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BetterAlgorithmsforUnfairM etricalTask Systemsand

Applications�

Am osFiaty M anorM endelz

A bstract

Unfair m etricaltask system s are a generalization ofonline m etricaltask system s. In this

paper we introduce new techniques to com bine algorithm s for unfair m etricaltask system s

and apply these techniquesto obtain im proved random ized online algorithm sform etricaltask

system son arbitrary m etric spaces.

1 Introduction

M etricaltask system s,introduced by Borodin,Linial,and Saks[11],can be described as follows:

A serverin som e internalstate receives tasks thathave a service costassociated with each ofthe

internalstates.Theserverm ay switch states,paying a costgiven by a m etricspacede�ned on the

state space,and then paysthe service costassociated with the new state.

M etricaltask system s have been the subject of a great dealof study. A large part of the

research into online algorithm scan be viewed asa study ofsom e particularm etricaltask system .

In m odelling som e of these problem s as m etrical task system s, the set of perm issible tasks is

constrained to �tthe particularsofthe problem .In thispaperwe considerthe originalde�nition

ofm etricaltask system swherethesetoftaskscan bearbitrary.

A determ inisticalgorithm forany n-statem etricaltask system with acom petitiveratioof2n� 1

isgiven in [11],along with a m atching lowerbound forany m etric space.

The random ized com petitive ratio ofthe M TS problem is not as wellunderstood. For the

uniform m etric space,where alldistances are equal,the random ized com petitive ratio is known

to within a constant factor,and is �(logn) [11,14]. In fact,it has been conjectured that the

random ized com petitiveratio forM TS is�(logn)in any n-pointm etricspace.Previously,thebest

upperbound on thecom petitiveratio forarbitrary n-pointm etricspacewasO (log5nloglogn)due

Bartal,Blum ,Burch and Tom kins[3]and Bartal[2].Thebestlowerforany n-pointm etricspaceis


(logn=loglogn)dueto Bartal,Bollob�asand M endel[4]and Bartal,Linial,M endeland Naor[5],

im proving previous lower boundsofK arlo�,Rabaniand Ravid [16],and Blum ,K arlo�,Rabani,

and Saks[10].

Asobserved in [16,10,1],therandom ized com petitiveratiooftheM TS isconceptually easierto

analyze on \decom posable spaces":spacesthathave a partition to subspaceswith sm alldiam eter

com pared to thatofthe entire space. Bartal[1]introduced a classofdecom posable spacescalled

�
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hierarchically well-separated trees (HST).Inform ally,a k-HST isa m etricspace having a partition

into subspacessuch that: (i)the distances between the subspacesare allequal;(ii) the diam eter

ofeach subspace isatm ost1=k tim esthe diam eterofthe whole space;and (iii)each subspace is

recursively a k-HST.

Following[1,3],weobtain an im proved algorithm forHSTs.In ordertoreducetheM TS problem

on arbitrary m etric space to a M TS problem on a HST we use probabilistic em bedding ofm etric

spacesintoHSTs[1].Itisshown in [2]thatany n-pointm etricspacehasprobabilisticem beddingin

k-HSTswith distortion O (klognloglogn).Thus,an M TS problem on an arbitrary n-pointm etric

space,can bereduced to an M TS problem on a k-HST with overhead ofO (klognloglogn)[1].

O uralgorithm forHSTsfollows the generalfram ework given in [10]and explicitly form ulated

in [18,3],wheretherecursivestructureoftheHST ism odelled by de�ning an unfairm etricaltask

system problem [18,3]on a uniform m etric space. In an unfair M TS problem ,associated with

every pointviofthem etricspaceisa costratio ri.W echargetheonlinealgorithm a costofricifor

dealingwith thetask (c1;:::;ci;:::;cn)in statevi.which m ultipliestheonlinecostsforprocessing

tasks in that point. O �ine costs rem ain as before. The cost ratio r i roughly correspondsto the

com petitiveratio oftheonlinealgorithm in a subspaceoftheHST.ForUM TSson uniform m etric

spaces,tightupperboundsare only known fortwo pointspaces[10,18,3]and forn pointspaces

with equalcost ratios [3]. A tight lower bound is known for any num berofpoints and any cost

ratios[4].

In thispaperweintroducea generalnotation and techniqueforcom bining algorithm sforunfair

m etricaltask system son hierarchically decom posablem etricspaces.Thistechniqueisan im prove-

m enton the previousm ethods[10,18,3].Using thistechnique,we obtain random ized algorithm s

for unfair m etricaltask system s on the uniform m etric space that are better than the algorithm

of[3]. Using the algorithm forunfairm etricaltask system son uniform m etric space and the new

m ethod forcom bining algorithm s,we obtain O (lognloglogn)com petitive algorithm sforM TS on

HST spaces,which im pliesO ((lognloglogn)2)-com petitiverandom ized algorithm form etricaltask

system son any m etric space.

W e also study the weighted caching problem . W eighted caching is the paging problem when

there are di�erent costs to fetch di�erent pages. Determ inistically, a com petitive ratio of k is

achievable [12,21],with a m atching lowerbound following from the k-serverbound [17]. No ran-

dom ized algorithm isknown to have a com petitive ratio betterthan thedeterm inistic com petitive

ratio for generalm etric spaces. However,in som e specialcases progress has been m ade. Irani

[personalcom m unication]hasshown an O (logk)com petitive algorithm when page fetch costsare

one oftwo possible values. Blum ,Furst,and Tom kins [9]have given an O (log2k) com petitive

algorithm for arbitrary page costs,when the totalnum ber ofpages is k + 1,they also present a

lowerbound of
(logk)forany page costs.Astheweighted caching problem with cache size k on

k + 1 pagesisa specialcase ofM TS on star-like m etric spaces,we are able to obtain an O (logk)

com petitive algorithm forthiscase,im proving [9].Thisistightup to a constantfactor.

O utline of the paper In Section 2 the M TS problem is form ally de�ned,along with several

technicalconditionsthatlaterallow usto com binealgorithm sforsubspacestogether.In Section 3

we dealwith the m ain technicalcontribution ofour paper. W e introduce a noveltechnique to

com bine algorithm s for subspace into an algorithm for the entire space. Section 4 is devoted

for introducing algorithm s for UM TSs on uniform spaces. In Section 5 we give the applications

m entioned above by com bining thealgorithm sofSection 4.
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2 Prelim inaries

Unfairm etricaltask system s (UM TSs)[18,3]area generalization ofm etricaltask system s[11].A

UM TS U = (M ;(ru)u2M ;s)consistsofa m etricspaceM with a distancem etricdM ,a sequenceof

costratios ru 2 R
+ foru 2 M ,and a distance ratio s2 R

+ .

G iven a UM TS U ,the associated online problem isde�ned asfollows. An online algorithm A

occupiessom estate u 2 M .W hen a task arrivesthealgorithm m ay changestate to v.A task isa

tuple(cx)x2M ofnon-negativerealnum bers,and thecostforalgorithm A associated with servicing

thetask iss� dM (u;v)+ rvcv.ThecostforA associated with servicing a sequenceoftasks� isthe

sum ofcostsforservicing the individualtasksofthe sequence consecutively. W e denote thissum

by costA (�).An online algorithm m akesitsdecisionsbased only upon tasksseen so far.

An o�-line player is de�ned that services the sam e sequence oftasks over U . The cost ofan

o�-line player,ifit were to do exactly as above,would be dM (u;v)+ cv. Thus,the concept of

unfairness,the costsfordoing thesam e thing are di�erent.

G iven a sequence oftasks� we de�ne the work function [13]atv,w�;U(v),to be the m inim al

cost,forany o�-line player,to startatthe initialstate in U ,dealwith alltasksin �,and end up

in state v. W e om it the use ofthe subscriptU ifit is clear from the context. Note that for all

u;v 2 M ,w�(u)� w�(v)� dM (u;v).Ifw�(u)= w�(v)+ dM (u;v),u issaid to besupported by v.

W e say thatu 2 M issupported ifthere existssom e v 2 M such thatu issupported by v.

W ede�necostO PT(�)to bem invw�(v).Thisissim ply them inim alcost,forany o�-lineplayer,

to startatthe initialstate and process�.Asthe di�erencesbetween the work function valueson

di�erent states is bounded by a constant (the diam eter ofthe m etric space) independent ofthe

task sequence,it is possible to use a convex com bination ofthe work function values instead of

the m inim alone. W e say that � = (�(u))u2M is a weightvector when f�(u)ju 2 M g are non-

negative realnum berssatisfying
P

u2M
�(u)= 1. W e de�ne the �-optim al-cost ofa sequence of

tasks � to be cost�-O PT(�) = h�;w�i =
P

u2M
�(u)w�(u). As observed above,cost�-O PT(�) �

costO PT(�)+ diam (M ),wherediam (M )= m axu;v2M dM (u;v)isthediam eterofM .

A random ized online algorithm A fora UM TS isa probability distribution over determ inistic

online algorithm s.The expected costofa random ized algorithm A on a sequence � isdenoted by

E [costA (�)].

D e�nition 2.1. [20, 15, 7] A random ized online algorithm A is called r com petitive against

an oblivious adversary ifthere exists som e c such that for alltask sequences �,E [costA (�)]�

r costO P T(�)+ c.

O bservation 2.2. W e can lim it the discussion on the com petitive ratio ofUM TSs to distance

ratio equals one since a UM TS U = (M ;(ru)u2M ;s) has a com petitive ratio ofr ifand only if

U 0= (M ;(s� 1ru)u2M ;1)hascom petitive ratio ofrs� 1. M oreover an rs� 1 com petitive algorithm

forU 0isr com petitive algorithm forU ,since in both U 0and U the o�ine costsare the sam e but

the online costsin U are m ultiplied by a factorofs com pared to the costsin U 0.W hen s= 1,we

drop itfrom the notation.

G iven a random ized online algorithm A fora UM TS U with state space M and a sequence of

tasks�,wede�nep�;A tobethevectorofprobabilities(p�;A(u))u2M wherep�;A(u)istheprobability

thatA isin stateu afterserving therequestsequence�.W edrop thesubscriptA ifthealgorithm

isclearfrom thecontext.

Let x � y denote the concatenation ofsequences x and y. LetU be a UM TS over the m etric

spaceM with distanceratio s.G iven two successiveprobability distributionson thestatesofU ,p�
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and p�� e,where e isthe nexttask,we de�ne the setoftransferm atricesfrom p� to p�� e,denoted

T(p�;p�� e),asthe setofallm atricesT = (tuv)u;v2M with non negative realentries,where

X

v2M

tuv = p�(u); u 2 M ;
X

u2M

tuv = p�� e(v); v 2 M :

W e de�nethe unweighted m oving costfrom p� to p�� e:

m cost‘M (p�;p�� e)= m in
(tuv)2

T(p� ;p��e)

X

u;v

tuvdM (u;v);

them oving costisde�ned asm cost‘U (p�;p�� e)= s� m cost‘M (p�;p�� e),and thelocalcoston a task

e = (cu)u2M is de�ned as
P

u2M
p�� e(u)curu. Due to linearity ofexpectation,E [costA (� � e)]�

E [costA (�)]isequalto thesum ofthe m oving costfrom p� to p�� eand the localcoston e.Hence

wecan view A asadeterm inisticalgorithm thatm aintainstheprobability m asson thestateswhose

coston task e given aftersequence � is

costA (� � e)� costA (�)= m cost‘U (p�;p�� e)+
X

u2M

p�� e(u)curu: (1)

In thesequelwewillusetheterm inology ofchanging probabilities,with theunderstandingthatwe

are referring to a determ inistic algorithm charged according to (1).

W enextdevelop som etechnicalconditionsthatm akeiteasiertocom binealgorithm sforUM TSs.

Elem entary tasks are taskswith only one non-zero entry,we use the notation (v;�),� � 0,foran

elem entary task ofcost� atstate v.Tasks(v;0)can sim ply beignored by thealgorithm .

D e�nition 2.3 ([3]). A reasonable algorithm isan onlinealgorithm thatneverassignsa positive

probability to a supported state.

D e�nition 2.4 ([3]). A reasonabletasksequence foralgorithm A,isasequenceoftasksthatobeys

the following:

1. Alltasksare elem entary.

2. Forall�,the nexttask (v;�)m ustobey thatforall�0,if� > �0� 0 then p�� (v;�0)(v)> 0.

It follows that a reasonable task sequence for A never includes tasks (v;�),� > 0,ifthe current

probability ofA on v iszero.

The following lem m a isfrom [3]. Forthe sake ofcom pleteness,we include a sketch ofa proof

here.

Lem m a 2.5. Given a random ized online algorithm A 0 thatobtains a com petitive ratio ofr when

the task sequences are lim ited to being reasonable task sequences for A 0,then,for all" > 0,there

also exists a random ized algorithm A 3 that obtains a com petitive ratio of r + " on allpossible

sequences.

sketch. The proofproceeds in three stages. In the �rst stage, we convert an algorithm A 0 for

reasonabletask sequencesto alazy algorithm A 1 (an algorithm thatdosenotm ovetheserverwhen

receiving a task with zero cost)forreasonable task sequences. In the second stage,we convertan

algorithm A 1 to an algorithm A 2 forelem entary task sequences,and then,in the third stage,we

convertA 2 to an algorithm A 3 forgeneraltask sequences.
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The�rststage iswellknown.

The second stage. G iven an elem entary task sequence,every elem entary task e = (v;x) is

converted to a task (v;y) such that y = supfzjz < x and the probability induced by A 1 on v

is greater than 0g. The resulting task sequence is reasonable and is fed to A 1. A 2 im itates the

m ovem entsofA 1.

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

task sequence �̂,each task � = (�1;:::;�n)in � isconverted to a sequence oftasks �̂� asfollows:

Let "0 > 0 be sm allconstant to be determ ined later,and assum e for sim plicity that �i � �i+ 1.

Then �̂� = &1 � &2 � � � � &N ;where N = b�1="
0c and &j = (v1;"

0)� (v2;"
0)� � � � � (vkj;"

0);where

kj = m axfij�i � j� "0g. Note thatthe optim alo�ine cost �̂ isatm ostthe optim alo�ine coston

�,sinceany servicing for�,when applied to �̂ would have a costno biggerthan theoriginalcost.

Consideran r-com petitive onlinealgorithm A 2 forelem entary tasksoperating on �̂,and construct

an onlinealgorithm A 3 for�.B m aintainstheinvariantthatthestateofA3 afterprocessing som e

task � isthe sam e state as A2 after processing the sequence �̂�. Considerthe behavior ofA 2 on

�̂�.Itbeginsin som e state vi0,passesthrough som e setS ofstatesand endsup in som estate vi2.

Consider the originaltask � = (�1;:::;�n). Let vi1 be the state in S with the lowest cost in �.

Algorithm A 3 beginsin state vi0,im m ediately m ovesto vi1,serves� in vi1 and then m ovesto vi2.

Inform ally,on each task A 2 pays either a localcost of"0 or m oving cost ofat least "0 and

thereforethesecostsarelargerthan thelocalcostofA 3.A 3 also hasa m oving costatleastasA 2.

By a carefulcom bination ofthese two we can conclude thatthe costofB on � isatm ost(1+ ")

tim esthecostofA 2 on �̂.

Hereafter,we assum e only reasonable task sequences. Thisiswithoutlostofgenerality due to

Lem m a 2.5.

O bservation 2.6. W hen a reasonable algorithm A isapplied to a reasonable task sequence � =

�1�2� � � �m ,any elem entary task � = (v;�) causes the work-function at v,w(v),to increase by �.

This follows because v would not have been supported following any alternative request (v;�0),

�0< �.See [3,Lem m a 1]fora rigoroustreatm ent.Thisalso im pliesthatforany state v,w�(v)=
P m

j= 1
�j(v).

D e�nition 2.7. An online algorithm A is said to be sensible and r-com petitive on the UM TS

U = (M ;(ru)u2M ;s)ifitobeysthefollowing:

1. A isreasonable.

2. A is a stable algorithm [13],i.e.,the probabilities thatA assigns to the di�erent states are

purely a function ofthe work function.

3. Associated with A are a weightvector�A and a potentialfunction �A such that

� �A :Rb 7! R
+ ,is purely a function ofthe work-function,bounded,non-negative,and

continuous.

� Foralltask sequences� and alltaskse,

costA (� � e)� costA (�)+ �A (w�� e)� �A (w�)� r� h�A ;w�� e� w�i: (2)
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O bservation 2.8. An onlinealgorithm thatissensibleand r-com petitive(againstreasonabletask

sequences)accordingtoDef.2.7isalsor-com petitiveaccordingtoDef.2.1.Thisissosincesum m ing

up thetwo sidesin Inequality (2)overtheindividualtasksin thetask sequence,wegeta telescopic

sum such thatcostA (�)+ �A (w�)� �A(w")� r� h�A ;w�� w"i;wherew" istheinitialwork function.

W e concludethatcostA (�)� r� costO PT(�)+ r�(M )+ sup w �(w):

W hen com bining sensible algorithm swe would like the resulting algorithm to be also sensible.

Theproblem aticinvariantto m aintain isreasonableness.In orderto m aintain reasonablenessthere

isa need fora strongerconcept,which we callconstrained algorithm s.

D e�nition 2.9. A sensible r-com petitive algorithm A for the UM TS U = (M ;(ru)u2M ;s) with

associated potentialfunction � iscalled (�;�)-constrained,0 � � � 1,0 � �,ifthefollowing hold:

1. Forallu;v 2 M :ifw(u)� w(v)� � dM (u;v)then theprobability thatA assignsto u iszero

(pw ;A(u)= 0).

2. k�k1 � � diam (M )r,wherek�k1 = supw �(w).

O bservation 2.10. 1. Fora (�;�)-constrained algorithm com peting againsta reasonable task

sequence,8u;v 2 M ; jw(u)� w(v)j� � dM (u;v):The argum enthere is sim ilar to the one

given in O bservation 2.6.

2. A sensible r-com petitive algorithm for a m etric space of diam eter � is by de�nition a

(1;j�A j=(r�))-constrained.

3. A (�;�)-constrained algorithm istrivially (�0;�0)-constrained forall� � �0� 1 and � � �0.

3 A C om bining T heorem for U nfair M etricalTask System s

Consider a m etric space M having a partition to sub-spaces M 1;:::;M b,with \large" distances

between sub-spaces com pared to the diam eters ofthe sub-spaces. A m etricaltask system on M

induces m etricaltask system s on M i, i 2 f1;:::;bg. Assum e that for every i, we have a r̂i-

com petitivealgorithm A ifortheinduced M TS on M i.O urgoalisto com binetheA ialgorithm sso

astoobtain an algorithm fortheoriginalM TS de�ned on M .Todosowem akeuseofa\com bining

algorithm " Â. Â hastheroleofdeterm ining which oftheM isub-spacescontainstheserver.Since

the\localcost" ofÂ on sub-spaceM iisr̂itim estheoptim alcoston subspaceM i,itisnaturalthat

Â should bean algorithm fortheUM TS Û = (M̂ ;(̂r1;:::;̂rb));where M̂ = fz1;:::;zbg isa space

with pointscorresponding to the sub-spacesand distancesthatare roughly the distancesbetween

thecorrespondingsub-spaces.TasksforM aretranslated to tasksfortheM iinduced m etricaltask

system ssim ply by restriction.Itrem ainsto de�nehow one translatestasksforM to tasksfor Û .

Previouspapers[10,18,3]use the costofthe optim alalgorithm forthe task in the sub-space

M i as the cost for zi in the task for Û . This way the localcost for Â is r̂i tim es the cost for

the optim um ,however,this istrue only in the am ortized sense.In orderto bound the 
uctuation

around the am ortized cost,those papershave to assum e that the diam eters ofthe sub-space are

very sm allcom pared to the distances between M i sub-spaces. W e take a di�erentapproach: the

costfora pointzi2 Û is(an upperbound for)the costofA i on the corresponding task,divided by

r̂i.In thisway the am ortization problem disappears,and we are able to com bine sub-spaceswith

a relatively large diam eter.A form aldescription ofthe construction isgiven below.
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T heorem 3.1. LetU be a UM TS U = (M ;(ru)u2M ;s),where M is a m etric space on n points.

Consider a partition ofthe points ofM , P = (M 1;M 2;:::;M b). Uj = (M j;(ru)u2M j
;s) is the

UM TS induced by U on the subspace M j. Let M̂ be a m etric space de� ned over the setofpoints

fz1;z2;:::;zbg with a distance m etric dM̂ (zi;zj)� m axfdM (u;v):u 2 M i;v 2 M jg.Assum e that

� For allj,there isa (�j;�j)-constrained r̂j-com petitive algorithm A j for the UM TS Uj.

� Thereisa (̂�;�̂)-constrained r-com petitivealgorithm Â fortheUM TS Û = (M̂ ;(̂r1;:::;̂rb);s).

De� ne

� = m ax

n

m ax
i

�i;m ax
i6= j

�̂ d
M̂
(zi;zj)+ �j diam (M j)+ �i diam (M i)+ �idiam (M i)

m inp2M i;q2M j
dM (p;q)

o

; (3)

and

� = �̂
diam (M̂ )

diam (M )
+ m ax

i
�i
diam (M i)

diam (M )
: (4)

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

U .

In ourapplicationsofTheorem 3.1,them etricspaceM havea\nice"partition P = (M 1;:::;M b),

param eterized with k � 1: dM (u;v)= diam (M ) for alli6= j u 2 M i,v 2 M j;and diam (M i)�

diam (M )=k.In thiscase the statem entofTheorem 3.1 can besim pli�ed asfollows.

C orollary 3.2. Undertheassum ptionsofTheorem 3.1,and assum ingthepartition is\nice" (with

param eter k),in the above sense.De� ne

� = m axfm ax
i

�i;�̂ +
m axi6= j(�i+ �j + �i)

k
g; (5)

and

� = �̂ +
m axi�i

k
: (6)

If� � 1,then there existsa (�;�)-constrained and r-com petitive algorithm ,A,for the UM TS U .

In Section 3.1wede�nethecom bined algorithm A declared in Theorem 3.1.Section 3.2contains

the proofofTheorem 3.1. W e end the discussion on the com bining technique with Section 3.3 in

which we show how to obtain constrained algorithm sneeded in the assum ptionsofTheorem 3.1.

3.1 T he C onstruction ofthe C om bined A lgorithm

Denote by �j and �j the associated potentialfunction and weight vector ofalgorithm A j,re-

spectively. Sim ilarly,denote by �̂ and �̂ the associated potentialfunction and weight vector of

algorithm Â,respectively.

G iven a sequence ofelem entary tasks� = (v1;�1)� (v2;�2)� � � � � (vj�j;�j�j),vi2 M ,we de�ne

the sequences

�jM ‘
= (u‘1;�

‘
1)� (u‘2;�

‘
2)� � � � � (u‘

j�j;�
‘
j�j); where

7



� u‘j = vj and �
‘
j = �j,ifvj 2 M ‘.

� u‘j isan arbitrary pointin M ‘ and �
‘
j = 0,ifvj =2 M ‘.

Inform ally,�jM ‘
istherestriction of� to subspaceM ‘.

Foru 2 M ,de�nes(u)= iifand only ifu 2 M i.W e de�nethe sequence

�(�)= (zs(v1);̂�1)� (zs(v2);̂�2)� � � � � (zs(vj�j)
;̂�j�j);

inductively.Lete= (v;�),s(v)= ‘,then �(� � e)= �(�)� (z‘;̂�)where

�̂ =
�

h�‘;w(�� e)jM ‘
;U‘
i� �‘(w(�� e)jM ‘

;U‘
)=r̂‘

�

�
�

h�‘;w�jM ‘
;U‘
i� �‘(w�jM ‘

;U‘
)=r̂‘

�

: (7)

Note that �̂ is an upperbound on the cost ofA‘ for the task (v;�),divided by r̂‘. This fact

followsfrom (2)sinceA ‘ issensible,and �jM ‘
isareasonabletask sequenceforA ‘ (seeLem m a3.3).

Italso im pliesthat �̂ � 0,which isa necessary requirem entfor(z‘;̂�)to bea wellde�ned task.

A lgorithm A. Thealgorithm worksasfollows:

1. Itsim ulatesalgorithm A ‘ on the task sequence �jM ‘
,for1� ‘� b.

2. Italso sim ulatesalgorithm Â on thetask sequence �(�).

3. The probability assigned to a pointv 2 M ‘ isthe productofthe probability assigned by A ‘

to v and theprobability assigned by Â to z‘.(i.e.,p�;A(v)= p�jM ‘
;A ‘
(v)� p

�(�);Â
(z‘).)

W e rem ark thatthesim ulationsabove can beperform ed in an onlinefashion.

3.2 ProofofT heorem 3.1

To sim plify notation weusethefollowing shorthand notation.G iven a task sequence� and a task

e.W ith respectto �,we de�ne

w = w�;U; w
e = w�� e;U;

wk = w�jM k
;Uk
; 1 � k � b; w

e
k = w(�� e)jM k

;Uk
;1 � k � b;

ŵ = w
�(�);̂U

; ŵ
e = w

�(�� e);̂U
:

De�nep,pk,and p̂ to betheprobability distributionson thestatesofU ,Uk and Û asinduced

by algorithm sA,A k and Â on thesequences�,�jM k
,and �(�),1� k � b,respectively.Likewise,

we de�nepe,pe
k
and p̂e wherethesequencesare � � e,� � ejM k

,and �(� � e).

Lem m a 3.3. Ifthe task sequence � given to algorithm A on U is reasonable,then the sim ulated

task sequences�jM i
for algorithm s A i on Ui and the sim ulated task sequence �(�)for algorithm Â

on Û are also reasonable.

Proof. W e�rstprovethat�0jM ‘
isreasonableforA ‘ by induction on j�

0j.Say �0= � � e,e= (v;�),

and v 2 M ‘. Since �
0isreasonable forA,would the task e have been replaced with the task e0=

(v;�0),and �02 [0;�),then by the reasonablenessof�0,pe
0

(v)> 0,butsince pe
0

(v)= pe
0

‘
(v)̂pe

0

(z‘)

itfollowsthatpe
0

‘
(v)> 0.Thisim plies�0jM ‘

isreasonable forA ‘.

W enextprovethat�(�0)isareasonabletask sequenceforÂ,by induction on j�0j.Let�0= �� e,

e= (v;�),v 2 M ‘.Denote by ê= (z‘;̂�)the lasttask in �(�).Considera hypotheticaltask (v;x)
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in U ,for0 � x � �. Denote by (z‘;f(x))the corresponding task for Û ,where f(x)isdeterm ined

accordingto(7).f iscontinuous(since�‘iscontinuous),f(0)= 0,and f(�)= �̂.Thereforeforany

0 � �̂0< �̂ there exists0 � �0< � such thatf(�0)= �̂0 and since 0 < p(v;�
0) = p

(v;�0)

‘
(v)� p̂(v;�

0)(z‘)

we conclude that0 < p̂(v;�
0)(z‘)(the probability induced by Â on z‘ after the task (z‘;̂�

0)). This

im pliesthat�(�)isa reasonable task sequence forÂ.

Lem m a 3.4. For all� and for all‘,ŵ(z‘)= h�‘;w‘i� �‘(w‘)=r̂‘:

Proof. Itfollowsfrom Lem m a3.3thatthetask sequence�(�)forÂ isreasonable.AsÂ issensibleit

followsfrom O bservation 2.6 thatŵ(z‘)isexactly thesum ofcostsin �(�)forz‘.By thede�nition

of�(�)in (see (7))itfollowsthatthissum ish�‘;w‘i� �‘(w‘)=r̂‘.

Lem m a 3.5. Assum e thatw(u) = w‘(u) for all1 � ‘ � b,u 2 M ‘. Then any state u 2 U for

which there existsa state v such thatw(u)� w(v)� � dM (u;v),hasp(u)= 0.

Proof. Consider states u and v as above,i.e.,w(u)� w(v) � � dM (u;v). W e now consider two

cases:

1. u;v 2 M i. W e want to show thatwi(u)� wi(v)� �idM i
(u;v),asA i is(�i;�i)-constrained

thisim pliesthatpi(u)= 0,which im pliesthatp(u)= 0.From the conditionsabove we get

wi(u)� wi(v)= w(u)� w(v)� � dM (u;v)� �idM i
(u;v):

2. u 2 M i,v 2 M j,i6= j. O urgoalnow willbe to show that ŵ(zi)� ŵ(zj)� �̂ d
M̂
(zi;zj),as

thisim pliesthat p̂(zi)= 0 which im pliesthatp(u)= 0.

A lowerbound on ŵ(zi)is

ŵ(zi) = h�i;wii� k�ik1 =ri (8)

� wi(u)� �idiam (M i)� j�ij=ri (9)

= w(u)� �idiam (M i)� �idiam (M i): (10)

To justify (8) one uses the de�nitions and Lem m a 3.4. Inequality (9) follows because a

convex com bination ofvalues is at least one ofthese values m inus the m axim aldi�erence.

The m axim aldi�erence between work function values is bounded by �i tim es the distance,

seeO bservation 2.10.Equation (10)followsfrom ourassum ption thatthework functionsare

equaland from thede�nition of�i.

Sim ilarly,to obtain an upperbound on ŵ(zj),we derive

ŵ(zj)= h�j;wji� k�jk1 =rj � w(v)+ �jdiam (M j): (11)

Itfollowsfrom (10)and (11)that,

ŵ(zi)� ŵ(zj)� (w(u)� w(v))� �idiam (M i)� �jdiam (M j)� �idiam M i

� �dM (u;v)� �idiam (M i)� �jdiam (M j)� �idiam M i� �̂ d
M̂
(zi;zj):

Thelastinequality followsfrom (3).
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Lem m a 3.6. For any reasonable task sequence �,subspace M ‘,and v 2 M ‘ itholds thatw‘(v)=

w(v).

Proof. Assum ethecontrary.Let�0betheshortestreasonabletask sequenceforwhich thereexists

v 2 M ‘ satisfying w�0jM ‘
(v)6= w�0(v).Itiseasy to observethat�

0= � � e wheree= (v;�).Asthe

sequence(� � e)jM ‘
isa reasonabletask sequence(Lem m a 3.3)and A ‘ isreasonable,itfollowsthat

w e
‘
(v)= w‘(v)+ �.Since w‘(v)= w(v)and w e(v)� w(v)+ � we deducethatwe

‘
(v)> w e(v).

Letex = (v;x),de�ne�0= supfx :w ex(v)= w
ex
‘
(v)g.O bviously,0 � �0� �.De�nee0= (v;�0).

By continuity ofthe work function w e0(v)= w e0

‘
(v)and thus�0< �. The conditionsabove im ply

that an elem entary task in v after w e0 willnot change the work function,which m eans that v is

supported in w e0.Hence,the assum ptionsofLem m a 3.5 aresatis�ed (herewe usetheassum ption

that� � 1).By Lem m a 3.5 pe
0

(v)= 0 and since thesequence � isreasonable forA itfollowsthat

� � �0,a contradiction.

P roposition 3.7. For all�,and alltasks e= (v;�),

costA (� � e)� costA (�)� cost
Â
(�(� � e))� cost̂

A
(�(�)):

Proof. Let us denote the subspace containing v by M ‘. W e split the cost ofA into two m ain

com ponents,the m oving cost m cost‘U (p;p
e),and the localcost rvp

e(v)� = rvp̂
e(z‘)p‘(vi)� (see

Equation (1)).

W egivean upperbound on them ovingcostofA by consideringapossiblysuboptim alalgorithm

thatworksasfollows:

1. M ove probabilities between the di�erentM j subspaces. I.e.,change the probability p(u)=

p̂(zj)pj(u)foru 2 M j to an interm ediatestage p̂
e(zj)pj(v).Them oving costforA to produce

thisinterm ediateprobability isbounded by m cost‘̂
U
(̂p;p̂e)asthedistancesin M̂ arean upper

bound on the realdistancesforA (d
M̂
(zi;zj)� dM (u;v)foru 2 M i,v 2 M j). W e callthis

costtheinter-space costforA.

2. M ove probabilities within the M j subspaces. I.e.,m ove from the interm ediate probability

p̂e(zj)pj(u),u 2 M j to theprobability p
e(u)= p̂e(zj)p

e
j(u).Asallalgorithm sA j,j6= ‘,geta

task ofzero cost,pej = pj,j6= ‘.The m oving costforA to produce pe(u),u 2 M ‘,from the

interm ediatestage,isno m orethan p̂e(z‘)� m cost‘U‘
(p‘;p

e
‘
).W ecallthiscosttheintra-space

costforA.

Taking the localcostforA and the intra-space costforA:

rup̂
e(z‘)p‘(u)� + p̂

e(z‘)� m cost‘U‘
(p‘;p

e
‘)

= p̂
e(z‘)(costA ‘

(� � e)� costA ‘
(�)) (12)

� p̂
e(z‘)̂r‘

�

(h�‘;w
e
‘i� �‘(w

e
‘)=r̂‘)� (h�‘;w‘i� �‘(w‘)=r̂‘)

�

(13)

To obtain (12)weusethede�nition ofonlinecost(see(1)).To obtain (13)weusethefactthat

A ‘ is r̂‘ com petitive and sensible (see (2)).

Let ê be the last task in �(� � e). Form ula (13) is sim ply the localcost for algorithm Â on

task ê.Thus,wehave bounded thecostforalgorithm A on task e to beno m orethan thecostfor

algorithm Â on task ê.
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ProofofTheorem 3.1.W eassociatea weightvector� and a bounded potentialfunction � with

algorithm A,where

�(v)= �̂(z‘)�‘(v) forv 2 M ‘; �(w)= �̂(ŵ)+ r
X

i

�̂(zi)�i(wi)=r̂i:

W erem ark thatfrom Lem m a 3.4 and Lem m a 3.6 itfollowsthat ŵ and wi aredeterm ined by w,so

�(w)iswellde�ned.

W e derive thefollowing upperbound on the costofA:

costA (� � e)� costA (�)

� cost
Â
(�(� � e))� cost̂

A
(�(�)) (14)

� r

�X

i

�̂(zi)ŵ
e(zi)�

X

i

�̂(zi)ŵ(zi)

�

�

�

�̂(ŵ e)� �̂(ŵ)

�

(15)

= r

�
X

i

X

v2M i

�̂(zi)�i(v)w
e
i(v)�

X

i

X

v2M i

�̂(zi)�i(v)wi(v)

�

�

�
�

�̂(ŵ e)+ r
X

i

�̂(zi)�i(w
e
i)=r̂i

�

�
�

�̂(ŵ)+ r
X

i

�̂(zi)�i(wi)=r̂i
�
�

(16)

= r(h�;w e
i� h�;wi)� (�(w e)� �(w)): (17)

Inequality (14) follows from Proposition 3.7. Inequality (15) is im plied as Â is a sensible r

com petitive algorithm . W e obtain (16)by substituting ŵ e(zi)and ŵ(zi)according to Lem m a 3.4

and rearranging the sum m ands. Equation (17)followsfrom the de�nition of� and � above,and

using Lem m a 3.6.

W enow provethatA is(�;�)-constrained.Itfollowsfrom Lem m a 3.5 and Lem m a 3.6 thatthe

condition on � issatis�ed (see De�nition 2.9).Itrem ainsto show the condition on �:

k�k1 � k�̂k1 + r
X

i

�̂(zi)k�ik1 =r̂i (18)

� �̂r� diam (̂M )+ r
X

i

�̂(zi)�îri� diam (Mi)=r̂i (19)

� r� diam (M )
�

�̂
diam (M̂ )

diam (M )
+ m ax

i
f�i

diam (M i)

diam (M )
g
�

= r� diam (M )�:

Inequality (18)followsby the de�nition of�,(19)follows because Â is(�̂;�̂)-constrained and Ai

is(�i;�i)-constrained,1� i� b.

W e have therefore shown thatA isa (�;�)-constrained and r-com petitive algorithm .

3.3 C onstrained A lgorithm s

Theorem 3.1assum estheexistenceofconstrained algorithm s.In thissection weshow how toobtain

such algorithm s.Theproofism otivated by sim ilarideasfrom [18,3].

D e�nition 3.8. Fixam etricspaceM on bstatesand costratiosr1;:::;rb.Assum ethatforalls>

0 thereisa (�;�)constrained f(s)com petitivealgorithm As fortheUM TS Us = (M ;r1;:::;rb;s)

against reasonable task sequences. For � > 0 we de�ne the �-variant ofAs (ifit exists) to be a

(��;��)constrained f(s=�)com petitive algorithm forUs.
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Lem m a 3.9. Let0 < � � 1 and 0 < �=� � 1. Assum e there exists a (�=�;�=�)-constrained and

r-com petitive online algorithm A 0 for the UM TS U 0 = (�M ;r1;:::;rb;s=�). Then there exists a

(�;�)-constrained and r com petitive algorithm A for the UM TS U = (M ;r1;:::;rb;s).

Proof. Algorithm A on the UM TS U sim ulates algorithm A 0 on the UM TS U 0 by translating

every task (v;�)to task (v0;�). The probability thatA associates with state v isthe sam e asthe

probability thatalgorithm A 0associateswith statev0.Ifthetask sequenceforA 0isreasonablethen

the sim ulated task sequence forA 0isalso reasonable sim ply because the probabilitiesforv and v0

are identical.

The costs ofA or A 0 on task (v;�) or (v0;�) can be partitioned into m oving costs and local

costs.Astheprobability distributionsareidentical,thelocalcostsforA and A 0arethesam e.The

unweighted m oving costsforA are1=� theunweighted m ovingcostsforA0becausealldistancesare

m ultiplied by 1=�. However,the m oving costs forA0 are the unweighted m oving costsm ultiplied

by a factorofs=� whereasthe m oving costsforA are the unweighted m oving costsm ultiplied by

a factorofs.Thus,the m oving costsare also equal.

To show thatA is(�;�)-constrained (and hence reasonable)we �rstneed to show thatifthe

work functions in U and U 0 are equal,then this im plies that ifu and v are two states such that

w(u) � w(v)+ � dM (u;v) then p(u)= 0. This is true because A 0 is (�=�;�=�)-constrained,and

thusw(u0)� w(v0)+ (�=�)� d�M (u
0;v0)im pliesa probability ofzero on u0forA 0 which im pliesa

probability ofzero on u forA.Next,oneneedsto show thatthework functionsarethesam e,this

can bedone using an argum entsim ilarto the proofofLem m a 3.6.

As the work functions and costs are the sam e for the online algorithm s A and A 0 it follows

that we can use the sam e potentialfunction. To show that j�j � � � diam (M ) we note that

j�j� (�=�)diam (�M ).

O bservation 3.10. Assum e there exists a (�;�)-constrained and r-com petitive algorithm A for

a UM TS U = (M ;r1;:::;rb;s). Then,for all� > 0,a naturalm odi�cation ofA,A0,isa (�;�)-

constrained,r-com petitive algorithm fortheUM TS U 0= (�M ;r1;:::;rb;s).

Lem m a 3.11. Under the assum ptions ofDe� nition 3.8,for all� > 0 such that�� � 1,and for

alls> 0,the �-variantofAs exists.

Proof. Forall� > 0 such that�� � 1:

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

UM TS (M ;r1;:::;rb;s=�).

2. Itfollowsfrom Lem m a 3.9 thatthereexistsan onlinealgorithm thatis(��;��)-constrained,

f(s=�)-com petitive forthe UM TS (�� 1M ;r1;:::;rb;s).

3. Itnow followsfrom O bservation 3.10thatthereexistsa(��;��)-constrained,f(s=�)-com petitive

onlinealgorithm fortheUM TS (M ;r1;:::;rb;s).Thism eansthatthe� variantofAs exists.

4 T he U niform M etric Space

Let Ud
b
denote the m etric space on b points where allpairwise distances are d (a uniform m etric

space).In thissection we develop algorithm sforUM TSswhose underlying m etric isuniform .W e

begin with two specialcasesthatwere previously studied in theliterature.
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The �rstalgorithm worksforthe UM TS U = (U d
b
;(r1;:::;rb);s),b� 2,and r1 = r2 = � � � rb.

However,it can be de�ned for arbitrary cost ratios. The algorithm ,called O ddExponent,was

de�ned and analyzed in [3].Applying ourterm inology to theresultsof[3],we obtain:

Lem m a 4.1. O ddExponent is(1;1)-constrained,and (m axiri+ 6slnb)-com petitive.

Proof. Algorithm O ddExponent,when servicing a reasonabletask sequence,allocatesforcon�g-

uration v the probability p(v)= 1

b
+ 1

b

P

u

�
w (u)� w (v)

d

�t
,where tischosen to be an odd integer in

the range[lnb;lnb+ 2).

In our term inology, Bartal et. al. [3] prove that O ddExponent is sensible, (m axiri +

6slnb)-com petitive and that the associated potentialfunction j�1j� (m axiri=(t+ 1)+ s)d �

(1=dlnbe)(m axiri+ 6slnb)d.Thisim pliesthatO ddExponent is(1;1=dlnbe)-constrained.

Thesecond algorithm worksforthetwo pointUM TS U = (Ud
2
;r1;r2;s).Thealgorithm ,called

T w oStable,was de�ned and analyzed in [18]and [3];based on an im plicit description ofthe

algorithm thatappeared previously in [10].Applying ourterm inology to the resultsof[18,3],we

obtain:

Lem m a 4.2. T w oStable is(1;4)-constrained,and r com petitive where

r= r1 +
r1 � r2

e(r1� r2)=s � 1
= r2 +

r2 � r1

e(r2� r1)=s � 1
:

Proof. T w oStableworksasfollows:Lety = w(v1)� w(v2),and z = (r1� r2)=s.Theprobabilityon

pointv1 isp(v1)=
�

ez� ez(
1

2
+

y

2d
)
�

=
�

ez� 1
�

:T w oStable isshown to besensibleand rcom petitive

in [3,18]and thepotentialfunction associated with T w oStable,�2,obeysj�2j� (2r2 + s)d.

It rem ains to show that j�2j � 4rd. W e use the fact that, in general, if jzj � 1=2 then

1=2 � z=(ez � 1),and do a sim ple case analysis. Ifm axfr1;r2g > 1

2
s then j�2j� (2r2 + s)d �

(2r+ 2r)d � 4rd.O therwise,jzj� 1=2,so r= r2 +
z

ez� 1
s� r2 +

s

2
.Hence j�2j� 2rd.

To gain an insightaboutthecom petitive ratio ofT w oStable,wehave thefollowing proposi-

tion.

P roposition 4.3. Let f(s;r1;r2) = r1 + (r1 � r2)=
�

e(r1� r2)=s � 1
�

:Let x1;x2 2 R
+ such that

r1 � 2s(lnx1 + 1)and r2 � 2s(lnx2 + 1).Then f(s;r1;r2)� 2s(ln(x1 + x2)+ 1).

Proof. Firstwe show thatf isa m onotonic non-decreasing function ofboth r1 and r2. Since the

form ula issym m etricin r1 and r2 itisenough to check m onotonicity in r1.Letx = (r1 � r2)=s,it

su�cesto show thatg(x)= sx + r 2 + sx=(ex � 1)ism onotonic in x.Taking thederivative

g
0(x)= s�

ex(ex � (1+ x))

(ex � 1)2
� 0; since ex � 1+ x:

Therefore we m ay assum e that r1 = 2s(lnx1 + 1) and r2 = 2s(lnx2 + 1). W ithout loss of

generality we can assum e thatx1 � x2 and let y � 2 be such that x1 = (x1 + x2)(1� 1=y). By

substitution we getr1 � r2 = 2sln(y� 1)and

f(s;r1;r2)= r1 +
r1 � r2

e(r1� r2)=s � 1
= 2s

�

ln(x1 + x2)+ 1+ ln(y� 1)� lny+
ln(y� 1)

(y� 1)2 � 1

�

� 2s

�

ln(x1 + x2)+ 1�
1

y
+

ln(y� 1)

(y� 1)2 � 1

�

:
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Figure 1:Schem atic description ofC ombined.

W enow provethatfory � 2,� 1

y
+

ln(y� 1)

(y� 1)2� 1
� 0:W hen y approaches2,thelim itoftheexpression

iszero. Fory > 2,we m ultiply the leftside by (y� 1)2 � 1,and getg(y)= � (y� 2)+ ln(y� 1).

Sinceg(2)= 0 and g0(y)= � 1+ 1=(y� 1)< 0 fory > 2,we are done.

W enextdescribeanew algorithm ,called C ombined,de�ned on aUM TS U = (U d
b
;r1;:::;rb;s).

Thisalgorithm isinspired by Strategy 3 [3].LikeStrategy 3,C ombined com binesO ddExponent

and T w oStable on subspaces ofUd
b
,however, it does so in a m ore sophisticated way that is

im possible using the com bining technique of [3]. Fig.1 presents the schem e of the com bining

process.

A lgorithm C ombined Asdiscussed in O bservation 2.2,we m ay assum e thats = 1. Letxi be

the m inim alrealnum bersuch thatri � 100lnxilnlnxi and xi � ee
6+ 1,and let x denote

P

ixi.

Fora setS � M d
b
letU (S)denote the UM TS induced by U on S.

Let Ud
b
= fv1;:::;vbg,where vi has cost ratio ri. W e partition the points ofUd

b
as follows:

let Q ‘ = fvi : e‘� 1 � xi < e‘g. Let P = fQ ‘ :jQ ‘j� lnxg[ ffvg :v 2 Q ‘ and jQ ‘j< lnxg,

P is a partition ofUd
b
. For S 2 P let x(S) =

P

vi2S
xi. W ithout loss ofgenerality we assum e

P = fS1;S2;:::;Sb0g whereb
0= jP jand x(Sj)� x(Sj+ 1),1� j� b0� 1.

W eassociatewith every setSian algorithm A(Si)on theUM TS U (Si).IfjSij� lnx wechoose

A(Si)to bethe(1=10)-variantofO ddExponent.IfjSij< lnx then jSij= 1 and wechooseA(Si)

to be the trivialalgorithm on one point,thisalgorithm hasa com petitive ratio equalto the cost

ratio,and itis(0;0)-constrained.Letr(Si)denote the com petitive ratio ofA(Si)on U (Si).

Ifb0= 1wechooseC ombined tobeA(S1)and wearedone.Ifb
0� 2,let ~M = [b

0

i= 2Si.W ewant

to constructan algorithm ,A(~M ),forU (~M ). Ifb0= 2,we choose A(~M )to be A(S2). O therwise,

we apply Theorem 3.1 on ~M with the partition fS2;:::;Sb0g. W e de�ne M̂ from Theorem 3.1 to

beUd
b0� 1

.Likewise,Â from Theorem 3.1 isthe application ofthe (1=5)-variantofO ddExponent

on Û = (Ud
b0� 1

;r(S2);:::;r(Sb0)).Letr(~M )denote thecom petitive ratio ofÂ.

Next,wechoosethepartition fS1; ~M g ofUd
b
.W ecom binethetwo algorithm sA(S1)and A(~M )

using the (1=10) variant of T w oStable (this is the Â required in Theorem 3.1) on the UM TS
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(Ud
2
;r(S1);r(~M ))(theUM TS Û ofTheorem 3.1).W edenotethecom petitive ratio ofÂ by r.The

resulting com bined algorithm ,A(M ),isour�nalalgorithm ,C ombined.

Lem m a 4.4. Given that x =
P

i
xi, ri � 100slnxilnlnxi, and xi � ee

6+ 1, algorithm C om-

bined for the UM TS U = (Ud
b
;r1; :::;rb;s) is (1;1=2)-constrained and r-com petitive, where

r� 100slnxlnlnx.

Proof. Asbefore,withoutlossofgenerality,weassum es= 1.Firstwecalculate theconstraintsof

the algorithm .

From Lem m a 4.1 and Lem m a 3.11,A(Si)is(1=10;1=10)-constrained,forevery 1 � i� b0.W e

would like to show thatA(~M )is(1=2;3=10)-constrained. Ifb0= 2 then itobviously (1=10;1=10)-

constrained. O therwise,(b0> 2),the com bining algorithm for ~M isthe (1=5)-variant ofO ddEx-

ponent which is (1=5;1=5)-constrained. Hence,from (5),� � 1=5+ 1=10 + 1=10+ 1=10 = 1=2,

and from (6),� � 1=5+ 1=10 = 3=10.From Corollary 3.2,A(~M )isr(~M )com petitive.

The (�;�)-constraints ofalgorithm C ombined are calculated as follows: The (1=10)-variant

of T w oStable 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 3.2,A(M )isr-com petitive.

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

U .

Itrem ainsto prove the bound on r.Firstwe show thatr(Sj)� 100slnx(Sj)lnlnx(Sj)forall

1 � j� b0.IfjSjj= 1,we are done.O therwise,jSjj� lnx,and Sj = Q ‘ forsom e ‘.

r(Sj)� 100lne‘lnlne‘+ 6� 10lnjSjj (20)

� 100
�

lne‘� 1lnlne‘� 1 + ln‘+ 1

‘� 1
lne‘� 1

�

+ 60lnjSjj

� 100
�

lne‘� 1lnlne‘� 1 + lnlnx + 60

100
lnjSjj+ 1

�

(21)

� 100
�

lne‘� 1lnlne‘� 1 + 2lnjSjj
�

(22)

� 100ln(jSjje
‘� 1)lnln(jSjje

‘� 1)

� 100lnx(Sj)lnlnx(Sj): (23)

Inequality (20) is derived as follows. Since Sj = Q ‘,it follows that ri � 100slne‘lnlne‘ for

allvi 2 Sj. By the bound on the com petitive ratio ofthe (1=10) variantofO ddExponent (See

Lem m a 4.1 and Lem m a 3.11)weobtain (20).Inequality (21)followssince‘� lnx.Inequality (22)

followsbecauselnjSjj� lnlnx,and lnlnx � 6.Thelastinequality followsbecausee‘� 1 isa lower

bound on xi forvi2 Sj and thusjSjje
‘� 1 � x(Sj).

O bservethatb0� ln2x asthereareatm ostlnx setsQ i,and each such setcontributesatm ost

lnx setsSi to P .W e nextderive a bound on r(~M ).

r(~M ) � m ax
2� i� b0

r(Si)+ 6� 5� ln(b0� 1) (24)

� 100� lnx(S2)lnlnx + 30� (2lnlnx) (25)

= 100(lnx(S2)+ 0:6)lnlnx:

Inequality (24)follows since the algorithm used isa (1=5) variantofO ddExponent. Inequality

(25) follows by using the previously derived bound on r(Si) and noting that x(S2) is m axim al

am ongstx(S2);:::;x(Sb0)and thatx(Si)� x.

From Lem m a 3.11 we know thatthe com petitive ratio ofthe (1=10)-variantofT w oStable is

f(10;r(S1);r(~M ))wheref isthefunction asgiven in Proposition 4.3.W egivean upperbound on
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f(10;r(S1);r(~M ))using Proposition 4.3.To do thiswe need to �nd valuesy1 and y2 such that

r(S1)� 100lnx(S1)lnlnx = 2� 10(lny1 + 1)

r(~M )� 100(lnx(~M )+ 0:6)lnlnx = 2� 10(lny2 + 1):

Indeed,thefollowingvaluessatisfytheconditionsabove:y1 = x(S1)
5lnlnx=eandy2 = (e0:6x(~M ))5lnlnx=e.

Using Proposition 4.3 we geta bound on r asfollows

r� 2� 10(ln(y1 + y2)+ 1) (26)

� 20ln
�

x(S1)
5lnlnx + (e0:6x(~M ))5lnlnx

�

� 20ln
�

x(S1)
5lnlnx + (25lnlnx � 1)x(~M )5lnlnx

�

(27)

� 20ln
�

(x(S1)+ x(~M ))5lnlnx
�

(28)

� 100lnxlnlnx:

Inequality (26) follows from Proposition 4.3. Inequality (27) follows because lnlnx � 6. In-

equality (28)followssince,in general,fora � b> 0 and z � 1,az + (2z � 1)bz � (a+ b)z.Thisis

becausefora = bitisan equality,and thederivative with respectto a oftheRHS isclearly larger

than the derivative with respectto a ofthe LHS.

Next,wepresenta betteralgorithm when allthe costratiosbutone areequal.

Lem m a 4.5. Given a UM TS U = (Ud
b
;r1;r2;:::;rb) with r2 = r3 = � � � = rb, there exists a

(1;3=5)-constrained and r-com petitive online algorithm ,W C ombined,where

r= 30

�

ln
�

e
r1
30
�

1

3 + (b� 1)e
r2
30
�

1

3

�

+ 1

3

�

:

Proof. Theproofisa sim pli�ed version oftheproofofLem m a 4.4,and weonly sketch ithere.W e

de�nex1,x2,such that

r1 = 30(lnx1 +
1

3
)= 2� 5� (lnx31 + 1); r2 = 30(lnx2 +

1

3
)= 2� 5� (lnx32 + 1):

Let ~M = fv2;:::vbg. W e use a (1=5) variant of O ddExponent on the UM TS U (~M ). The

com petitive ratio ofthisalgorithm isatm ost

r(~M )� r2 + 30ln(b� 1)� 30
�

ln((b� 1)x2)+
1

3

�

= 10
�

ln((b� 1)x2)
3 + 1

�

and it is (1=5;1=5) constrained. W e com bine it with the trivialalgorithm for U (fv1g) using a

(1=5) variant ofalgorithm T w oStable,the resulting algorithm is (1;3=5) constrained,and by

Proposition 4.3 we have

r � 10(ln(x31 + ((b� 1)x2)
3 + 1)� 10(ln(x1 + (b� 1)x2)

3 + 1)= 30(ln(x1 + (b� 1)x2)+
1

3
):

Substituting forxi givesthe required bound.
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5 A pplications

5.1 A n O ((lognloglogn)2)C om petitive algorithm for M T Ss

Bartal[1]de�nesa classofdecom posable spacescalled hierarchically wellseparated trees (HST).1

D e�nition 5.1. Fork � 1,a k-hierarchically well-separated tree (k-HST)isa m etricspacede�ned

on theleavesofa rooted treeT.Associated with each vertex u 2 T isa realvalued label�(u)� 0,

and �(u)= 0 ifand only ifu is a leafofT. The labels obey the rule thatfor every vertex v,a

child ofu,�(v)� �(u)=k. The distance between two leaves x;y 2 T is de�ned as �(lca(x;y)),

wherelca(x;y)istheleastcom m on ancestorofx and y in T.Clearly,thisisa m etric.

Bartal [1,2]shows how to approxim ate any m etric space using an e�ciently constructible

probability distribution over a setofk-HSTs. Hisresultallows to reduce a M TS problem on an

arbitrary m etric space to M TS problem son HSTs.Form ally,he provesthefollowing theorem .

T heorem 5.2 ([2]). Suppose there is a r-com petitive algorithm for any n-point k-HST m etric

space. Then there existsan O (rklognloglogn)-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 etricaltask system where the

underlyingm etricspaceisa k-HST.Following [3]weusetheunfairM TS m odelto obtain an online

algorithm fora M TS overa k-HST m etric space.

A lgorithm R hst. W e de�ne the algorithm R hst(T)on the m etric space M (T),where T isa

k-HST with k � 5. Algorithm R hst(T)isde�ned inductively on the size ofthe underlying HST,

T.

W hen jM (T)j= 1,R hst(T)servesalltask sequencesoptim ally. Itis(0;0)-constrained. O th-

erwise,letthechildren oftherootofT bev1;:::;vb,and letTibethesubtreerooted atvi.Denote

d = �(T),and so diam (T i) � d=k. Every algorithm R hst(Ti) is an algorithm for the UM TS

Ui= (M (Ti);1;:::;1;1).

W e construct a m etric space M̂ = Ud
b
,and de�ne cost ratios r1;:::;rb where ri = r(Ti) is

the com petitive ratio of R hst(Ti). W e now use Theorem 3.1 to com bine algorithm s R hst(Ti).

The role of Â is played by the (1=2) variant of C ombined on the unfair m etricaltask system

Û = (M̂ ;r1;:::;rb;1).Thecom bined algorithm isa R hst(T)on theUM TS (M (T);1;:::;1;1).

W erem ark thattheapplication ofTheorem 3.1requiresthatthealgorithm swillbeconstrained.

W e show thatthisistrue in thefollowing lem m a.

Lem m a 5.3. The algorithm R hst(T)isO (lnnlnlnn),where n = jM (T)j.

Proof. Let n0= ee
6+ 1n. W e prove by induction on the depth ofthe tree that R hst(T)is (1;1)-

constrained and 200lnn0lnlnn0-com petitive.

W hen jM (T)j= 1,itisobvious.O therwise,letni= jM (Ti)j,n
0
i= ee

6+ 1ni,and n
0=

P

i
n0i.W e

assum e inductively thateach ofthe R hst(Ti)algorithm sis(1;1)-constrained and 200lnn0ilnlnn
0
i

com petitive on M (Ti). The com bined algorithm ,R hst(T),is (�;�)-constrained. From (5),and

given thatk � 5,we getthat

� � m axf1;1
2
+ 1

k
+ 1

k
+ 1

2k
g� m axf1;1g = 1:

1The de�nition given here for k-HST di�ers slightly from the original de�nition given in [1]. W e choose the

de�nition given here for sim plicity ofthe presentation. For k > 1 the m etric spaces given by these two de�nitions

approxim ate each otherto within a factorofk=(k � 1).
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From (6)we obtain that� � 1

2
+ 1

k
� 1,fork � 5. Thisprovesthatthe algorithm iswellde�ned

and (1;1)constrained.

W enextboundthecom petitiveratiousingLem m a4.4.Lem m a3.11im pliesthatthecom petitive

ratio obtained by the(1=2)variantofC ombined on (M̂ ;r1;:::;rb)isthesam easthecom petitive

ratio attained by C ombined on (M̂ ;r1;:::;rb;2).Thevalues(xi)icom puted by C ombined areat

m ost(n0i)i,respectively. Hence itfollowsfrom Lem m a 4.4 thatthe com petitive ratio ofR hst(T)

isatm ost100� 2lnxlnlnx � 200lnn0lnlnn0,sincex =
P

i
xi.

Since every HST T can be 5-approxim ated by a 5-HST T0 (see [2]),the bound we have just

proved holdsforany HST.

Com bining Theorem 5.2 with Lem m a 5.3,itfollowsthat

T heorem 5.4. For any M TS over an n-pointm etric space, the random ized com petitive ratio is

O ((lognloglogn)2).

5.2 K -W eighted C aching on K + 1 Points

W eighted caching isa generalized paging problem where there isa di�erentcostto fetch di�erent

pages. Thisproblem isequivalentto the K -serverproblem on a star m etric space [21,9]. A star

m etricspaceisderived from a depth onetreewith distanceson theedges,thepointsofthem etric

space are the leaves ofthe tree and the distance between a pair ofpoints is the length ofthe (2

edge) path between them . This is so,since we can assign any edge (r;u) in the tree a weight of

halfthe fetch costofu. Together,an entrance ofa serverinto a leaffrom the star’sm iddle-point

(page in)and leaving the leafto the star’sm iddlepoint(page out)have the sam e costoffetching

the page.

The K -serverproblem on a m etric space ofK + 1 pointsisa specialcase ofthe m etricaltask

system problem on thesam em etricspace,and henceany upperbound forthem etricaltask system

translatesto an upperbound forthecorresponding K -serverproblem .

G iven astarm etricspaceM ,we12-approxim atesitwith a6-HST T.T hasthespecialstructure

thatforevery internalvertex,allchildren exceptperhapsone,areleaves.Itisnothard to seethat

one can �nd such a tree T such that for any u;v 2 M , dM (u;v) � dT(u;v) � 12 � dM (u;v):

Essentially,theverticesfurthestaway from theroot(up to a factorof6)in thestararechildren of

the rootofT and thelastchild oftherootisa recursive construction forthe restofthepoints.

W e now follow the construction ofR hst given in the previoussection,on an 6-HST T,except

thatwe m ake use of(1=2)-variant ofW C ombined ratherthan (1=2)-variant ofC ombined. The

specialstructure ofT im plies that allthe children ofan inner vertex,except perhaps one,are

leaves and therefore have a trivial1-com petitive algorithm on their \subspaces". Hence we can

apply W C ombined.Using Lem m a 4.5 with induction on thedepth ofthetree,itiseasy to bound

the com petitive ratio on K + 1 leavestree to beatm ost60(ln(K + 1)+ 1=3).

Com bining the above with the lowerbound of[9]we obtain:

T heorem 5.5. The com petitive ratio for the K -weighted caching problem on K + 1 points is

�(logK ).

5.3 A M T S on Equally Spaced Points on the Line

The m etric space ofn equally spaced points on the line is considered im portant because ofits

sim plicity,and the practicalsigni�cance ofthe k-server on the line (for which this problem is a
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specialcase).Thebestlowerbound currently known on thecom petitiveratio is
(logn=loglogn)

[10].Previously,the bestupperbound known wasO (log3n=loglogn)dueto [3].

W e are able to slightly im provestheupperbound on thecom petitive ratio from Section 5.1 to

O (log2n).Bartal[1]provesthatn equally spaced pointson thelinecan beO (logn)probabilistically

em bedded into a setofbinary 4-HSTs.W e presentan O (logn)com petitive random ized algorithm

forbinary 4-HST,sim ilartoR hst exceptthatwem akeuseof(1=4)-variantofT w oStable instead

of(1=2)-variant of C ombined. Sim ilar argum ents show thatthis algorithm is (1;1)-constrained,

and using Proposition 4.3 we conclude that the algorithm is 8lnn com petitive. Com bining the

probabilistic em bedding into binary 4-HST with the algorithm forbinary 4-HST we obtain

T heorem 5.6. The com petitive ratio of the M TS problem on m etric space of n equally spaced

points on the line isO (log2n).

6 C oncluding R em arks

Thispaperpresentalgorithm sforM TS problem and related problem swith signi�cantly im proved

com petitive ratios. An obvious avenue of research is to further im prove the upper bound on

the com petitive ratio forthe M TS problem .A slightim provem entto the com petitive ratio ofthe

algorithm forarbitraryn-pointm etricspacesisreported in [6].Theresultingcom petitiveratiothere

is O (log2nloglognlogloglogn) and the im provem ent is achieved by re�ning the reduction from

arbitrary m etric spaces to HST spaces (i.e.,thatim provem ent is orthogonalto the im provem ent

presented in thispaper).However,in orderto break the O (log2n)bound,itseem sthatoneneeds

to deviate from the black box usage ofTheorem 5.2. M aybe the easiestspecialcase to startwith

isthe m etric space ofequally spaced pointson theline.

Anotherinterestinglineofresearch would bean attem pttoapplythetechniquesofthisand pre-

viouspapersto therandom ized k-serverproblem ,oreven fora specialcasesuch astherandom ized

weighted caching on k pagesproblem ;see also [8,19].
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