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Better A lgorithm s for UnfairM etrical Task Systam s and
Applications

AmosFiaty M anorM endelF

A bstract

Unfair m etrical task system s are a generalization of online m etrical task system s. In this
paper we Introduce new techniques to combine algorithm s for unfair m etrical task system s
and apply these techniques to obtain inm proved random ized online algorithm s for m etrical task
system s on arbitrary m etric spaces.

1 Introduction

M etrical task system s, introduced by Borodin, Linial, and Saks [[1], can be described as llow s:
A server In som e Intemal state receives tasks that have a service cost associated w ith each of the
Intemal states. T he serverm ay sw itch states, paying a cost given by a m etric space de ned on the
state gpace, and then pays the service cost associated w ith the new state.

M etrical task system s have been the sub pct of a great deal of study. A large part of the
resesarch into online algorithm s can be viewed as a study of som e particular m etrical task system .
In m odelling som e of these problem s as m etrical task system s, the set of pem issbl tasks is
constrained to t the particulars of the problem . In this paper we consider the original de nition
ofm etrical task system s where the set of tasks can be arbirary.

A determm inistic algorithm forany n-statem etricaltask system w ith a com petitive ratio of2n 1
isgiven In [;L-}'], along w ith a m atching lower bound for any m etric space.

The random ized com petitive ratio of the M TS problem is not as well understood. For the
uniform m etric space, where all distances are equal, the random ized com petitive ratio is known
to within a constant factor, and is (logn) [i_i_; 1_4_] In fact, it has been oconfctured that the
random ized com petitive ratio forM TS is (logn) In any n-point m etric space. P reviously, the best
upperbound on the com petitive ratio for arbitrary n-pointm etric space was O (]og5 n loglogn) due
Bartal, Blum , Burch and Tom kins B] and Bartal E_Z]. Thebest ower for any n-point m etric space is

(logn=1log Iogn) due to Bartal, Bollcbas and M endel @] and Bartal, Linial, M endeland N aor [b,
In proving previous lower bounds of K arlo , Rabaniand Ravid E_L-g], and Blum , K arlo , Rabanij,
and Saks [10].

A scbserved in {[6,.1d,1], the random ized com petitive ratio oftheM T S is conceptually easier to
analyze on \deoom posable spaces": spaces that have a partition to subspaces w ith sn all diam eter
com pared to that of the entire space. Bartal E:] Introduced a class of decom posable spaces called

T his work was partly supported by United States Israel B inational Science Foundation G rant 96-00247/1. P re—
lim Inary version appeared in 32nd AnnualACM Symposium on Theory of Com puting, 2000. <2003 Socity for
Industrial and A pplied M athem atics.
¥School of C om puter Science, TelA viv U niversity, TelA viv, Israel (fiat@tau.ac.il).
?School of C om puter Science, TelA viv University, TeHA viv, Israel (mendelmaltau.ac.il).


http://arxiv.org/abs/cs/0406034v1

hierarchically wellseparated trees H ST ). Inform ally, a k-H ST is a m etric space having a partition
Into subspaces such that: (i) the distances between the subspaces are all equal; (il the diam eter
of each subspace is at m ost 1=k tim es the diam eter of the whole space; and (iil) each subspace is
recursively a k-H ST .

Follow ing ['!},:3], we obtain an in proved algorithm forH ST s. In orderto reduce theM T S problem
on arbirary metric spaceto aM TS problem on a HST we use probabilistic em bedding of m etric
spaces into HST s E]. Tt isshown in 5_2] that any n-point m etric space hasprobabilistic em bedding in
k-H ST sw ith distortion O (k logn loglogn). Thus,an M T S problem on an arbitrary n-point m etric
space, can be reduced to an M T S problem on a k-H ST w ith overhead ofO (k logn loglogn) E].

Our algorithm for H ST s follow s the general fram ew ork given in LL-Q] and explicitly form ulated
in {18, 3], where the recursive structure of the HST ism odelled by de ning an unfairm etrical task
system problem @8, E&.’] on a uniform metric space. In an unfair M TS problem , associated w ith
every point v; ofthem etric space isa cost ratio r;. W e charge the onlne algorithm a cost of ric; for
dealingw ith thetask (¢ ;:::;ci5::: ;¢ ) In state vi. which m uliplies the online costs for processing
tasks n that point. O ine costs ram aln as before. The cost ratio r ; roughly corresoonds to the
com petitive ratio of the online algorithm in a subspace ofthe HST .For UM T Ss on uniform m etric
spaces, tight upper bounds are only known for two point spaces Ef(_j, ;L-g, 3] and for n point spaces
w ith equal cost ratios -[3]. A tight lower bound is known for any number of points and any cost
ratios E!].

In this paperwe Introduce a general notation and technigque for com bining algorithm s for unfair
m etrical task system s on hierarchically decom posable m etric spaces. T his technique is an In prove—
m ent on the previous m ethods ﬂ-g, -_l-S, -'3]. U sing this technique, we ocbtain random ized algorithm s
for unfair m etrical task system s on the uniform m etric space that are better than the algorithm
of E_?.]. U sing the algordthm for unfairm etrical task systam s on uniform m etric space and the new
m ethod for com bining algorithm s, we ocbtain O (logn log logn) com petitive algorithm s forM T S on
HST spaces, which inpliesO ((logn log Iogn)?)-com petitive random ized algorithm frm etrical task
system s on any m etric space.

W e also study the weighted caching problm . W eighted caching is the paging problem when
there are di erent costs to fetch di erent pages. D eterm inistically, a com petitive ratio of k is
achievable [[4,21], w th a m atching lower bound fllow ing from the k-server bound {I1]. No ran-
dom ized algorithm is known to have a com petitive ratio better than the determ inistic com petitive
ratio for general m etric spaces. However, In som e special cases progress has been m ade. Trani
fpersonal com m unication] has shown an O (logk) com petitive algorithm when page fetch costs are
one of two possbl values. Blum , Furst, and Tom kins f_S%] have given an O (:Iog2 k) com petitive
algorithm for arbitrary page costs, when the total num ber of pages is k + 1, they also present a
Iowerbound of (logk) for any page costs. A s the weighted caching problem w ith cache size k on
k + 1 pages isa special case of M T S on star-lke m etric spaces, we are ablk to cbtain an O (logk)
com petitive algorithm for this case, In proving |:9]]. T his is tight up to a constant factor.

O utline of the paper In Section iZ the M TS problem is fom ally de ned, along w ith several
technical conditions that later allow us to com bine algorithm s for subspaces together. In Section 3
we deal wih the main technical contrbution of our paper. W e Introduce a novel technique to
com bine algorithm s for subspace into an algorithm for the entire space. Section 'fl is devoted
for introducing algorithm s for UM T Ss on uniform spaces. In Section ES we give the applications
m entioned above by com bining the algorithm s of Section :fl



2 P relim inaries

Unfairm etrical task system s UM T Ss) [_1'g!, r-3] are a generalization ofm etrical task system s Lfl:]. A
UMTSU = M ; (ty)uzm ;S) consists ofa m etric spaceM w ith a distance m etric dy , a sequence of
cost mtios 1y 2 RY ©ru2 M , and a distance ratio s 2 R* .

Given a UM TS U, the associated online problm is de ned as follow s. An online algorithm A
occupies som e state u 2 M . W hen a task arrives the algorithm m ay change state to v. A task isa
tupl (& )xom ofnon-negative realnum bers, and the cost for algorithm A associated w ith servicing
thetask iss d (u;v) + r,&, . The cost for A associated w ith servicing a sequence oftasks  is the
sum of costs or servicing the Individual tasks of the sequence consecutively. W e denote this sum
by costa ( ). An online algorithm m akes its decisions based only upon tasks seen so far.

An o -line player is de ned that services the sam e sequence of tasks over U . The cost of an
o -lne player, if it were to do exactly as above, would be dy (u;v) + ¢,. Thus, the concept of
unfaimess, the costs for doing the sam e thing are di erent.

G iven a sequence oftasks we de ne the work function E.-:q’] atv,w gy (v), to be them Inim al
cost, for any o -line player, to start at the iniial state in U, dealw ith alltasks In , and end up
In state v. W e om i the use of the subscript U if it is clkear from the context. Note that for all
wv2M,w @ w (v) dy @U;v).Ifw @)=w (v)+ dy (U;v), u is said to be supported by v.
W e say thatu 2 M is supported ifthere exists somev2 M such that u is supported by v.

Wede necostgpr ( ) tobem iny,w (v). This is sim ply them Inin alcost, forany o -line player,
to start at the initial state and process . A s the di erences between the work fiinction valies on
di erent states is bounded by a constant (the diam eter of the m etric space) independent of the
task sequence, it is possibl to use a convex com bination of the work function values instead of

the m inin al one. W e say that P ( @))uzm Is a weight vector when £ (U)jJ1 2 M g are non—
negative real numbers satisfying  ,y &1) = 1. W e de ne the -optimalcoost of a sequence of
tasks tobecost gpr () = h ;jw 1= u2M )w (). As cbserved above, cost gpt ()

costopr ( )+ diam M ), wherediam M ) = max,2om du (U;Vv) is the diam eter of M .
A random ized online algorithm A fora UM T S is a probability distrbution over determ inistic
online algorithm s. T he expected cost of a random ized algorithm A on a sequence is denoted by

E fcosta ()]

De nition 2.1. Pd, 15, 7] A random ized online algorithm A is called r com petitive against
an oblivious adversary if there exists som e ¢ such that for all task sequences , E [costa ( )]
roostopr ( )+ cC.

O bservation 2.2. W e can lim i the discussion on the com petitive ratio of UM T Ss to distance
ratio equals one shce a UM TS U = M ; (ty)uzm 7S) has a com petitive ratio of r if and only if
U%= M ;(s ‘ry)uzm ;1) has com petitive ratio of rs . M oreover an rs * com petitive algorithm
for U % is r com petitive algorithm fr U, since in both U%and U the o ine costs are the sam e but
the online costs in U are multiplied by a factor of s com pared to the costs n U% W hen s= 1, we
drop it from the notation.

G iven a random ized onlne algorithm A fora UM TS U wih state space M and a sequence of
tasks ,wede nep ,; tobethevectorofprobabilities (o a @))y2m wWherep a (u) isthe probability
that A is in state u after serving the request sequence . W e drop the subscript A if the algorithm
is clear from the context.

Let x vy denote the concatenation of sequences x and y. Let U be a UM T S over the m etric
spaceM w ith distance ratio s. G ven tw o successive probability distributions on the statesofU , p



and p o Where e is the next task, we de ne the set of transferm atrices from p top o denoted
TP ;p JrasthesstofallmatricesT = (Gv)uw2m With non negative real entries, w here
X X
tv=p W@;u2M; tv=pP eV);iVvZ2ZM:
v2M u2M

W e de ne the unweighted moving cost from p top «

X
moosty P ip = (mll)ﬂZ tivdu @;v);
tuv

TP P e) e

the m oving cost isde nedaﬁmoost‘u i/p 9=s moosy' P ;p o,and the bocal cost on a task
e= (Quzm Isdenedas _,y P eU)grn,. Due to Inearity of expectation, E [costa ( e)]
E [oosta ( )] isequalto the sum ofthem oving cost from p top and the localcost on e. Hence
we can view A asa detem inistic algorithm thatm aintains the probability m ass on the stateswhose
cost on task e given after sequence is

X
costa ( e oosk( )=mocosty P ;p ot P u)cun: @)
u2M

In the sequelwe w illuse the term nology of changing probabilities, w ith the understanding that we
are referring to a determm inistic algorithm charged according to @:) .

W e nextdevelop som e technicalconditionsthatm ake it easier to com bine algorithm s forUM T Ss.
E lm entary tasks are tasks w ith only one non-zero entry, we use the notation ; ), 0, for an
elem entary task of cost  at state v. Tasks (v;0) can sin ply be ignored by the algorithm .

De nition 2.3 ([3]) . A rasonabk algorithm is an online algorithm that never assigns a positive
probability to a supported state.

De nition 2.4 ([3]) . A rasonabk task sequence foralgorithm A, isa sequence oftasksthat cbeys
the follow ing:

1. A1l tasks are elem entary.
2. Forall ,thenexttask ; )mustobeythatﬁara]lo,jf > 0 0 then p w0y V) > 0.

It follow s that a reasonable task sequence for A never includes tasks (v; ), > 0, if the current
probability of A on v is zero.

The follow ing lemm a is from B]. For the sake of com pleteness, we nclide a sketch of a proof
here.

Lemm a 2.5. Given a random ized online algorithm A that obtains a com petitive ratio of r when
the task sequences are lim ited to being reasonabl task sequences for Ay, then, for all" > 0, there
also exists a random ized algorithm A 3 that obtains a com petitive ratio of r + " on all possiblke
sequences.

sketch. The proof proceeds In three stages. In the 1rst stage, we convert an algorithm A o for
reasonable task sequences to a lhzy algorithm A4 (an algorithm that dose notm ove the server when
receiving a task w ith zero cost) for reasonable task sequences. In the second stage, we convert an
algorithm A4 to an algorithm A, for elem entary task sequences, and then, in the third stage, we
convert A, to an algorithm A 3 for general task sequences.



The rststage iswellknown.

The second stage. G iven an elam entary task sequence, every elam entary task e = (v;x) is
converted to a task (v;y) such that y = supfz¥® < x and the probability induced by A; on v
is greater than Og. The resulting task sequence is reasonabl and is fed to A;. A, in itates the
m ovem ents of A7 .

The third stage. Let be an arbitrary task sequence. First, we convert into an elem entary

task sequence ", each task = (1;:::; ,) In  is converted to a sequence of tasks * as follow s:
Let "> 0 be sn all constant to be detemm ined later, and assum e or sin plicity that ; 1.
Then * = & § ni@hereN = bi="cand & = ;") (") k; 7 ¥); where

ky=maxfij; J %. N ote that the optin alo ine cost * is at m ost the optin alo ine cost on
, sihce any servicing for , when applied to * would have a cost no bigger than the original cost.
Consider an r-com petitive online algorithm A, for elem entary tasks operating on *, and construct
an online algorithm A3 for .B m aintainsthe invariant that the state of A3 after processing som e
task  is the sam e state as A, after processing the sequence © . Consider the behavior ofA, on
~ . tbegins in som e state v;, , passes through som e set S of states and ends up in som e state v;, .
Consider the originaltask = (1;:::; ). Let vy be the state In S with the lowest cost in
A Igorithm A 3 begins in state vi,, Inm ediately m oves to v3,, serves  In v, and then m oves to vy, .
Inform ally, on each task A, pays etther a local cost of "0 or m oving cost of at least "° and
therefore these costs are Jarger than the local cost ofA 3. A3 also hasam oving cost at least asA .
By a carefiil com bination of these two we can conclide that the cost ofB on  isatmost 1+ ")
tin es the cost of A, on *. O

Hereafter, we assum e only reasonabk task sequences. T his is w ithout lost of generality due to
Lemma2.5.

O bservation 2.6. W hen a reasonablk algorithm A is applied to a reasonable task sequence =
1 2 m s @Ny elem entary task = (v; ) causes the work-function at v, w (v), to Increase by
This ©llow s because v would not have been supported ©llow ing any altermative request v; 9),
PO< . Seeil_ﬁ?), Lemm a 1] for a rigorous treatm ent. This also in plies that for any state v, w &) =

1 36,

D e nition 2.7. An onlne algorithm A is said to be sensbke and r-com petitive on the UM TS
U= M ;(@@)uum ;9) if i obeys the Ollow ing:
1. A isreasonable.

2. A is a stabk algorithm [;L-g'], ie., the probabilities that A assigns to the di erent states are
purely a function of the work function.

3. Associated with A are a weight vector , and a potential function , such that

2 :RP 7 RT , Is purely a function of the work—-function, bounded, non-negative, and
continuous.

For alltask sequences and alltaskse,

costa ( e oosg( )+ alw 9 alWw ) r hasw o w i 2)



O bservation 2.8. An online algorithm that is sensble and r-com petitive (@gainst reasonable task
sequences) according to D ef.:_2-_5, isalso r-com petitive according to D ef.é_j: . Thisisso since sum m ing
up the two sides In Thequality {2) over the Individualtasks in the task sequence, we get a telescopic
sum such thatcoosty ( )+ a W ) aWne) T hp;w wri; wherewr isthe nitialwork fiinction.
Weconclidethatcosty () r cogpr( )+ r M)+ sup,, W):

W hen combining sensible algorithm s we would like the resulting algorithm to be also sensble.
T he problem atic nvariant to m aintain is reasonableness. In order to m aintain reasonableness there
is a need for a stronger concept, which we call constrained algorithm s.

D e nition 2.9. A sensble r-com petitive algorithm A for the UM TS U = M ; (ty)u2m ;7S) wih

associated potential function iscalled ( ; )-constrained, O 1,0 , if the follow ing hold:
1.Forallu;v2 M :ifw @) w @) duy @;v) then the probability that A assigns to u is zero
wa @)= 0).
2.k kq diam M )r,wherek k; = sup, ).

O bservation 2.10. 1. Fora ( ; )-constrained algorithm ocom peting against a reasonable task
sequence, 8u;v2 M W@ w)j dy (;v): The argum ent here is sim ilar to the one
given in O bservation 2 6.

2. A sensbl r-com petitive algorithm for a metric space of diameter is by de nition a
;3 a ¥ ))-constrained.

3.A ( ; )-oonstralned algorithm is trivially (O; %-constrained for all 0 1 and 0,

3 A Combining Theorem for Unfair M etrical Task System s

Consider a m etric gpace M having a partition to sub-spacesM 1;:::;M 1, with \large" distances
between sub-spaces com pared to the diam eters of the sub-gpaces. A m etrical task system on M
Induces m etrical task systemson M, 1 2 fl;:::;bg. Assume that for every i, we have a £—
com petitive algorithm A ; for the nduced M TS on M ;. O ur goalis to com bine the A ; algorithm s so
asto cbtain an algorithm forthe origihalM TS de nedonM . To do sowem ake use ofa \com bining
algorithm " K. X has the role of determ Ining which ofthe M ; sub-spaces contains the server. Since
the \Iocalcost" ofX on sub-space M ; is £ tin es the optim alcost on subspace M ;, it isnaturalthat
K shoud be an algorithm forthe UM TS U = (MA H SR ;fb));wheJ:eMA = fz;;::: ;2,9 isa space
w ith points corresponding to the sub-gpaces and distances that are roughly the distances between
the corresponding sub-spaces. Tasks orM are translated to tasks fortheM ; lnduced m etrical task
system s sin ply by restriction. Tt rem ains to de ne how one translates tasks forM to tasks for U.

P revious papers i_l-g, -'_ZI.-_S, :_3] use the cost of the optim al algorithm for the task in the sub-space
M ; as the cost for z; in the task orv. This way the local cost for X is f; tin es the cost for
the optin um , how ever, this is true only in the am ortized sense. In order to bound the uctuation
around the am ortized cost, those papers have to assum e that the diam eters of the sub-space are
very an all com pared to the distances between M ; sub-spaces. W e take a di erent approach: the
cost for a point z; 2 U is @n upper bound for) the cost of A ; on the corresponding task, divided by
£;. In this way the am ortization problem disappears, and we are able to com bine sub-spaces w ith
a relhtively large diam eter. A form aldescription of the construction is given below .



Theorem 3.1.LetU bea UMTSU = M ; (ty)uzm 7S), where M  is a m etric gpace on n points.
Consider a partition of the points ofM , P = 0 1;M 2;:::;Mp). Uy = M 3; u)uom 5i8) Is the
UM TS induced by U on the subspace M 5. Let M be a metric space de ned over the set of points
fz1;25;::: ;72,9 with a distance m etric dMA (zi7z5) maxfdy ;v) :u2 M j;v2 M 4g9. Assume that

For all j, there isa (5; j)-constrained f£y-com petitive algorithm A 5 for the UM TS U.

There isa (A;A)—oonstj:amedr—oompetjri/ealjorjﬂmﬁﬁ)r’d’leUM TSU = MA;(fl;:::;fb);s).

De ne
n A . . . (@]
A (Zi;z4)+ sdiam ™ 5)+ ;diam M ;)+ ;diam M ;)
= max max j; max de (i J - J = - - - ; 3)
i %3 m MNp2m i;qZdeM \eHe);
and
diam M diam M ;
= (M)-I—max i,i(Ml): @)
diam ™M ) i diam M )

If 1, then there exists a ( ; )-constrained and r-com petitive algorithm , A, for the UM TS

In ourapplications of T heorem B-:]-;,ﬂ'lem etric spaceM have a\nice" partitionP = M 1;:::;M ),
param eterized w ith k l: dy (jv) = diam M ) oralli® ju2 M, v2 M 5; and diam M ;)
diam M )=k. In this case the statem ent of T heorem :_3-_.]-; can be sinpli ed as ollow s.

C orollary 3.2. Under the assum ptions of T heorem ::’%-_.ZT;, and assum ing the partition is \nice" (with
param eter k), in the alove sense. De ne
A Mmaxigy( i+t 3+ 3)

= maxfmax j; + gi ©)
i k

and

— AL (6)
K

If 1, then there exists a ( ; )-constrained and r-com petitive algorithm , A, or the UM TS U .

In Section :3-_.1-' wede nethe combined algorithm A declared in T heoram :_3-:]-1' Section :jé contains
the proof of T heorem §-_.];' W e end the discussion on the combining technique w ith Section 3.3 in

which we show how to obtain constrained algorithm s needed in the assum ptions of T heoram 3..

3.1 The Construction ofthe Com bined A Igorithm

Denote by j and 5 the associated potential function and weight vector of algorithm A 5, re-
spectively. Sim ilarly, denote by " and * the associated potential function and weight vector of
algorithm x, respectively.

G iven a sequence of elem entary tasks = (w#; 1) 35 2) ;6 9, vi2M ,wede ne
the sequences

o= @) @) ; 50 ); where



uJ‘.=vja.nd jj= j,ijjZMw.
uJ‘.J'sanafojij:arypojntjnMwand jj= 0, ifvy 2M .

Inform ally, 3 . isthe restriction of to subspaceM ..
Foru2 M ,de nes()= iifand only ifu2 M ;. W e de ne the sequence

()= @Zwi 1) @Guyi 2) se; @7 5 97
nductively. Lete= (; ),s(w)= “then ( e = () ) where
“=n W (et V0 ey )TE hovyw 5wt Ty )=E ™

Note that ” is an upper bound on the cost of A\ for the task (v; ), divided by #. This fact
follow s from 6_2) since A« issensble, and 3 . isa reasonable task sequence forA . (seeLemma?_.i).
It also in plies that " 0,whih isa necessary requirem ent for ;") to be a wellde ned task.

A lgorithm A . The algorithm works as follow s:
1. It sinulates algorithm A . on the task sequence 3§ ., forl ' b.
2. It also sin ulates algorithm X on the task sequence ().

3. The probability assigned to a point v 2 M . is the product of the probability assigned by A .
to v and the probability assigned by & to z.. (ie,p a @) = p 3.a ) PyxE))

W e ram ark that the sin ulations above can be perform ed in an online fashion.

32 ProofofTheorem 3.1

To sim plify notation we use the llow Ing shorthand notation. G iven a task sequence and a task
e.W ih regpectto ,wede ne

W=W gy w ejur

Wk =W i!ak;kal k b; Wi = W e)@'k;Uk;l k b;
_ . e_ .
W= Wi=wo gyt

De nep, px, and P to be the probability distributions on the states ofU , U, and U as nduced
by algorithm sA , Ay and X on the sequences , #,,and (),1 k Db, respectively. Likew ise,
we de nep®, p; and p° where the sequences are e, g],and ( e).

Lemm a 3.3. If the task sequence given to algorithm A on U is rasonablk, then the sim ulated
task sequences 3, for algorithm s A; on U; and the sim ulated task sequence () for algorithm x
on U are also reasonabk.

Proof. W e rstprove that qu . Isreasonabl forA . by induction on j Oj. Say 0= e, e= (v; ),
and v2 M «. Sihhce 0 is reasonable for A, would the task e have been replaced w ith the task €=
w; 9,and °2 D; ), then by the reasonableness of % p° (v) > 0, but since p° &) = P& @)P° (2+)
itﬁ)]Jowstl'latpe‘O ) > 0. Thisinpliess % . is reasonable forA ..

W enextprovethat ( %) isa reasonabletask sequence ﬁ)rAA,by induction on j % Let %= e,
e= (v; ),v2 M..Denote by é= (z‘;A) the last task In  ( ). Consider a hypothetical task (v;x)



nU,Hrd0 x . Dencte by (z;f x)) the corresponding task ﬁ)rlﬁ, where f (x) is determ ined
according to @) . £ iscontinuous (sihce +iscontinuous), £ 0) = 0,and £ ( ) ” . Thereore forany
w; 9

0 "< " thereexists0 %< suchthat£(9)= Pand shee0< p¥ ) =pY &) # 9 (2
we conclude that 0 < p(‘” % (z\) (the probability induced by & on z. after the task (z\;AO)). This

Inpliesthat ( ) isa reasonabl task sequence ork . O
Lemma 34.Forall and forall, W (z\)= h ;w.i VW)=t

P roof. T ollow s from Lemm a3 3 that the task sequence  ( ) forK is reasonable. AsX issensble it
ollow s from O bservation l_2_.q that W (z+) isexactly the sum ofcostsin ( ) forz.. By thede nition
of () iIn (see {7)) it follow s that thissum ish ;w.i W )=P. O

Lemma 3.5. Assume thatw (u) = w.@u) oralll N b,u2 M .. Then any state u 2 U for

which there exists a state v such thatw @) w ) dy @;v), hasp()= 0.
P roof. Consider states u and v as above, ie., w @) w (V) dy @;v). We now consider two
cases:

l.u;v2 M;. Wewant to show that w;u) w;(wv) 1dy , @;v), asA; is ( ;; ;)-constrained

this in plies that p; (u) = 0, which inpliesthatp@) = 0. From the conditions above we get

wi@) wiv)=w@) w(v) du (WL;v) 10y ; @;v):
2.u2M;,v2My 16 j. Ourgoalnow willbe to show that W (z;) W (24) AdMA (zi725), as
this In plies that P (z;) = 0 which mpliesthatp @) = 0.
A lower bound on W (z;) is
Wi(zi) = h ywil k ik =y @®)
wi(u) idiam ™ ;) J iFn 9)
= w(@) ijdiam M ;) jdiam M ;): (10)

To jastify @) one uses the de niions and Lemma B-;ZI:. Inequality C9:) ollow s because a
convex combination of valies is at least one of these values m inus the m axin al di erence.
The m axim al di erence between work function values is bounded by ; tin es the distance,
see O bservation 2 1Q. Equation {1() llow s from our assum ption that the work finctions are
equaland from the de nition of ;.

Sim ilarly, to cbtain an upperbound on & (z5), we derive
W(Zj)= h j;Wji k jkl =y w (V) + jd:iam (Mj): 11)
It ©lows from (L0) and (1) that,

Wiz) W) W) w) sdiam M) jdiam M5)  sdiam Mg
di (ujv)  idiam M)  jdiam M3  sdiam M dy @i52):

T he last inequality follow s from @) .



Lemm a 3.6. For any rasonabk task sequence , subgoace M v, and v2 M « it hods thatw . (v) =
w (V).

P roof. A ssum e the contrary. Let  ?be the shortest reasonable task sequence for which there exists
v2 M. satisfyingw 0 . (v) & w o(v). It is easy to cbserve that 0— ewheree= (v; ).Asthe
sequence ( el . is a reasonable task sequence (Lemm a :3-_5,) and A . is reasonable, it follow s that
wSWV)=w.(v)+ .Sheew. (v)=w (@) andw®(v) w )+ wededucethatws(@)> we).
Lete, = (V;x),de ne °= supfx :w® (v) = w* (v)g. O bviously, 0 0 .Dened= @; 9.
By continuity of the work fiinction we W) = we ) and thus °< . The conditions above inply
that an elem entary task in v after w® will not change the work function, which m eans that v is
supported in we . Hence, the assum ptions of Lemm a :_3-_.-5 are satis ed (here we use the assum ption
that 1).By Lemm a:_?;_.-@ peO (v) = 0 and since the sequence is reasonabl or A i follow s that
0, a contradiction. O

P roposition 3.7. Forall , and alltaskse= (v; ),

costa ( e) oosk () coste( ( e)) oosp( ()):
P roof. Let us denote the subspace containing v by M .. W e split the cost of A Into two m ain
com ponents, the m oving cost m cost}; ;p°), and the local cost r,p®v) = £P°@E )Vp i) (see
Equation {1)).

W e give an upperbound on them oving cost ofA by considering a possibly suboptin alalgorithm
that works as follow s:

1. M ove probabilities between the di erent M 5 subspaces. I.e., change the probability p ) =
Pzy)p; ) oru 2 M 5 to an interm ediate stage p° (z3)p3 (v) . Them oving cost for A to produce
this interm ediate probability is bounded by m cost j; ©;1°) as the distances in M arean upper
bound on the real distances for A (dMA (15 25) dy (;v) oru2 M ;, v2 M 4). W e callthis
cost the Interspace cost forA .

2. M ove probabilities w ithin the M j subspaces. Ie., move from the Interm ediate probability
©° (z5)p; ), u 2 M 4 to the probability p© () = p° (zj)p‘;f ().Asallalgorithm sA 4, j6 Y, geta
task of zero cost, p? = py, J6 . Themoving cost or A to produce p® @), u 2 M +, from the
Interm ediate stage , isnom ore than P° (z\) m cosg, (p+;p5). W e call this cost the intra-space
cost forA .

Taking the Iocal cost or A and the intra-space cost forA :

et @I)p @) + @) moosg) ©;p°)
=p°@) (costa. (e oosk.()) 12)
eIt B oywsi @wS=t) B Gwed W)=t 13)

To obtain (_1-_2) we use the de nition ofonline cost (see (-'14')) . To cbtain (-_:}:) we use the fact that
A is £\ com petitive and sensble (see @)).

Let é be the Jast task In e). Fomul |(13) is sinply the Jocal cost for algorithm X on
task é. T hus, we have bounded the cost or algorithm A on task e to be no m ore than the cost for
algorithm X on task é. O
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P roof of Theorem 3.1. W e associate a weight vector  and a bounded potential function w ith
algorithm A, where

V)= ") ~v) PrvaM.; W)= )+ r "zi) 1 6vg)=fy:
i
W e rem ark that from Lemm ai3.4 and Lemm a 3.6 i ©llow s that ¥ and w; are detem ined by w, so

W) iswellde ned.
W e derive the ©llow iIng upper bound on the cost ofA :

costa ( e) cosk ()

coste ( (1 e) oosip( () (14)
X X
r A Z)W (21) N o)W (z3) @) ) (15)
X X X X
=r Mzi) 1 WwS @) MMzi) 1 V)W)
i v2M 3 i v2M ;
@)+ Mzi) 1WS)=Py W)+ r “zi) 1 Wi)=Py @e)
=rh ;w°i h,;wi (w°) Ww)): a7)

Tnequality (14) follows from P roposition 3.]. Tnequality (I5) is inplid as X is a sensbk r
com petitive algorithm . W e obtain (16) by substituting ¥ (z;) and w (z;) according to Lemma 3.4
and rearranging the sum m ands. E quation G_l-j) follow s from the de niion of and above, and
using Lemm a :_3-_6 .

W enow provethatA is ( ; )-constramned. It follow s from Lemm a:_-3_-.5 and Lemm a:_-_ES that the
condition on  is satis ed (seeDe nition 2.9). I rem ains to show the condition on

X

kk; k%k; +r “~@k ki =f 18)
“r diamM )+ r ~(zy) 3Py diam )=f; 19)
i
. Adiam ) diam (M ;)
r dim ™) djamM)er‘iaXfidjamM)
=r diam M )

Inequality (_ZI.-?.) follow s by the de nition of , (i_é_} Hllow s because X is (A;A)—oonst_tajned and A;
is ( 4; j)-constrained,1 i b.
W e have therefore shown that A isa ( ; )-constrained and r-com petitive algorithm . O

3.3 Constrained A Igorithm s

T heoram :_3-_.]-; assum es the existence of constrained algorithm s. In this section we show how to obtain
such algorithm s. T he proof is m otivated by sin ilar deas from [1, §1.

D e nition 3.8. Fix am etric spaceM on bstatesand costratiosry;:::;n,. Assum ethat foralls >
0 thereisa ( ; ) constrained f (s) com petitive algorithm Ag forthe UM TS Ug= M ;ri;:::;1,;S)
against reasonable task sequences. For > 0 we de ne the -variant of Ag (if it exists) to be a
( ; ) constrained f (s= ) com petitive algorithm for{.

11



Lemma 3.9. Let 0 < land 0< = 1. Assume there existsa ( = ; = )-constrained and
r-com petitive online algorithm AV forthe UMTS U= (M ;n;:::;0;5= ). Then there exists a
( ; )-oonstrained and r com petitive algorithm A forthe UM TS U = M ;5;:::;1,;S).

P roof. A lgorithm A on the UM TS U sinulates algorithm A° on the UM TS U by translating
every task (v; ) to task (\P; ). The probability that A associates w ith state v is the sam e as the
probability that algorithm A ° associates w ith state v°. Ifthe task sequence forA © is reasonable then
the sin ulated task sequence ©rA° is also reasonable sin ply because the probabilities for v and vV
are identical.

The costs of A or AY on task (v; ) or (\P; ) can be partitioned into m oving costs and local
costs. A s the probability distributions are identical, the local costs or A and A ° are the sam e. The
unw eighted m oving costs orA are 1= the unweighted m oving costs for A% because alldistances are
multiplied by 1= . However, the m oving costs for A° are the unweighted m oving costs m ultiplied
by a factor of s= whereas the m oving costs for A are the unweighted m oving costs m ultiplied by
a factor of s. Thus, the m oving costs are also equal.

To show that A is ( ; )-constrained (@nd hence reasonabl) we st need to show that if the
work finctions n U and U ? are equal, then this in plies that if u and v are two states such that
w (u) w®) + dy ;v) then p@) = 0. This is true because A% is ( = ; = )-constrained, and
thusw @9 w&)+ (=) ds (uo;vo) In plies a probability of zero on u? or A%which Inplies a

probability of zero on u for A . N ext, one needs to show that the work functions are the sam g, this
can be done using an argum ent sin ilar to the proof of Lemm a13.6.

As the work functions and costs are the sam e or the online algorithm s 2 and A° i ©llow s
that we can use the sam e potential function. To show that j j diam M ) we note that
3 (= )dim (M ). H

O bservation 3.10. A ssum e there exists a ( ; )-oonstrained and r-com petitive algorithm A for
aUMTS U= M ;rn;:::;5;9). Then, orall > 0, a naturalm odi cation ofA,n% isa (; )-
constrained, r-com petitive algorithm for the UM T S U= (M Jhjiil;005S).

Lemm a 3.11. Under the assum ptions of D e njijonEE;B, forall > 0 such that 1, and for
alls> 0, the -variant ofAg exists.
Proof. Forall > 0 such that 1:

1. By the assum ption, there exists a ( ; )-constrained, f (s= )-com petitive algorithm for the

UMTS M ;r;:::;0;5= ).

2. Tt follow s from Lemma:_?;_.é that there exists an online algorithm that is ( ; )-constrained,
f (s= )-com petitive orthe UM T S ( M T ihhiS).

3. Enow follow s from Observation:_-iq that thereexistsa (  ; )-constrained, £ (s= )-com petitive

online algorithm forthe UM TS M ;ri;:::;1,;s). Thism eansthat the varant ofAg exists.

O

4 The Uniform M etric Space

Let Uf)i denote the m etric space on b points where all pairw ise distances are d (@ uniform m etric
space) . In this section we develop algorithm s for UM T Ss whose underlying m etric is uniform . W e
begin w ith two special cases that were previously studied in the literature.
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The st algorithm works forthe UM TS U = (Ug; (t1;:::;1.)58), b 2,and nn = 1, = be T
However, it can be de ned for arbirary cost ratios. The algorithm , called O ddE xponent, was
de ned and analyzed In ﬁ_ﬁ]. Applying our tem inology to the results of B], we obtain:

Lemma 4.1. OddExponent is (1;1)-constrained, and (m ax;r; + 6sInb)-com petitive.

P roof. A lgorithm O ddE xponent, whep servicing a reasonable task sequence, allocates for con g—
uration v the probability p(v) = % + 1_1) u W t, w here t is chosen to be an odd integer In
the range Inb;Inb+ 2).

In our tem Inology, Bartal et. al B] prove that O ddE xponent is sensble, maxir; +
6s Inb)-com petitive and that the associated potential function j 13j max;ri=C+ 1) + s)d

(I1=dInbe) m ax;r; + 6sInhb)d. This in plies that O ddE xponent is (1;1=dn be)-constrained. O

T he second algorithm works forthetwo polnt UM TS U = (Ug;rl;rz;s) . The algorithm , called
TwoStable, was de ned and analyzed in (L8] and BJ; based on an inplicit description of the
algorithm that appeared previously in ﬂg] Applying our term inology to the resuls of ng, 3], we
obtain:

Lemma 4.2. TwoStable is (1;4)-constrained, and r com petitive where

rn o r n
=1+

r=rm+ ———— ErseEse—
1 el r2)=s 1 ez 11)=s 1

Proof. TwoStableworksasPllows: Lety= w (v1) W (w),andz= (r; 1)=s.Theprobability on

1
pointvy isp(vy) = €&° e?Gt2a) = e 1 :TwoStable ischown to be sensible and r com petitive

n ['3, -_1-3] and the potential function associated wih Tw oStable, ,,0beysj 2] (Qr + s)d.
Tt rem ains to show that j 23 4rd. W e use the fact that, n general, if Fj 1=2 then
1=2 z=@* 1), and do a sinpk case analysis. Ifm axfr;;r,g > +s then j 23 @r; + s)d

2
2r+ 2r)d 4rd.Otherwise, 7 1=2,s0r= 1 + s m+ 2.Hence j,j 2rd. O

2z
ez 1 2

To gain an insight about the com petitive ratio of Tw oStable, we have the follow ing proposi-
tion.

P roposition 4.3. Let f(s;nm;m) = 11 + (I 1)=ef )7 1 :let x1;x, 2 R such that
rn 2s(lhhx;+ 1)andr 2s(nxy,+ 1). Then f (s;n;) 2s(n®; + xp) + 1).

P roof. First we show that £ is a m onotonic non-decreasing fiinction ofboth r; and r,. Since the
formula is symm etric In r; and r, it isenough to chedk monotonicity in . Let x = (rn 1m)=s, it
su cesto show that gx) = sx+ r,+ sx=(€* 1) ismonotonic in x. Taking the derivative

e e 1+ x))

go(x) =s & 12 0; shcee® 1+ x:

Therefore we may assume that r; = 2s(lnx; + 1) and r, = 2s(lhxy; + 1). W ihout loss of
generality we can assum e that x; X, and ety 2besuch that x; = X1+ x2) (@1 1=y). By
substitution wegetr; 1= 2sh( 1) and

e ey = I _ nhy 1)
finin)=n+ m =2s hx;+x)+ 1+ hy 1) hy+ m
1 ng 1)
2s ]rl(}§1+X2)+l — +
y ¢ 1?1
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The sum of x; is
maximized in this
subspace.

Combining using the
algorithm for two
points.

Combining using the
algorithm for equal
cost ratios.

Combining using the
algorithm for equal
cost ratios.

LA

x;€[le) x;€lee?) x,ele’,e’) xelelet) xeleded) x,€et,e’)

7<0(In x; Inln x,)

Figure 1: Schem atic description of C ombined.

W e now prove that fory 2, % + % 0:W hen y approaches 2, the lin i of the expression
is zero. Fory > 2, wemuliply the eft sideby (¢ 1)° 1,andgetgly)= ( 2)+ he 1).
Sheeg@)= 0and ¢°@y)= 1+ 1=(y 1)< 0 ory> 2, we are done. O

Thisalgorithm is inspired by Strategy 3 B]. Like Strategy 3, Combined combinesO ddE xponent
and TwoStable on subspaces of US, however, it does so in a m ore sophisticated way that is
In possible using the combining technique of B]. Fi. El: presents the schem e of the combining
process.

A lgorithm Combined A sdiscussed In O bservation :_2-_2}, wemay assum e that s= 1. Lethi be
the m Inim al real num ber such that r; 100 nx; In Inx; and x; eesﬂ, and ket x denote  ; xj.
ForasetS M ktU (S) denotetheUM TS induced by U on S.

Let US = fvi;:::;%wg, where v; has cost ratio r;. W e partition the points oka‘;’1 as follow s:
Q.= fv; : e ! x; < eg. LetP = fQ‘E;jQ‘j Ihxg[ ffvg : v 2 Q+and D +j< hxg,
P is a partition ong. ForS 2 P ktx(@Q) = vi2s Xie W ithout loss of generality we assum e
P = £S1;S3;:::;Swgwheret’= P jand x(S5) xGS41),1 F B> 1.

W e associate w ith every set S; an algorithm A (S;) on theUM TS U (S;). IfFijJ hx we choose
A (S;) to bethe (1=10)-variant of O ddE xponent. If $;j< Inx then $;j= 1 and we choose A (S;)
to be the trivial algorithm on one point, this algorithm has a com petitive ratio equal to the cost
ratio, and it is (0;0)-constrained. Let r (S;) denote the com petitive ratio ofA (S;) on U (S3).

If’= 1we choose C ombined tobeA (S1) and we are done. i o 2,tM = [li’izsi. W ewant
to construct an algorithm , A (M), orU ™M7). Iy = 2, we choose A M) to be A (S,). O themw ise,
we apply T heorem :§-_.l-' on M” wih the partition £S;;:::;Swg. W e de ne M from T heorem :_5;; to
be U]SO 1+ Lkew ise, X from T heorem :_3-_.]:' is the application ofthe (1=5)-variant of O ddE xponent
onU = (Uk‘;% 17¥(82);:::;r(w)). Let r M) denote the com petitive ratio of K.

N ext, we choose the partition fSl;M“gofUS. W e com bine the two algorithm sA (S1) and A (M)
using the (1=10) variant of Tw oStable (this is the £ required in T heorem -_?;_.i) on the UMTS
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(Ug;r(Sl);r(Mv )) theUMTS U of T heorem :_3-_.]-.:) . W e denote the com petitive ratio of &' by r. The
resulting com bined algorithm , A M ), isour nalalgorithm , C ombined.

P
Lemma 4.4. Given that x = [ Xi, Ty 100sInx; h Inx;, and x; eeeﬂ, algorithm Com-—
bined for the UMTS U = (Ug;rl; t::;ny;8) is (1;1=2)-constrained and r-com petitive, where
r 100shxhlhx.

P roof. A sbefore, w ithout loss of generality, we assum e s = 1. F irst we calculate the constraints of
the algorithm .

From Lemma :fl-_.l-: and Lemm a :_§_.-1_i', A (S;) is (1=10;1=10)-constrained, forevery 1 i P.We
would lke to show that A M) is (1=2;3=10)-constrained. If’ = 2 then it obviously (1=10;1=10)—
constrained. O therw ise, K> 2), the combining algorithm for M’ isthe (1=5)-variant of O ddE x—
ponent which is (1=5;1=5)-constrained. Hence, from ES), 1=5+ 1=10+ 1=10+ 1=10 = 1=2,
and from {6), 1=5+ 1=10 = 3=10. From Coro]]ary:_é_é,A M) isrM ) com petitive.

The ( ; )-constraints of algorithm C ombined are calculated as ollows: The (1=10)-variant
of TwoStable is (1=10;2=10) constrained, therefore = 1=10+ 1=10+ 1=2+ 3=10 = 1 and

= 2=10+ 3=10= 1=2. From Corollary:32,A (M ) is r-com petitive.

To summ arize, C ombined is (1;1=2)-constrained and r-com petitive algorithm for the UM TS
U.

It rem ains to prove the bound on r. First we show that r(S5) 100shx(S5) InInx(S4) forall
1 3 . If $5j= 1,wearedone. Otherwise, $yJ hx,and Sy= Q. forsome *.

r(S;) 100mhe hhe + 6 10h Fj (20)
100 he' "hhe '+ h'+ L he ' + 60l H5]
100 he' "hhe '+ hhx+ 2 h$Hij+ 1 @1)
100 he 'Ihe '+ 2h H4J 22)
100 (B3% HhhE;e 1)
100l x(S5) hhx(Sy): @3)

Inequality {_2-9) is derived as ollows. Since Sy = Q.+, &t llows that ry 100she'hhe' for
allv; 2 Sy. By the bound on the com petitive ratio of the (1=10) variant of O ddE xponent (See
Lenma:fl-j: and Lenma.”;;_j._i') we obtain {_Z-Q) Inequalty ('_2-}') ollow s sihce ¥ Inx. Inequality (:_2-2:)
ollow sbecause In $5] Inlnx,and hlnx 6. The last nequality ollow sbecause e’ ! isa lower
bound on x; forv; 2 Sy and thus ijjE‘ 1 x(S5).

Observe that’ In?x as there are at m ost Inx sets Q ;, and each such set contridbutes at m ost
Inx sets S; to P . W e next derive a bound on rM”).

rM) 2ma>l<30r(si)+6 5 b 1) 4)
100 hx@©@)hhx+ 30 @Ehhx) @5)

= 100(nx@©G2)+ 06) InIhx:

Inequality (_2-51) follow s since the algorithm used is a (1=5) variant of O ddE xponent . Tnequality
(_2-;3) follow s by using the previously derived bound on r(S;) and noting that x(S,) is maxin al
amongst X (Sy);:::;x (Sw) and that x(S;) x.

From Lemm a :_3:1_]1' we know that the com petitive ratio of the (1=10)-variant of Tw oStable is
f(10;rS1);r™M)) where £ isthe function as given in P roposition :fl_.3 W e give an upperbound on

15



£ (10;r(S1);r M )) using P roposition :_4-5. To do thiswe need to nd values y; and y, such that

rS;) 100hx@G;)Ihhx=2 100y+ 1)
rM) 100IhxM )+ 06)Inhx=2 10ny+ 1):

Indeed, the ©llow ing values satisfy the conditionsabove: y; = x (S1)° "M *=eandy, = €%x M ))> "D x=e,
U sing P roposition 4.3 we get a bound on r as ollow s

r 2 10+ y)+ 1) 26)
20 n X(Sl)5Janx+ (eO:6xM))5]anx
20 n X(Sl)Slnlnx+ (251nlnx l)XM)Sln]nx (27)
20In ®(S1)+ x @ ))°BIE 28)
100lhxIh hx:

Tnequality €6) Hllows from P roposition 4.3. Tnequality £7) Hlows because hlnx 6. In-
equality €§) Hllows since, In general, bra b> 0andz 1,a*+ (2* 1) (a+ b)*. Thisis
because fora = b it is an equality, and the derivative w ith respect to a ofthe RH S is clearly larger
than the derivative w ith regpect to a ofthe LHS. O

N ext, we present a better algorithm when all the cost ratios but one are equal

Lemma45.Given a UMTS U = (Ug;rl;rg;:::;rb) with r, = 3 = %, there exists a
(1;3=5)-constrained and r-com petitive online algorithm , W C ombined, where

ry 1

r=30 hes 5+ b et 5 +1
P roof. The proofisa sin pli ed version of the proofofLemm a :fl-:i:, and we only sketch it here. W e
de ne x1, X2, such that

=2 5 (iw 1); r=300Mx+3)=2 5 (= 1):

rn=30Mmx; + % 3

3)

Let M = fw;::i:tvpg. We use a (1=5) variant of O ddE xponent on the UMTS U M ). The
com petitive ratio of this algorithm is at m ost
rMf) n+30he 1) 30h(b Dx2)+3: =10 h(b Lx)’+1

and it is (1=5;1=5) constrained. W e combine it wih the trivial algorithm for U (fv1g) usihg a
(1=5) vardiant of algorithm Tw oStable, the resulting algorithm is (1;3=5) constrained, and by
P roposition :_4_.-} we have

r 10n&:+ (b Lxx)’+ 1) 10ME&i+ b Lx2)’+ 1) =30hxi+ b Lxz)+ 3):

Substituting for x; gives the required bound. O
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5 A pplications

5.1 An O ((lognloglgn)?) C om petitive algorithm forM T Ss
Bartal E:] de nes a class of decom posable spaces called hierarchically well separated trees H ST) E:

De nition 5.1. Fork 1, ak-hiermarchically weltseparated tree (k-H ST ) isam etric space de ned
on the leaves of a rooted tree T . A ssociated w ith each vertex u 2 T isa realvalued label (u) 0,
and () = 0 ifand only ifu isa kafof T. The labels cbey the rulk that for every vertex v, a
child ofu, &) (u)=k. The distance between two leaves x;y 2 T isde ned as (kax;y)),
where Ica (x;y) is the Jeast comm on ancestor of x and y in T . C learly, this is a m etric.

Bartal {I, 2] shows how to approxin ate any metric space using an e cintly constructble
probability distribution over a set of k-HST s . His result allow s to reduce a M T S problem on an
arbitrary metric space to M T S problem son H ST s. Fom ally, he proves the ollow Ing theoram .

Theorem 5.2 (Q]) . Suppose there is a r—com petitive algorithm for any n-point k-H ST m etric
space. Then there exists an O (rk logn log Jogn)-com petitive random ized algorithm for any n-point
m etric space.

Thus, it is su cient to construct an online algorithm for a m etrical task system where the
underlying m etric space isa k-H ST .Follow ing 3]we use the unfairM T S m odelto obtain an online
algorithm foraM T S over a k-H ST m etric space.

A lgorithm Rhst. W e de ne the algorithm Rhst (T) on the m etric spaceM (T), where T isa
k-HST wih k 5. Agorithm R hst (T) is de ned inductively on the size of the underlying H ST,
T.

When M (T)j= 1,Rhst (T) serves all task sequences optin ally. It is (0;0)-constrained. O th—
erw ise, ket the children ofthe root of T bewvy;:::;w,, and ket T; be the subtree rooted at v;. D enote
d= (T), and so diam (T ;) d=k. Every algorithm Rhst (T;) is an algorithm for the UM TS
Uj= M (T1);l;:::5;1;1).

W e construct a m etric space M = Ug, and de ne cost ratios r1;:::;5 where ry = r(T;) is
the com petitive ratio of Rhst (I;). W e now use Theorem 3.1 to combine algorithm s R hst (T;).
The ok of X is plyed by the (1=2) variant of Combined on the unfair m etrical task system
U= (MA jr;iii;0;1). The combined algorithm isaRhst (T) on theUMTS M (T);1;:::;1;1).

W e rem ark that the application of T heorem :_3-_i: requires that the algorithm sw illbe constrained.
W e show that this is true in the llow Ing lemm a.

Lemma 5.3. The algorithm Rhst (T) isO (nnIh Ihn), wheren= M (T)3.

P roof. Let n®= ee6+ In.we prove by induction on the depth of the tree that Rhst (T) is (1;1)-
constrained and 200 n n®n I n%com petitive. p

W hen ¥ (T)j= 1, i iscbvious. Otherwise, tn;= M (T3)jnd= e"*1n,, and n®= ing. We
assum e inductively that each of the Rhst (I;) algorithm s is (1;1)-constrained and 200 hnYIn ;hnf
com petitive on M (T;). The combined algorithm , Rhst (T), is ( ; )-constrained. From ZE), and
given that k 5, we get that

maxfl;%+ %-I— %-I— Z—Ikg maxfl;lg= 1:

'The de nition given here for k-H ST di ers slightly from the origihal de nition given in 'ﬂ_:]. W e choose the
de nition given here for sin plicity of the presentation. For k > 1 the m etric spaces given by these two de nitions
approxin ate each other to w thin a factor of k=(k 1).
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From {6) we obtain that % + 1, ork 5. Thisproves that the algorithm iswellde ned
and (1;1) constrained.

W enextbound the com petitive ratio usihgLemm aé 4. Lemm a3.11 in pliesthat the com petitive
ratio obtained by the (1=2) variant of C ombined on (MA ;I ii:;1,) isthe sam e as the com petitive
ratio attained by C ombined on (MA ;i ;n;2). Thevalies (xi); com puted by C ombined are at
m ost (ng)i, resgoectively. Hence it ollow s from Lemm a :_4;4 that the com petitive ratio of Rhst (T)
isatmost 100 2hxhhx 200 Ahhn® shoex = S X4. |

1
k

Since every HST T can be 5-approxin ated by a 5-HST TO (see [_2]), the bound we have just
proved holds for any HST .
Combining T heorem :_5-_.2 wih Lemma :_5-_5‘, it follow s that

Theorem 5.4. For any M TS over an n-point m etric space, the random ized com petitive ratio is
0 ((logn Jog Iogn)?).

52 K W eighted Caching on K + 1 Points

W elghted caching is a generalized paging problem where there is a di erent cost to fetch di erent
pages. This problem is equivalent to the K —server problem on a star m etric space E}', Eﬂ]. A star
m etric space is derived from a depth one tree w ith distances on the edges, the points of the m etric
space are the leaves of the tree and the distance between a pair of points is the length of the (2
edge) path between them . This is so, sihce we can assign any edge (r;u) in the tree a weight of
half the fetch cost of u. Together, an entrance of a server into a leaf from the star's m iddlepoint
(fcage In) and laving the kaf to the star’'sm iddk point (page out) have the sam e cost of fetching
the page.

The K —server problem on a m etric space of K + 1 points is a gpecial case of the m etrical task
systam problem on the sam em etric space, and hence any upperbound for them etrical task system
transhtes to an upperbound for the corresponding K —server problem .

G iven a starm etric spaceM ,we 12-approxin atesitwih a 6-HST T . T hasthe special structure
that for every intemal vertex, all children except perhaps one, are aves. It isnot hard to see that
one can nd such a tree T such that for any u;v 2 M , dy U;v) dr (;v) 12 d @w;v):
E ssentially, the vertices fiirthest away from the root (up to a factor of 6) in the star are children of
the root 0of T and the last child of the root is a recursive construction for the rest of the points.

W e now llow the construction of R hst given in the previous section, on an 6-HST T, except
that we m ake use of (1=2)<wariant of W C ombined rather than (1=2)-variant of Combined. The
special structure of T in plies that all the children of an Inner vertex, except perhaps one, are
Jeaves and therefore have a trivial 1-com petitive algorithm on their \subspaces". Hence we can
apply W Combined. Using Lemm a :_4-_5 w ith induction on the depth ofthe tree, it iseasy to bound
the com petitive ratio on K + 1 leavestreetobeatmost 60 (In K + 1) + 1=3).

Combining the above w ith the lower bound of [§] we cbtain:

Theorem 5.5. The competitive ratio for the K -weighted caching problem on K + 1 points is
(ogK ).

53 A M TS on Equally Spaced Points on the Line

The m etric space of n equally spaced points on the line is considered im portant because of its
sin plicity, and the practical signi cance of the k-server on the line (for which this problem is a
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soecialcase). The best Iower bound currently known on the com petitive ratio is (logn=Ilog logn)
'Q-(_Zi]. P reviously, the best upperbound known was O (Jog3 n=log logn) due to E.].

W e are able to slightly im proves the upperbound on the com petitive ratio from Section :_5-_.1: to
0 (Jog2 n).Bartal g.']proves that n equally spaced pointson the line can be O (logn) probabilistically
em bedded into a set ofbinary 4-HST s. W e present an O (logn) com petitive random ized algorithm
forbinary 4-H ST, sin ilar to R hst except that wem ake use of (1=4)~variant of T w oStable instead
of (1=2)~variant of Combined. Sin ilar argum ents show that this algorithm is (1;1)-constrained,
and using P roposition :_4_:} we conclide that the algorithm is 8 nn com petitive. Combining the
probabilistic em bedding into binary 4-H ST w ih the algorithm for binary 4-4H ST we obtain

Theorem 5.6. The competitive ratio of the M TS probkm on metric space of n equally spaced
points on the line is O (Jogzn).

6 Concluding Rem arks

T his paper present algorithm s forM T S problem and related problem sw ith signi cantly in proved
com petitive ratios. An obvious avenue of ressarch is to further in prove the upper bound on
the com petitive ratio for the M T S problem . A slight in provem ent to the com petitive ratio of the
algorithm forarbitrary n-pointm etric spaces is reported in E@]. T he resulting com petitive ratio there
isO (Jog2 n loglogn loglog logn) and the in provem ent is achieved by re ning the reduction from
arbirary m etric spaces to HST spaces (ie., that in provem ent is orthogonal to the in provem ent
presented in this paper). H owever, In order to break the O (]ogz n) bound, it seam s that one needs
to deviate from the black box usage of Theorem 53. M aybe the easiest special case to start w ith
is the m etric space of equally spaced points on the line.

A nother interesting line of research would be an attem pt to apply the techniques ofthisand pre-
vious papers to the random ized k-server problem , or even for a special case such as the random ized
weighted caching on k pages problm ; see also [8’, :_1-9].
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