock rings, the n-th ordered server in GN finishes its
task but the jth ordered server in G′N will finish its task with probability QN

(n)(t0)/Q′N(n)(t0)

independent of everything else.

• Case 2: Only the n-th ordered server in dom([vm−1, vm), N) of the system G′N is busy and
the departure clock for n-th servers rings at rate 1/Q′N(n)(t0). When the clock rings, the n-th
ordered server in G′N will finish its task.
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• Case 3: Both the n-th ordered servers are idle. There is no departure from these servers.

Note that due to Property I, there is no case that only n-th the ordered server in dom([vm−1, vm), N)

of system GN is busy.

Lemma 5.2. Assume that Property I holds for all intervals [vm−1, vm), m ∈ [M] at time t0 and that the
systems GN and G′N are coupled as above. Let t1 be the time for the next event time. Then,

X o
t1
([vm−1, vm), GN) ≤ X o

t1
([vm−1, vm), G′N), ∀m ∈ [M]. (5.3)

Proof. First, let t1 be an arrival epoch and suppose that dispatcher i ∈ WN
h (resp. i ∈ W ′Nh ) assigns

the new task to a server j ∈ VN
m′ (resp. j′ ∈ V ′Nm′ ) in system GN (resp. G′N). Since the new arrival

does not affect the state of servers in VN \ VN
m′ (resp. V ′N \ V ′Nm′ ), then at time t1, ∀m ∈ [M] \ {m′},

X o
t1
([vm−1, vm), GN) = X o

t0
([vm−1, vm), GN) ≤ X o

t0
([vm−1, vm), G′N) = X o

t1
([vm−1, vm), G′N).

Consider X o
t1
([vm′−1, vm′), GN) = (QN

(n)(t1), 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|). Since the new task is
assigned to the server j which is idle at time t0, we have QN

j (t1) = 1/ f (ϕ(i), ϕ(j)). Also, QN
ĵ
(t1) =

QN
ĵ
(t0) for all ĵ ∈ dom([vm−1, vm), N) \ {j}. Hence, there exists l ∈ [|dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|] such

that

(i) QN
(l)(t1) =

1
f (ϕ(i),ϕ(j′)) ,

(ii) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n+1)(t0), ∀n ∈ [l − 1],

(iii) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n)(t0), ∀l + 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|, if l ∈ [|dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)| − 1],

(iv) QN
(l)(t1) < QN

(l+1)(t1) if l ∈ [|dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)| − 1].

Consider X o
t1
([vm′−1, vm′), G′N) = (Q′N(n)(t1), 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|). Similarly, there exists

l′ ∈ [|dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|] such that

(i) Q′N(l′)(t1) =
1

µh,m′
,

(ii) Q′N(n)(t1) = Q′N(n+1)(t0), ∀n ∈ [l′ − 1],

(iii) Q′N(n)(t1) = Q′N(n)(t0), ∀l′ + 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|, if l′ ∈ [|dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)| − 1],

(iv) Q′N(l′)(t1) < Q′N(l′+1)(t1) if l′ ∈ [|dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)| − 1].

According to the values of l and l′, we discuss the relationship between X o
t1
([vm′−1, vm′), GN) and

X o
t1
([vm′−1, vm′), G′N) in the following three cases.

Case 1: 1 ≤ l < l′ ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|.

(i) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n+1)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n+1)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀n ∈ [l − 1];

(ii) QN
(l)(t1) < QN

(l+1)(t1) = QN
(l+1)(t0) ≤ Q′N(l+1)(t0) = Q′N(l)(t1), n = l;

(iii) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n+1)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀l + 1 ≤ n ≤ l′ − 1;
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(iv) QN
(l′)(t1) = QN

(l′)(t0) ≤ Q′N(l′)(t0) = Q′N(l′−1)(t1) ≤ Q′N(l′)(t1), n = l′;

(v) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀l′ + 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|.

Case 2: 1 ≤ l′ ≤ l ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|.

(i) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n+1)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n+1)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀n ∈ [l′ − 1];

(ii) QN
(n)(t1) ≤ QN

(l)(t1) = 1/ f (ϕ(i), ϕ(j′)) ≤ 1/µh,m′ = Q′N(l′)(t1) ≤ Q′N(n)(t1), ∀l′ ≤ n ≤ l′;

(iii) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀l′ + 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|.

Therefore, (5.3) is preserved at t1.

Next, let t1 be a departure epoch and suppose that the clock for l-th ordered server in dom([vm−1, vm), N)

rings. According to whether there are tasks being finished in system GN and G′N , we discuss the
relationship between X o

t1
([vm′−1, vm′), GN) and X o

t1
([vm′−1, vm′), G′N) in the following three cases.

Case 1: both the l-th ordered servers in dom([vm−1, vm), N) of systems GN and G′N finish tasks,
and then

(i) QN
(1)(t1) = Q′N(1)(t1) = 0;

(ii) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n−1)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n−1)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀2 ≤ n ≤ l;

(iii) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀l + 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|.

Case 2: only the l-th ordered servers in dom([vm−1, vm), N) of system GN finishes task, and then

(i) QN
(1)(t1) = Q′N(1)(t1) = 0;

(ii) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n−1)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n−1)(t0) = Q′N(n−1)(t1) ≤ Q′N(n)(t1), ∀2 ≤ n ≤ l;

(iii) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀l + 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|.

Case 3: only the l-th ordered servers in dom([vm−1, vm), N) of system G′N finishes task, and then

(i) QN
(1)(t1) = Q′N(1)(t1) = 0;

(ii) 0 = QN
(n)(t1) ≤ Q′N(n−1)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀2 ≤ n ≤ l;

(iii) QN
(n)(t1) = QN

(n)(t0) ≤ Q′N(n)(t0) = Q′N(n)(t1), ∀l + 1 ≤ n ≤ |dom([vm′−1, vm′), N)|.

Thus, (5.3) is preserved at t1.

Proof of Theorem 3.15. Fix any T > 0 and large enough N. Consider the system GN and the system
G′N both with the idle initial state. Clearly, Property I holds for all intervals [vm−1, vm), m ∈ [M]

at time 0 so we can couple the system GN with the system G′N as above at time t0 = 0. Let t1 > t0

be the next event time. By Lemma 5.2, X o
t1
([vm−1, vm), GN) ≤ X o

t1
([vm−1, vm), G′N), ∀m ∈ [M]. Let

X̄′Nm,k(t) be the fraction of servers of type m serving a task at rate µk in the system G′N at time
t. If at time t1, for all m ∈ [M], ∑k∈[K] X̄′Nm,k(t) ≤ ∑k∈[K] xp

m,k < 1, then Property I holds for all
intervals [vm−1, vm), m ∈ [M] at time t1 so we can still couple the system GN with the system G′N
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as above after time t1. Hence, we can couple the system GN with the system G′N as above for all
t ∈ [0, T ∧ τN), where

τN := inf
{

t ≥ 0 : ∃ m ∈ [M], ∑
k∈[K]

X̄′Nm,k(t) > ∑
k∈[K]

xp
m,k

}
.

For t ∈ [T ∧ τN , T], the system GN and the system G′N are assumed to evolve independently. Let
X̄N

m (t) be the busy servers in dom([vm−1, vm), N) in system GN , m ∈ [M].

lim
N→∞

P( sup
t∈[0,T]

X̄N(t) ≤∑
m,k

xp
m,k) ≤ lim

N→∞
P( sup

t∈[0,T]
X̄N

m (t) ≤∑
k

xp
m,k, ∀m ∈ [M])

= lim
N→∞

P( sup
t∈[0,T]

X̄N
m (t) ≤∑

k
xp

m,k, ∀m ∈ [M], τN ≥ T)

+ lim
N→∞

P( sup
t∈[0,T]

X̄N
m (t) ≤∑

k
xp

m,k, ∀m ∈ [M], τN < T)

Since for all t ∈ [0, T ∧ τN ], Property I holds for all intervals [vm−1, vm), m ∈ [M], then

P( sup
t∈[0,T]

X̄N
m (t) ≤∑

k
xp

m,k, ∀m ∈ [M], τN ≥ T) = P(τN ≥ T).

By Theorem 3.7, limN→∞ P(τN ≥ T) = 1. Therefore,

lim
N→∞

P( sup
t∈[0,T]

X̄N(t) ≤∑
m,k

xp
m,k) = 1

6 Numerical Results

In this section, we will present the simulation results to support the discussion in Section 1 and
validate the theoretical results. For the simulation, we generate the heterogeneous systems as
follows:

Step 1. Decide the size of the system N and set ξ = 1, where ξ is defined in Assumption 3.10.

Step 2. Sample two vectors I ,J ∈ [0, 1)N as the membership of dispatchers and servers, respec-
tively.

Step 3. Decide the arrival rate of tasks at each dispatcher via the arrival rate function λ(·), where
for all x ∈ I , λ(x) = 5x.

Step 4. Decide the service rate for each pair (x, y) ∈ I × J via the service rate function f (·, ·),
where f (·, ·) is a stepwise function on [0, 1)2 represented as Figure 2.

For both ICRD and SPD approaches, we set the partitions

(w, v) = (w0 = 0 < w1 = 0.2 < w2 = 0.4 < w3 = 0.6 < w4 = 0.8 < w5 = 1,

v0 = 0 < v1 = 0.2 < v2 = 0.4 < v3 = 0.6 < v4 = 0.8 < v5 = 1)
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Figure 2: Function f (x, y) Figure 3: Function f ′(x, y)

and the matrix p =
(

ph,m, h ∈ [5], m ∈ [5]
)
=


1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1

. It is easy to check that the

partitions (w, v) and the matrix p satisfy (3.10). Interestingly, with such (w, v, p), the ICRD and
SPD approaches are equivalent, since SPD assigns tasks of different classes to servers of different
types with probability 1, that is, one type servers are reserved for only one class tasks as ICRD
does. For ICRD, we need to construct the subsystem by reserving the capacity of each server,
which is equivalent to deciding the service rate of each pair (x, y) ∈ I × J via function f ′(·, ·)
(Figure 3). The simulation includes three parts: (i) comparing the performance of ICRD (SPD)
with other routing policies, (ii) validating the asymptotic zero-queueing property of ICRD (SPD),
and (iii) numerically verifying the convergence of steady states.

Compare ICRD with other policies. Besides ICRD (SPD), we simulate JIQ, JFIQ, JFSQ and
MinDrift (Definition D.1) policies in a heterogeneous system with N = 50. The simulation

Figure 4: Performance of various policies

results shows that under JIQ, JFIQ and JFSQ, the average queue length increases linearly, leading
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to the instability of the system. The main reason is that these three policies assign tasks to “bad”
servers, which will process at rate less than 0.5, with high probability; see details in Table 1.

JIQ JFIQ JFSQ MinDrift ICRD (SPD)
0.3991 0.3963 0.0990 0.0039 0

Table 1: Probability of assigning tasks to “bad” servers

It is interesting to see that the performance of ICRD (SPD) is even better than that of Min-
Drift. This observation is reasonable since based on the definition of MinDrift, it does not
differentiate idle servers based on processing rate. Also, in Table 1, there is a small portion of
tasks assigning to “bad” servers under MinDrift. ICRD (SPD) will never assign tasks to “bad”
servers.

Asymptotic zero-queueing property of ICRD (SPD). With the current setting, the system GN

consists of 5 disjoint systems GN
h . For each GN

h , it has dispatchers WN
h = {x ∈ I : 0.2(h− 1) ≤

x < 0.2h} and servers VN
h = {y ∈ J : 0.2(h − 1) ≤ x < 0.2h}. We simulate ICRD (SPD) and

record the fraction of busy servers X̃N
h in each VN

h with N = 100, 500, 1000, 5000. The simulated
sample path starting with the idle initial state is shown in Figure 5. From the simulation results,
we verify that ICRD (SPD) achieves asymptotic zero-queueing, since all X̃N

h , h = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, with
large N, are less than 1.

Figure 5: Sample Path of X̃N
h , h = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Convergence of steady states. We numerically verify the convergence of steady states. Besides
the case with idle initial states shown above, we also simulate two extra scenarios with different
initial states: one is that all servers have 1 customer in the queue, and the other is that half of
servers are idle and the rest half has 1 customer in the queue. The simulation results of both
scenarios with N = 100, 500, 1000, 5000 are provided in E, which shows that the steady state of
the N-th system converges as N → ∞ under both scenarios. For comparison of the steady states
of the limit systems with three various initial settings (i.e., all-idle, all-busy, and half-busy-half-
idle), we draw the sample path of the N-th system (N = 5000) with three various initial states in
Figure 6. We find that when the system size is large, N = 5000, the sample paths with various
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initial states become very close after a short time.

Figure 6: Sample Path with three various initial states: all-idle, all-busy,half-busy-half-idle

A Fluid limit of dispatcher-independent systems from [23]

Model. The system consists of one dispatcher and J ≥ 1 server pools Nj, j ∈ J = {1, ..., J}. Each
pool Nj has Nj identical servers. Let N = ∪jNj be the set of all servers. The arrival process of
tasks at the dispatcher is a Poisson process with rate Λ, independently of the other processes.
Each new task will be assigned to one of servers under JIQ policy. The service time of a task at a
server in pool j ∈ J is exponentially distributed with mean 1/µj ∈ (0, ∞).

Asymptotic regime. The total number of servers N = ∑j |Nj| is the scaling parameter which
increases to infinity. Also, the arrival rate and the server pools’ sizes increase in proportion to N:
Λ = Nλ, |Nj| = Nβ j, j ∈ J where λ, β j, j ∈ J are positive constants with ∑j β j = 1. λ, β j, j ∈ J
satisfy the subcritical load condition: λ < ∑j µjβ j.

System state. Define xN
k,j be the fraction of the total number of servers, which are in pool j and

have queue length at least k ∈N0, j ∈ J . Consider xN(t) = (xN
k,j, k ∈N0, j ∈ J ) to be the system

state at time t ≥ 0. xN(·) is a Markov process.

Theorem A.1 ([23, Theorem 2]). For all sufficient large N, the Markov process xN(·) is ergodic and
xN(∞)⇒ x∗ = (x∗k,j, k ∈N0, j ∈ J ), where x∗ is the solution of the following equation:

λ = ∑
j

µjx∗1,j, µjx∗j,1/(β j − x∗j,1) = µlx∗l,1/(βl − x∗l,1), ∀j, l ∈ J , and x∗k,j = 0, ∀k ≥ 2, j ∈ J .

B Fluid limit of server-independent systems

Model. The system consists of K dispatchers and N identical servers. For each dispatcher k ∈ [K],
the arrival process of tasks is a Poisson process with rate λN

k = Nλk, independent of the other
processes. Each new task will be assigned to one of servers under JIQ policy. Tasks from the
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dispatcher k ∈ [K] are called type k tasks. The service time of a task of type k ∈ [K] at a server is
exponentially distributed with mean 1/µk ∈ (0, ∞).

Asymptotic regime. For all k ∈ [K], λk is a finite positive constant. λk and µk, k ∈ [K], satisfy the
subcritical load condition: ∑k∈[K] λk/µk < 1.

System state. Let XN
k be the number of servers that are currently serving a task of type k ∈ [K]

and xN
k =

XN
k

N . Consider xN(t) = (xN
k (t), k ∈ [K]) to be the system state at time t ≥ 0. For any N,

we view xN as an element of the common space

χ1 =
{

x = (xk, k ∈ [K]) : ∑
k∈[K]

xk = 1 and xk ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ [K]
}

equipped with the ℓ1-norm.

Proposition B.1. Assume that for each N-th system, it starts with the idle state, i.e., xN
k (0) = 0,

∀k ∈ [K]. Then for any finite T ≥ 0, the scaled process xN converges weakly to the deterministic process
x uniformly on [0, T], where x(t) = (xk(t), k ∈ [K]), t ∈ [0, T] and each xk(t) satisfies the following
differential equation:

dxk(t)
dt

= λk − µkxk(t). (B.1)

The proof is fairly straightforward. We provide it here for completeness.

Proof. First, consider the truncated system where all servers have unit buffer capacity. In other
words, if a task arrives at the system and finds that there is no idle server, then it will be lost. In
the truncated system under the JIQ policy, a new task will always be assigned to an idle server, if
any. Let x̄N

k be the fraction of servers that are serving tasks of type k ∈ [K] and x̄N = (x̄N
k , k ∈ [K]).

Let Ak and Dk, k ∈ [K], are Poisson process with unit rate and independent of each other. Hence,
we can write the system evolution as follows: for all k ∈ [K],

x̄N
k (t) =

1
N

Ak
(

Nλk1(∑k∈[K] x̄N
k (t)<1)t

)
− 1

N
Dk

(
Nx̄N

k (t)µkt
)
= λkt1(∑k∈[K] x̄N

k (t)<1) − x̄N
k (t)µkt +MN

Ak
(t)−MN

Dk
(t),

(B.2)

where

MN
Ak
(t) =

1
N

Ak
(

Nλk1(∑k∈[K] x̄N
k (t)<1)

)
−λk1(∑k∈[K] x̄N

k (t)<1) and MN
Dk
(t) =

1
N

Dk
(

Nx̄N
k (t)µk

)
− x̄N

k (t)µk.

By Doob’s inequality, we have that for any ε > 0,

P
(

sup
t∈[0,T]

MN
Ak
(t) ≥ ε

)
=P

(
sup

t∈[0,T]
Ak

(
Nλk1(∑k∈[K] x̄N

k (t)<1)
)
− Nλk1(∑k∈[K] x̄N

k (t)<1) ≥ Nε
)

≤ Nλk

N2ε2 → 0, as N → ∞,
(B.3)

which implies that {MN
Ak
(t)}t≥0

d−→ 0. Similarly, we get {MN
Dk
(t)}t≥0

d−→ 0, and by the
independence of the processes A(·) and D(·),{

MN
Ak
(t)−MN

Dk
(t)

}
t≥0

d−→ 0. (B.4)
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Now, we prove the relative compactness of the processes x̄N . To show the relative compactness,
we will verify the conditions in Theorem B.2. Since ∑k∈[K] x̄N

k = 1, condition (B.7) holds trivially.
For condition (B.8), note that

r(x̄N(t1)− x̄N(t2)) ≤ ∑
k∈[K]

∣∣λk1(∑k∈[K] x̄N
k (t1)<1)t1 − λk1(∑k∈[K] x̄N

k (t2)<1)t2
∣∣+ ∑

k∈[K]

∣∣µk(x̄N
k (t1)t1 − x̄N

k (t2)t2)
∣∣

+ ∑
k∈[K]

∣∣MN
Ak
(t1)−MN

Dk
(t1)−MN

Ak
(t2) +MN

Dk
(t2)

∣∣
≤ ∑

k∈[K]
(λk + µk)|t1 − t2|+ ∑

k∈[K]

∣∣MN
Ak
(t1)−MN

Dk
(t1)−MN

Ak
(t2) +MN

Dk
(t2)

∣∣
(B.5)

By (B.4) and (B.5), we have that for any finite partition {ti}n
i=1 of [0, T],

max
i

sup
s,t∈[ti−1,ti)

r(x̄N(s)− x̄N(t)) ≤ ∑
k∈[K]

(λk + µk)max
i

(ti − ti−1) + ζN ,

where P(ζN ≥ η/2) ≤ η for all large enough N. Now, take δ = η/(4(∑k∈[K](λk + µk)) and any
partition with maxi(ti − ti−1) ≤ η/(2(∑k∈[K](λk + µk)) and mini(ti − ti−1) > δ. Hence, on the
event {ζN ≥ η/2},

max
i

sup
s,t∈[ti−1,ti)

r(x̄N(s)− x̄N(t)) ≤ η.

Therefore, for all large enough N,

P
(

max
i

sup
s,t∈[ti−1,ti)

r(x̄N(s)− x̄N(t)) ≤ η
)
≤ P(ζN ≥ η/2) ≤ η.

Next, we need to show that the limit x̄(·) of any convergent subsequence satisfies the following
equation:

dx̄k(t)
dt

= λk1(∑k∈[K] x̄N
k (t)<1) − x̄N

k (t)µk, ∀k ∈ [K].

Define for each k ∈ [K],

Fk(x̄,MA,MD) = λkt1(∑k∈[K] x̄k(t)<1) − x̄k(t)µkt +MA(t)−MD(t).

It is easy to check that F = (F1, ..., FK) is a continuous map, and by the continuous mapping
theorem, we get the desired result. Now, we consider the original, nontruncated system described
by xN(·). Define

τN = inf
{

t ≥ 0 : ∑
k∈[K]

xN
k ≥ 1

}
.

By natural coupling, for all t ∈ [0, τN ], xN and x̄N are identical. Since for any fixed T ≥ 0,

P(τN ≤ T) = P(sup
t

∑
k∈[K]

x̄N
k (t) ≥ 1) ≤ P( ∑

k∈[K]
λk/µk ≥ 1) = 0, (B.6)

we conclude that xN ⇒ x which satisfies (B.1).
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Let (E, r) be complete and separable metric space. For any x ∈ DE[0, ∞), δ > 0 and T > 0, define

ω′(Xn, δ, T) ≥ η) = inf
ti

max
i

sup
s,t∈[ti−1,ti)

r(x(s), x(t)),

where {ti} ranges over all partitions of the form 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tn−1 < T ≤ tn with
min1≤i≤n(ti − ti−1) > δ and n ≥ 1.

Theorem B.2 ([40, Theorem 7.2]). Let (E, r) be complete and separable, and let {Xn}n≥1 be a family of
processes with sample paths in DE[0, ∞). Then, {Xn}n≥1 is relatively compact if and only if the following
two conditions hold:

(a) For every η > 0 and rational t ≥ 0, there exists a compact set Γη,t ⊂ E such that

lim
n→∞

P(Xn ∈ Γη,t) ≥ 1− η. (B.7)

(b) For every η > 0 and T > 0, there exists δ > 0 such that

lim
n→∞

P(ω′(Xn, δ, T) ≥ η) ≤ η. (B.8)

C Find a Desired Partition (w, v)

For convenience of discussion and notation, we assume that f is continuous and ξ = 1 in this
section. The inputs of Algorithm 1 are the arrival rate function λ(·), the service rate function
f (·, ·), and the maximal allowed workload ρ∗ ∈ (0, 1) for per server. There are two possible
outputs. One is that we can get a specific pair of partitions (w, v) and its corresponding stochastic
matrices p such that (3.10) holds. The other one is that no matter how we make the partition, the
workload of some servers is greater than ρ∗, which implies that some servers suffer from heavy
workloads. These results are formalized in the next proposition.

Proposition C.1. Given an f -sequence {GN}N∈N and the maximum allowed workload ρ∗. Algorithm 1
will either return a tuple (w, v, p) such that (3.10) holds, or return “Some servers suffer from heavy
workload” which implies that there is no partition (w.v) making maximum workload per server less than
ρ∗.

For Proposition C.1, we start to show the following two lemmas. The first lemma shows the
monotonicity of ρn and ρ̄n (defined in Algorithm 1) with respect to n.

Lemma C.2. Consider the sequences {ρn}n and {ρ̄n}n. For all n ∈N, ρn ≥ ρn+1 and ρ̄n ≤ ρ̄n+1.

Proof. We only show ρn ≥ ρn+1 for all n ∈ N, since the proof of ρ̄n ≤ ρ̄n+1 is similar. Consider
any n ∈ N. (wn, vn) = (0 < 1/2n < ... < 2n/2n = 1, 0 < 1/2n < ... < 2n/2n = 1), ρn = ρ(wn, vn)

is the optimal value with the optimal solution p∗ = (p∗h,m, h ∈ [2n], m ∈ [2n]) of the following
linear programming (LP):

min
p∈[0,1)2n×2n

ρ

s.t. ∑
m∈[2n]

ph,m = 1, ∀h ∈ [2n], (C.3)

∑
h∈[2n]

ph,mλh

µ∗h,m/2n ≤ ρ, ∀m ∈ [2n],
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Algorithm 1: To find a subcritical regime
Data: λ(·), f (·, ·) and ρ∗;

1 flag← −1;
2 n← 1;
3 while flag = −1 do
4 consider the partition 0 < 1/2n < 2/2n < · · · < (2n − 1)/2n < 2n/2n = 1;

5 λh ← 1
ξ

∫ h/2n

(h−1)/2n λ(x)dx, h ∈ [2n];

6 µ̂h,m ← max(x,y)∈[(h−1)/2n,h/2n)×[(m−1)/2n,m/2n) f (x, y), h, m ∈ [2n];
7 µ∗h,m ← min(x,y)∈[(h−1)/2n,h/2n)×[(m−1)/2n,m/2n) f (x, y), h, m ∈ [2n];
8 Check the polyhedra Pn

1 and Pn
2 are empty or not, where

Pn
1 := {p = (ph,m, h ∈ [2n], m ∈ [2n]) ∈ [0, 1)2n×2n

: p satisfies (C.1)},

∑
m∈[2n]

ph,m =1, ∀h ∈ [2n],

ρ̄n
m(p) := ∑

h∈[2n]

ph,mλh

µ̂h,m/2n <1, ∀m ∈ [2n].
(C.1)

Pn
2 := {p = (ph,m, h ∈ [2n], m ∈ [2n]) ∈ [0, 1)2n×2n

: p satisfies (C.2)},

∑
m∈[2n]

ph,m =1, ∀h ∈ [2n],

ρn
m(p) := ∑

h∈[2n]

ph,mλh

µ∗h,m/2n <1, ∀m ∈ [2n].
(C.2)

9 if Pn
1 ̸= Ø then

10 ρ̄n := minp∈Pn
1

maxm∈[2n] ρ̄n
m(p) ;

11 else
12 ρ̄n := 1;
13 flag← 0 ;

14 if Pn
2 ̸= Ø then

15 ρn := minp∈Pn
2

maxm∈[2n] ρn
m(p) ;

16 else
17 ρn := 1;

18 if ρ̄n < ρ∗ and ρn ≥ 1 then
19 n← n + 1;
20 else if ρ̄n ≥ ρ∗ then
21 flag←0;
22 else
23 flag← 1;
24 w = (0, 1/2n, 2/2n, ..., 1);
25 v = (0, 1/2n, 2/2n, ..., 1);
26 p = arg minp∈Pn

2
maxm∈[2n] ρn

m(p)

27 if flag=0 then
28 return “Some servers suffer from heavy workload”;
29 else
30 return (w, v, p); 29



where λh and µ∗h,m are defined in Algorithm 1. For n + 1, (wn+1, vn+1) = (0 < 1/2n+1 < 1/2n <

3/2n+1... < (2n+1 − 1)/2n+1 < 2n/2n = 1, 0 < 1/2n+1 < 1/2n < 3/2n+1... < (2n+1 − 1)/2n+1 <

2n/2n = 1), ρn+1 = ρ(wn+1, vn+1) is the optimal value of the following LP:

min
p∈[0,1)2n+1×2n+1

ρ′

s.t. ∑
m′∈[2n+1]

ph′,m′ = 1, ∀h′ ∈ [2n+1], (C.4)

∑
h′∈[2n+1]

ph′,m′λ
′
h′

µ′∗h′,m′/2n+1 ≤ ρ′, ∀m′ ∈ [2n+1],

where λ′h′ and µ′∗h′,m′ are defined in Algorithm 1. We construct a feasible solution p′ = (p′h′,m′ , h′ ∈
[2n+1], m′ ∈ [2n+1]) of the LP (C.4) as follows: for any h′ ∈ [2n+1] and m′ ∈ [2n+1], p′h′,m′ =
1
2 p∗⌊(h′+1)/2⌋,⌊(m′+1)/2⌋. Hence, for any m′ ∈ [2n+1] with m = ⌊(m′ + 1)/2⌋, we have

∑
h′∈[2n+1]

λ′h′ p
′
h′,m′

µ′∗h′,m′/2n+1 = ∑
h∈[2n]

2h

∑
h′=2h−1

λ′h′ p
∗
h,m/2

µ′∗h′,m′/2n+1

= ∑
h∈[2n]

2h

∑
h′=2h−1

λ′h′ p
∗
h,m

µ′∗h′,m′/2n ≤ ∑
h∈[H]

λh p∗h,m

µ∗h,m/2n = ρ(wn, vn),

where the last inequality comes from the fact that if h = ⌊(h′ + 1)/2⌋ and m = ⌊(m′ + 1)/2⌋,
µ′∗h′,m′ ≥ µ∗h,m, and ∑2h

h′=2h−1 λ′h′ = λh. The constructed solution p′ may not be the optimal solution
to the LP (C.4) so ρ(wn+1, vn+1) ≤ ρ(wn, vn).

The next lemma states that Algorithm 1 can always find a desired tuple (w′, v′, p′), if the f -
sequence is in a certain (w, v, p)-subcritical regime with ρ(w, v, p) < ρ∗. The proof of Lemma C.3
is mainly based on the observation that if ρ(w, v, p) < ρ∗, then for a finer partition (w′, v′), we
can construct a matrix p ∈ [0, 1)H×M with unit row sums based on p such that ρ(w′, v′, p′) < ρ∗.

Lemma C.3. Assume that the f -sequence {GN}N∈N is in a certain (w, v, p)-subcritical regime with
ρ(w, v, p) < ρ∗. Then, Algorithm 1 will return a tuple (w′, v′, p′) such that ρ(w′, v′, p′) < ρ∗.

Proof. It is sufficient to show that for any γ > 0, Algorithm 1 can find a tuple (w′, v′, p) such that
ρ(w′, v′, p′) ≤ (1 + γ)ρ(w, v, p). Suppose that the f -sequence {GN} is in the (w, v, p)-subcritical
regime. The corresponding pair of partitions and the matrix are

(w, v) = (0 = w0 < w1 < · · · < wH = 1, 0 = v0 < v1 < · · · < vM = 1),

and
p = (ph,m, h ∈ [H], m ∈ [M]),

respectively. Recall the definition of λh and µ∗h,m in Algorithm 1. By the definition of ρ(w, v, p),
we have

∑
h∈[H]

ph,mλh

(vm − vm−1)µ∗h,m
≤ ρ(w, v, p) < ρ∗, ∀m ∈ [M].
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Since the function f is Lipschitz continuous, then for any ε > 0, there exists an δ(ε) > 0 such that
for any δ ≤ δ(ε) and any subintervals E1 ⊆ [0, 1), E2 ⊆ [0, 1) with |E1| ≤ δ, |E2| ≤ δ,

max
(x,y)∈E1×E2

f (x, y)− min
(x,y)∈E1×E2

f (x, y) ≤ ε. (C.5)

Since M is finite, then for any fixed γ > 0, there exists an ε∗ > 0 such that

∑
h∈[H]

ph,mλh

(vm − vm−1)(µ∗h,m − ε∗)
≤ (1 + γ)ρ(w, v, p) < (1 + γ)ρ∗, ∀m ∈ [M].

Fix n such that 1/2n < δ(ε∗), 1/2n < minh∈[H](wh − wh−1) , and 1/2n < minm∈[M](vm − vm−1).
Consider the partition 0 < 1/2n < 2/2n < · · · < 2n/2n = 1. Next, we construct a matrix
p′ = (p′

ĥ,m̂
, ĥ ∈ [2n], m̂ ∈ [2n]) ∈ [0, 1)2n×2n

with unit row sums satisfying (3.10). Fix any ĥ ∈ [2n]

and m̂ ∈ [2n]. Based on the situation if [(ĥ− 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) (resp. [(m̂− 1)/2n, m̂/2n)) contains any
wh (resp. vm), we discuss the following four cases:

Case 1: [(ĥ− 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) does not contain any wh, h ∈ [H], and [(m̂− 1)/2n, m̂/2n) does not
contain any vm, m ∈ [M]. Since 1/2n < minh∈[H](wh − wh−1) and 1/2n < minm∈[M](vm − vm−1),
then [(ĥ− 1)/2n, ĥ/2n)× [(m̂− 1)/2n, m̂/2n) is a set of [wh−1, wh)× [vm−1, vm) for certain h ∈ [H]

and m ∈ [M]. Let
p′ĥ,m̂ =

ph,m

2n(vm − vm−1)
.

Case 2: [(ĥ − 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) contains one of wh, h ∈ [H], and [(m̂ − 1)/2n, m̂/2n) does not
contain any vm, m ∈ [M]. W.L.O.G., suppose that [(ĥ − 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) contains wh and [(m̂ −
1)/2n, m̂/2n) is a subinterval of [vm−1, vm) for certain h ∈ [H] and m ∈ [M]. Let

p′ĥ,m̂ =
λĥ,1

λĥ,1 + λĥ,2

ph,m

2n(vm − vm−1)
+

λĥ,2

λĥ,1 + λĥ,2

ph+1,m

2n(vm − vm−1)
,

where λĥ,1 =
∫ wh
(ĥ−1)/2n λ(x)dx and λĥ,2 =

∫ ĥ/2n

wh
λ(x)dx.

Case 3: [(ĥ− 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) does not contain any wh, h ∈ [H], and [(m̂− 1)/2n, m̂/2n) contains
one of vm, m ∈ [M]. W.L.O.G., suppose that [(ĥ− 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) is a subinterval of [wh−1, wh) and
[(m̂− 1)/2n, m̂/2n) contains vm for certain h ∈ [H] and m ∈ [M]. Let

p′ĥ,m̂ =
ph,m(vm − (m̂− 1)/2n)

vm − vm−1
+

ph,m+1(m̂/2n − vm)

vm+1 − vm
.

Case 4: [(ĥ− 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) contains one of wh, h ∈ [H], and [(m̂− 1)/2n, m̂/2n) contains one
of vm, m ∈ [M]. W.L.O.G., suppose that [(ĥ− 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) contains wh and [(m̂− 1)/2n, m̂/2n)

contains vm for certain h ∈ [H] and m ∈ [M]. Let

p′ĥ,m̂ =
λĥ,1

λĥ,1 + λĥ,2

( ph,m(vm − (m̂− 1)/2n)

vm − vm−1
+

ph,m+1(m̂/2n − vm)

vm+1 − vm

)
+

λĥ,2

λĥ,1 + λĥ,2

( ph+1,m(vm − (m̂− 1)/2n)

vm − vm−1
+

ph+1,m+1(m̂/2n − vm)

vm+1 − vm

)
,
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where λĥ,1 =
∫ wh
(ĥ−1)/2n λ(x)dx and λĥ,2 =

∫ ĥ/2n

wh
λ(x)dx. Next, we need to show that for all

m̂ ∈ [2n],

∑
ĥ∈[2n]

λĥ p′
ĥ,m̂

(1/2n)µ′
ĥ,m̂

< (1 + γ)ρ∗, (C.6)

where λĥ =
∫ ĥ/2n

(ĥ−1)/2n λ(x)dx and µ′
ĥ,m̂

= min(x,y)∈[(ĥ−1)/2n,ĥ/2n)×[(m̂−1)/2n,m̂/2n) f (x, y). For each
m̂ ∈ [2n], we define the following fours sets:

C(m̂, 1) := {ĥ ∈ [2n] : (ĥ, m̂) belongs to case 1},

C(m̂, 2) := {ĥ ∈ [2n] : (ĥ, m̂) belongs to case 2},

C(m̂, 3) := {ĥ ∈ [2n] : (ĥ, m̂) belongs to case 3},

C(m̂, 4) := {ĥ ∈ [2n] : (ĥ, m̂) belongs to case 4},

so [2n] = ∪k∈[4]C(m̂, k) for any fixed m̂ ∈ [2n]. More precisely, if m̂ ∈ [2n] such that [(m̂ −
1)/2n, m̂/2n) does not contain any vm, m ∈ [M], then [2n] = C(m̂, 1) ∪ C(m̂, 2); otherwise, [2n] =

C(m̂, 3) ∪ C(m̂, 4). Also, for each m̂ ∈ [2n] and h ∈ [H], we define

C(m̂, h, 1) := {ĥ ∈ (C(m̂, 1) ∪ C(m̂, 3)) : [(ĥ− 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) ⊆ [wh−1, wh)},

and
C(m̂, h, 2) := {ĥ ∈ (C(m̂, 2) ∪ C(m̂, 4)) : [(ĥ− 1)/2n, ĥ/2n) contains wh}.

Consider any m̂ ∈ [2n] such that [(m̂− 1)/2n, m̂/2n) does not contain any vm and suppose that
[(m̂− 1)/2n, m̂/2n) ⊆ [vm−1, vm) for certain m ∈ [M]. We have

∑
ĥ∈[2n]

λĥ p′
ĥ,m̂

(1/2n)µ′
ĥ,m̂

= ∑
ĥ∈C(m̂,1)

λĥ p′
ĥ,m̂

(1/2n)µ′
ĥ,m̂

+ ∑
ĥ∈C(m̂,2)

λĥ p′
ĥ,m̂

(1/2n)µ′
ĥ,m̂

= ∑
h∈[H]

∑
ĥ∈C(m̂,h,1)

λĥ p′
ĥ,m̂

(1/2n)µ′
ĥ,m̂

+ ∑
h∈[H]

∑
ĥ∈C(m̂,h,2)

λĥ p′
ĥ,m̂

(1/2n)µ′
ĥ,m̂

(a)
≤ ∑

h∈[H]
∑

ĥ∈C(m̂,h,1)

λĥ p′
ĥ,m̂

(1/2n)µ∗h,m
+ ∑

h∈[H]
∑

ĥ∈C(m̂,h,2)

λĥ p′
ĥ,m̂

(1/2n)( f (wh, m̂/2n)− ε∗)

= ∑
h∈[H]

∑
ĥ∈C(m̂,h,1)

λĥ
µ∗h,m

ph,m

(vm − vm−1)

+ ∑
h∈[H]

∑
ĥ∈C(m̂,h,2)

λĥ
f (wh, m̂/2n)− ε∗

( λĥ,1

λĥ,1 + λĥ,2

ph,m

(vm − vm−1)
+

λĥ,2

λĥ,1 + λĥ,2

ph+1,m

(vm − vm−1)

)
≤ ∑

h∈[H]

(
∑

ĥ∈C(m̂,h,1)

λĥ
(µ∗h,m − ε∗)

ph,m

(vm − vm−1)
+ ∑

ĥ∈C(m̂,h−1,2)

λĥ,2

(µ∗h,m − ε∗)

ph,m

(vm − vm−1)

+ ∑
ĥ∈C(m̂,h,2)

λĥ,1

(µ∗h,m − ε∗)

ph,m

(vm − vm−1)

)
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(b)
= ∑

h∈[H]

ph,mλh

(vm − vm−1)(µ∗h,m − ε∗)
< (1 + γ)ρ∗,

where (a) is from the definition of µ′
ĥ,m̂

and µ∗h,m and the property of the Lipschitz continuity of
function f (·, ·), and (b) is due to the fact that ∑ĥ∈C(m̂,h,1) λĥ +∑ĥ∈C(m̂,h−1,2) λĥ,2 +∑ĥ∈C(m̂,h,2) λĥ,1 =

λh. The discussion about the case that m̂ ∈ [2n] contains certain vm is similar as above. Hence,
(C.6) holds. Since γ > 0 is arbitrary, the desired result holds.

Proof of Proposition C.1. We need to show two things: (i) if for all n ∈ N, ρ̄n ≤ ρ∗, then Algo-
rithm 1 can always return a tuple (w, v, p) such that ρ(w, v, p) < 1. (ii) if for some n ∈ N,
ρ̄n ≥ ρ∗, there is no partition (w, v) such that ρ(w, v) < ρ∗.

We prove (i) first. For any fixed n ∈N, ρ̄n is the optimal value of the following LP:

min
p̄∈[0,1)2n×2n

ρ̄

s.t. ∑
m∈[2n]

p̄h,m = 1, ∀h ∈ [2n], (C.7)

∑
h∈[2n]

p̄h,mλh

µ̂h,m/2n ≤ ρ̄, ∀m ∈ [2n],

where λh and µ̂h,m are defined in Algorithm 1. Similarly, ρn is the optimal value of the following
LP:

min
p∈[0,1)2n×2n

ρ

s.t. ∑
m∈[2n]

ph,m = 1, ∀h ∈ [2n], (C.8)

∑
h∈[2n]

ph,mλh

µ∗h,m/2n ≤ ρ, ∀m ∈ [2n],

where µ∗h,m is defined in Algorithm 1.
Since the function f is Lipschitz continuous, then for any ε > 0, there exists an δ(ε) > 0

such that for any δ ≤ δ(ε), the following holds: for any subintervals E1 ⊆ [0, 1), E2 ⊆ [0, 1) with
|E1| ≤ δ, |E2| ≤ δ,

max
(x,y)∈E1×E2

f (x, y)− min
(x,y)∈E1×E2

f (x, y) ≤ ε. (C.9)

Fix any ε > 0, which will be determined later. Consider any n with 2n ≤ δ(ε). Then for any
(h, m) ∈ [2n] × [2n], we have µ̂h,m − µ∗h,m ≤ ε. Consider an optimal solution p̄∗ = ( p̄∗h,m, h ∈
[2n], m ∈ [2n]) to (C.7) such that for all m ∈ [2n],

∑
h∈[2n]

p̄∗h,mλh

µ̂h,m/2n ≤ ρ∗. (C.10)

Next, we construct a feasible solution p = (ph,m, h ∈ [2n], m ∈ [2n]) to (C.8). The main issue here
is dealing with terms where µ∗h,m is small, especially, µ∗h,m = 0. Consider any fixed x > 0 which
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will be determined later. For each h ∈ [2n], let Mh
1 = inf{m ∈ [2n] : µ̂h,m ≥ µ̂h,m′ , ∀m′ ̸= m},

Mh
2 = {m ∈ [2n] \Mh

1 : µ∗h,m ≥ x} and Mh
3 = {m ∈ [2n] : µ∗h,m < x}. Let ph

x = ∑m∈Mh
3

p̄∗h,m. We

construct p as follows: for m ∈ Mh
1 , ph,m = p̄∗h,m + ph

x; for m ∈ Mh
2 , ph,m = p̄∗h,m; for m ∈ Mh

3 ,
ph,m = 0. By (C.10), it is easy to get that ∑h∈[2n] ph

x ≤ ρ∗x/λ. Now, we verify the constructed p
satisfying (C.8). First, for each h ∈ [2n], it is easy to verify ∑m∈[2n] ph,m = ∑m∈[2n] p̄∗h,m = 1. For
each m ∈ [2n],

∑
h∈[H]

ph,mλh

µ∗h,m/2n = ∑
h∈[2n]:m∈Mh

1

ph,mλh

µ∗h,m/2n + ∑
h∈[2n]:m∈Mh

2

ph,mλh

µ∗h,m/2n

(a)
≤ ∑

h∈[2n]:m∈Mh
1

p̄∗h,mλh

max(µ̂h,m − ε, x)/2n + ∑
h∈[2n]:m∈Mh

2

p̄∗h,mλh

max(µ̂h,m − ε, x)/2n + ∑
h∈[2n]:m∈Mh

1

ph
xλh

(µ0 − ε)/2n

(b)
≤ (1 +

ε

x2 )
(

∑
h∈[2n]:m∈Mh

1

p̄∗h,mλh

(µ̂h,m − ε)/2n + ∑
h∈[2n]:m∈Mh

2

p̄∗h,mλh

(µ̂h,m − ε)/2n

)
+

ρ∗x
µ0 − ε

(c)
≤ ρ∗ +

ερ∗

x2 +
ρ∗x

µ0 − ε
. (C.11)

The first two terms of (a) are by the fact that µ̂h,m−µ∗h,m ≤ ε for all (h, m) ∈ [2n]× [2n] and µ∗h,m ≥ x
for all m ∈ Mh

1 ∪ Mh
2 and h ∈ [2n]. The last term of (a) comes from maxy∈[0,1) f (x, y) ≥ µ0 for

all x ∈ [0, 1). (b) is due to the fact that the function 1/y is Lipschitz continuous on [x, 0) with
the coefficient 1/x2. (c) is by (C.10). We can choose (ε, x) such that ερ∗

x2 + ρ∗x
µ0−ε

< 1− ρ∗, which
implies (C.11)< 1. Such (ε, x) exists since ε > 0 can be an arbitrary positive number. Hence, ρn

must be strictly less than 1, which implies that Algorithm 1 must return the tuple (w, v, p) at
most n steps.

Next, we prove (ii). By definition, we have ρ̄n ≤ ρn for all n ∈ N. By Lemma C.2, we have
that for each n ∈N,

ρ̄1 ≤ ρ̄2 ≤ · · · ≤ ρ̄n ≤ ρn ≤ · · · ≤ ρ2 ≤ ρ1. (C.12)

By Lemma C.3, if there exists a tuple (w, v, p) with ρ(w, v, p) < ρ∗, then there exists n′ ∈N with
ρn′ < ρ∗. By (C.12), for all n ∈ N, ρ̄n ≤ ρn′ < ρ∗, which is contradicted by the fact that some
n ∈N, ρ̄n ≥ ρ∗.

D MinDrift policy [11]

Recall the weighted queue length vector QN defined by (4.4). In [11], the author proposed a
policy called MinDrift to asymptotically minimize the cost function C(QN). Here, we give a
special case below when C(QN) := 1

2 ∑j∈V (QN
j )

2.

Definition D.1 (MinDrift). Define the selected set selecti(t) of servers for a type i task at time t as

selecti(t) := arg min
j∈V :µi,j>0

Qj(t)
ui,j

.

When a type-i task comes at time t, the corresponding dispatcher will select a server from selecti(t)
uniformly at random and assign the task to the selected one immediately.
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Note that Qj(t)/µi,j approximates the increment of the cost for an arriving task, especially
when Qj(t) is large. Thus, sending the type i task to selecti(t) asymptotically minimize the
drift.

E More numerical results

Scenario 1: At t = 0, all servers have 1 task in the queue.

Figure 7: Scenario 1

Scenario 2: At t = 0, half of the servers is idle and the rest has 1 in the queue.

Figure 8: Scenario 2
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