arXiv:2401.05740v1 [cs.GT] 11 Jan 2024

An improved bound for the price of anarchy for related machine scheduling

André Berger^{[0000−0002−6409−1963]}, Arman Rouhani �^{[0000−0003−4822−484X]}, and Marc Schröder^{[0000−0002−0048−2826]}

Department of Quantitative Economics, Maastricht University, The Netherlands {a.berger,a.rouhani,m.schroder}@maastrichtuniversity.nl

Abstract. In this paper, we introduce an improved upper bound for the efficiency of Nash equilibria in utilitarian scheduling games on related machines. The machines have varying speeds and adhere to the Shortest Processing Time (SPT) policy as the global order for job processing. The goal of each job is to minimize its completion time, while the social objective is to minimize the sum of completion times. Our main result provides an upper bound of 2 −^1_{2·(2m−1)} on the price of anarchy for the general case of m machines. We improve this bound to 3/2 for the case of two machines, and to 2 −^1_{2·m} for the general case of m machines when the machines have divisible speeds.

Keywords: Price of anarchy · Scheduling games · SPT fixed ordering

1 Introduction

Resource allocation is a fundamental and extensively studied problem in the domains of Operations Research and Economics. The aim of multi-agent resource allocation [9] is to achieve an efficient allocation of resources among self-interested agents. In numerous real-world scenarios, such as task assignments to processors, runway utilization by airplanes, vehicle parking, or allocation of classrooms for teaching purposes, the number of activities often exceeds the available resources. Consequently, a critical requirement for a scheduling mechanism that effectively allocates users to these limited resources arises. Inefficiency can arise due to the allocation procedure itself. Traditionally, a central decision-maker possesses complete information about the problem and computes an allocation that optimizes a specific objective. However, as the world witnesses a surge in distributed resources, there is an escalating demand for decentralized allocation procedures. In such systems, individual units tend to prioritize their own objectives over the overall system performance, making them more susceptible to strategic behavior. The concept of the price of anarchy was introduced by Koutsoupias and Papadimitriou [10] to provide a standard framework for analyzing the inefficiency of equilibria. Since its inception, this concept has been widely adopted in various decentralized optimization problems, including network routing and scheduling. It serves as a valuable tool for quantifying the potential losses in system efficiency that arise when self-interested agents make independent decisions.

The price of anarchy is extensively used for measuring the inefficiency of scheduling games. The existing literature delves into diverse problem variants, encompassing a range of objectives such as minimizing the makespan or total completion time (egalitarian and utilitarian social cost functions [11]). Additionally, it explores strategic behaviors exhibited by machines, as well as various job processing order policies employed by these machines. By examining these multiple dimensions, researchers gain valuable insights into the intricacies of scheduling systems. Extensive research has been conducted in the literature concerning the makespan objective, which focuses on minimizing the maximum load of machines. Notable works such as [12,13,14] have provided valuable insights in this area, also tight bounds for different versions of the problem are obtained [15,16,17]. Furthermore, there is a significant body of literature dedicated to minimizing the sum of completion times objective [18,19,20,21], where the completion time of each job depends on the jobs processed earlier than it. As a result, the scheduling order on each machine becomes a crucial factor [22].

We are interested in a version of the scheduling game where there are n jobs that need to be processed on m related machines with different speeds, where each job acts selfishly and aims to minimize its own completion time. The objective of the problem is to minimize the total sum of completion times of jobs where the machines obey a global priority policy for scheduling the jobs which is based on the Shortest Processing Time first rule (a.k.a. Smith’s rule). This is a continuation of the research line of Hoeksma and Uetz [3] where they proved that the price of anarchy lies in the interval of [^e_{e−1} , 2]. The upper bound of 2 was improved to 2−2/(n^2 +n+nm+m) by Zhang et al. [23] which asymptotically still leads to the same bound of 2 even for a fixed number of machines, and they provided a lower bound of 1.1875 for the case of two machines. We improve the upper bound to 2 − 1/(2 · (2m − 1)) which only depends on the number of machines and to the best of our knowledge is the best current known upper bound for this problem. Moreover, we further improve this bound to 2 −^1_{2·m} when the machines have divisible speeds. Lee et al. [26] established that in the context of two machines, the price of anarchy is confined within the range of [(3+ √ 3)/4, (1+ √ 5)/2]. Strengthening this understanding, Brokkelkamp

[8] subsequently enhanced the lower bound to 1.188. Notably, our advancements extend to refining the upper bound of the price of anarchy for this scenario to 3/2. It is shown in the literature [7] that the Ibarra-Kim algorithm which is an approximation algorithm for the optimization variant of the problem, generates all pure strategy Nash equilibria. As a result, our presented bound can be viewed as an enhanced approximation ratio for this greedy algorithm. This improvement in the approximation ratio further solidifies the effectiveness of our proposed approach.

In the context of unrelated machines, previous investigations resulted in a tight bound of 4 for the price of anarchy for both weighted and unweighted settings [19,20]. When the machines are identical, there are tight bounds of 1 and 3/2 − 1/2m for the pure price of anarchy and mixed Nash equilibria, respectively [21,3]. Furthermore, Brokkelkamp [8] investigated related machine scheduling games using the primal-dual technique and derived the same bounds as Hoeksma and Uetz [3]. Table 1 summarizes the existing results for the pure price of anarchy bounds in utilitarian machine scheduling games with the sum of (weighted) completion times as the objective. In the scheduling notation α|β|γ introduced by Graham et al. [1], our problem is represented as Q|| ∑ C_j and, in the context of a two-machine scenario, as Q2|| ∑ C_j . Additionally, P || ∑ C_j and P || ∑ w_j C_j delineate scenarios where machines are identical, with the latter incorporating weights w_j associated with each job j. Finally, R|| ∑ w_j C_j signifies unrelated machine scheduling with weighted jobs.

Table 1. Summary of existing results.

Problem Setting

Pure POA LB UB P || ∑ Cj 1 [25] 1 [25] P || ∑ wj Cj (1 + √ 2)/2 ≈ 1.2 [24] (1 + √ 2)/2 ≈ 1.2 [24] Q|| ∑ Cj e/(e − 1) ≈ 1.58 [3] 2 [3] Q2|| ∑ Cj 1.188 [8]^{1+√5}_2 ≈ 1.618 [26] R|| ∑ wj Cj 4 [20] 4[19]

Section 2 begins by formally defining the problem and introducing the notations that will be utilized throughout the paper. Additionally, we provide concise summaries of the optimal schedule, the MFT algorithm, pure Nash equilibria, the price of anarchy, and the Ibarra-Kim algorithm. Furthermore, we present an alternative perspective of the problem used in [8] by introducing linear programming and its dual to analyze the problem. In Section 3, we present our approach, starting with the case of two machines and deriving a bound of 3/2. Subsequently, we extend our analysis to the general case and establish a bound of 2 − 1/(2 · (2m − 1)). Finally, in Section 4, we conclude our findings, highlight our contribution, and provide future directions.

2 Preliminaries

We are interested in finding an improved upper bound for the price of anarchy for scheduling games on related machines with Smith’s rule as the global priority list for all machines. We study a variant of scheduling games that entails scheduling a collection of n jobs from the set J onto a set of m machines from the set M. Denote p_j as the processing time of job j ∈ J. If job j is assigned to machine i, then the time needed to execute job j on machine i is equal to p_j /s_i, where s_i denotes the speed of machine i. To simplify the analysis, we normalize the speeds of the machines by dividing the speeds of all machines by the speed of the slowest machine. In this modified setting, we denote the speed of the fastest machine as s_m or s, while keeping the speed of the slowest machine fixed at 1. Without loss of generality, we assume an ordering of the processing times as p_1 ≤ p_2 ≤ . . . ≤ p_n and a similar ordering of the speeds as s_1 = 1 ≤ s_2 ≤ . . . ≤ s_m = s. This problem is denoted by Q|| ∑ C_j .

Every job acts as a self-interested player and selects a machine for processing in order to minimize its own completion time C_j . Consequently, jobs consider the priority list of machines, which determines the sequence in which machines process the jobs that have chosen them. We investigate the price of anarchy resulting from a machine priority list, specifically the Shortest Processing Time or SPT order, commonly known as Smith’s rule. This order arranges the jobs in non-decreasing order based on their processing time. We make the assumption that ties are resolved using a universally consistent total order across all machines. The strategy set for each job is equal to the set of machines M, indicating that the players can assign their jobs to every single machine. The strategies of the jobs are represented by a vector τ = (τ_j )_{j∈J} , where τ_j denotes the machine chosen by job j. The cost incurred by jobs in a strategy profile τ ∈ M^n, where a job j has chosen machine τ_j , is determined by the completion times of the respective jobs C_j (τ). The completion time of job j on machine i is calculated as the sum of its processing time, p_i, and the processing times of all the jobs that select machine i and that have a higher priority than job j. The social cost function based on strategy profile τ is defined as the aggregate sum of the completion times for all participants choosing their machines based on strategy τ SC(τ) = ∑ j∈J C_j (τ) = ∑ j∈J ∑ k≤j τ_k =τ_j p_k s_{τj} . (1)

Let τ represent a schedule, and consider a machine i and a job j. Denote ψ_i(τ, j) = |{k > j|τ_k = i}|, (2) as the symbol for the number of jobs on machine i in schedule τ that have strictly lower priority than job j. It is worth noting that the sum of completion times can be reformulated as SC(τ) = ∑ j∈J p_j · ψ_{τj} (τ, j) + 1 s_{τj} . (3)

2.1 Optimal Schedule for Jobs

In this subsection, we provide a brief overview of the optimal algorithm for Q|| ∑ C_j .

Imagine the scenario where we have only one machine with speed 1 and we aim to minimize the sum of the completion times. From another perspective, the social cost based on a strategy profile τ can be measured by the cumulative contribution of each job to the total sum SC(τ) = n∑ k=1 (n − k + 1)p_k. (4)

Therefore, the optimal schedule is a schedule that matches bigger jobs (higher processing times) to smaller values of (n − k + 1) in order to minimize the overall impact of the jobs on the social cost. The MFT algorithm is a generalization of this idea to the case of m machines. The complexity of this algorithm is O(n log nm) [2].

Algorithm 1 MFT Algorithm for Q|| ∑ C_j For each machine i set ψi = 0. while not all jobs are scheduled do

Let j be the unscheduled job with largest index Assign job j to the machine with the smallest value of (ψi + 1)/si. For that machine update ψi = ψi + 1· end while Sort the jobs on each machine in SPT order.

We assume that when encountering ties in choosing the smallest value of (ψ_i + 1)/s_i during the execution of the MFT algorithm, the established tie-breaking criterion dictates selecting the machine with the highest index (and thus greatest speed).

Theorem 1 (Horowitz and Sahni [2]). The MFT (Mean Flow Time) algorithm produces optimal schedules for the related machine scheduling problem Q|| ∑ C_j and any optimal schedule can be computed by the MFT algorithm with a proper tie-breaking rule.

Moreover, we introduce a lemma from Hoeksma and Uetz [3] that describes a useful characteristic of an optimal schedule and will be instrumental for our proofs in the later stages. In simple words, this lemma asserts that a job assigned to a machine cannot possess a better positional value than the jobs already allocated to any other machine.

Lemma 1 (Hoeksma and Uetz [3]). A schedule τ^∗ is optimal for Q|| ∑ C_j if and only if

ψ_i(τ^∗, j) + 1 s_i ≥ ψ_l(τ^∗, j) s_l , (5)

for all machines i and l, and for all jobs j.

2.2 Pure Nash Equilibria and Price of Anarchy

Define τ_{−j} as a vector obtained by removing τ_j from τ, where |τ_{−j} | = n − 1. In other words, τ_{−j} represents the strategy vector of all agents except agent j. Therefore, we can express τ as the concatenation of τ_{−j} and τ_j , denoted as τ = (τ_{−j} , τ_j ). For the problem Q|| ∑ C_j a strategy profile τ = (τ_{−j} , τ_j ) ∈ M^n is a (pure) Nash equilibrium if

C_j (τ) = C_j (τ_{−j} , τ_j ) = ∑ k≤j τ_k =τ_j p_k s_{τj} ≤ p_j s_i + ∑ k<j τ_k =i p_k s_i = C_j (τ_{−j} , i). (∀i ∈ M, ∀j ∈ J)

It means that a Nash equilibrium is reached in a pure strategy profile when no job has the motivation to shift to a different machine because such a move would be futile in terms of reducing its completion time within the outcome schedule.

Algorithm 2 Ibarra-Kim Algorithm for problem Q|| ∑ C_j Sort the jobs based on the non-decreasing order of their processing times.

while not all jobs are scheduled do

Take job k from the beginning of the sorted list and delete it from the list. Let machine i be the machine where job k has minimal completion time. Schedule job k directly after the jobs already scheduled on machine i.

end while

As we mentioned earlier, the global order for each machine is based on the SPT rule and the completion time of a job in a machine depends only on the jobs with higher priority scheduled on that machine. The well-known Ibarra-Kim algorithm was first introduced by Ibarra and Kim [5] as an approximation algorithm for the optimization variant of the problem. This algorithm first sorts the jobs based on the non-decreasing order of their processing times (SPT rule) and then greedily assigns the jobs from the beginning of the sorted list to a machine that minimizes their completion time (see Algorithm 2.2). The following theorem shows that the set of schedules produced by the Ibarra-Kim algorithm is exactly equal to the set of the pure strategy Nash equilibria, based on the manner in which ties are resolved.

Theorem 2 (Heydenreich et al. [7], Immorlica et al [6]). Depending on how ties are resolved, the collection of pure Nash equilibria for unrelated (related, parallel) machines coincides precisely with the solutions derived from the Ibarra-Kim algorithm.

Hence, examining the price of anarchy in the related machine scheduling game is tantamount to analyzing the approximation factor of the Ibarra-Kim algorithm for related machine scheduling.

Let χ be the set containing all possible pure Nash equilibria. Consider τ^∗ ∈ M^n as the strategy profile that minimizes the social cost. Then the (pure) price of anarchy is defined as P oA = sup_{τ ∈χ} SC(τ) SC(τ^∗) · (6)

The primal-dual method, introduced by Bilò [4], is a strong approach for analyzing the price of anarchy and is able to effectively capture the characteristics of pure Nash equilibria. Consider the problem Q|| ∑ C_j and assume a Nash equilibrium τ and an optimal strategy profile τ^∗ is given. Based on the primal-dual method, the aim is to construct a linear program LP (τ, τ^∗) that maximizes SC(τ) with respect to the processing times and subject to the constraints that SC(τ^∗) is normalized to one and τ must be a Nash equilibrium. It is noteworthy that the processing times can be scaled down uniformly in a way that the social cost of the optimal schedule becomes equal to one. Based on weak duality, any feasible solution for the dual problem with an objective value provides an upper bound on the optimal primal solution and thus an upper bound on the price of anarchy. As mentioned in the related literature, Brokkelkamp [8] employed the dual-primal method to achieve the same bounds as Hoeksma and Uetz [3]. For the sake of completeness, we briefly introduce their weak linear programming formulation for the problem Q|| ∑ C_j . This version of LP is called “weak” since it only allows the deviation of a job to the optimal machine for the Nash equilibrium constraints (and not to all other machines as required in a Nash equilibrium). This idea follows from the smoothness concept [3]. This idea follows from the smoothness concept [3]. The inputs of the LP are s = (s_1, ..., s_m), τ^∗, and τ where s is the speed vector of machines and τ^∗, and τ are the optimal schedule and Nash equilibrium profile, respectively. Let p = (p_1, ..., p_n) denote the vector of processing times. The LP is obtained as follows

LP (τ^∗, τ, s) = max_p ∑ j∈J 1 s_{τj} ∑ k≤j τ_k =τ_j p_k s.t. ∑ j∈J 1 s_τ ∗_j ∑ k≤j τ^∗_k =τ^∗_j

p_k = 1, (normalization constraint)

1 s_{τj} pj + ∑ k<j τ_k =τ_j p_k − 1 s_τ ∗_j p^j + ∑ k<j τ_k =τ^∗_j p_k ≤ 0, (deviation constraints ; ∀j ∈ J)

p_j − p_{j+1} ≤ 0, (SPT constraints ; ∀j ∈ {1, .., n − 1}) − p_1 ≤ 0.

In order to obtain the dual of this linear program, the dual variables are defined as β for the normalization constraint, y_j variables for each of the deviation constraints, and z_1 to z_{n−1} for the SPT constraints. Note that z_n = z_0 = 0. The dual is obtained as follows

Dual(τ^∗, τ, s) = min β s.t. β · 1 s_τ ∗_k ∑ j≥k τ^∗_k =τ^∗_j 1 + 1 s_{τk} ∑ j≥k τ_j =τ_k y_j − y_k s_τ ∗_k − 1 s_{τk} ∑ j>k τ^∗_j =τ_k

y_j + z_k − z_{k−1} ≥ 1 s_{τk} ∑ j≥k τ_j =τ_k 1, (∀k ∈ J)

y_j ≥ 0, (∀k ∈ J) z_k ≥ 0. (∀k ∈ {1, .., n − 1}) Henceforth in this study, we will refer to LP (τ, τ^∗) and Dual(τ, τ^∗) as LP_{weak} and Dual_{weak}, respectively.

An upper bound of 2 can be easily obtained by a feasible solution of Dual_{weak} given by β = 2, y_j = 1, and z_j = 0 for all j ∈ J [8]. However, for the worst-case instance described in [3], the optimal dual fitting for the weak LP yields a value of 5/3. It is known that this value can be as low as e/(e - 1) [3]. In this study, we use a more relaxed version of the LP_{weak} to improve the existing upper bound of 2.

3 An upper bound for the price of anarchy of Q|| ∑ C_j In this section, we improve the existing upper bound for the problem Q|| ∑ C_j . First, we analyze the case where the number of machines is equal to 2 and prove an upper bound of 3/2 for the pure price of anarchy. Then, we provide an example that shows that our analysis is tight for this case. Next, we generalize the upper bound to 2 −^1_{2·(2m−1)} for the case of m machines and we also show that when the machines have divisible speeds this bound can be further improved to 2 −^1_{2·m} .

Given τ^∗ and τ, an optimal schedule and a Nash equilibrium schedule, respectively, the optimal objective value of the following linear program is lower bounded by the sum of completion times of Nash equilibrium τ. Therefore, we can use its dual to obtain an upper bound on the price of anarchy. Define LP_{sum} as follows LP (τ^∗, τ, s) = max_p ∑ j∈J 1 s_{τj} ∑ k≤j τ_k =τ_j p_k s.t. ∑ j∈J 1 s_τ ∗_j ∑ k≤j τ^∗_k =τ^∗_j

p_k = 1, (normalization constraint)

∑ j∈J 1 s_{τj} pj + ∑ k<j τ_k =τ_j p_k − ∑ j∈J 1 s_τ ∗_j p^j + ∑ k<j τ_k =τ^∗_j p_k ≤ 0, (deviation constraint)

p_j − p_{j+1} ≤ 0, ( SPT constraints ; ∀j ∈ {1, .., n − 1}) − p_1 ≤ 0.

To obtain the dual linear program Dual_{sum} of LP_{sum}, the dual variables are defined as β for the normalization constraint, y for the deviation constraint, and z_1 to z_{n−1} for the SPT constraints. Note that z_n = 0. Dual_{sum} is defined as follows

Dual(τ^∗, τ, s) = min β s.t. β · 1 s_τ ∗_k ∑ j≥k τ^∗_k =τ^∗_j 1 + y s_{τk} ∑ j≥k τ_j =τ_k 1 − y s_τ ∗_k − y s_{τk} ∑ j>k τ^∗_j =τ_k

1 + z_k − z_{k−1} ≥ 1 s_{τk} ∑ j≥k τ_j =τ_k 1, (∀k ∈ J)

z_k ≥ 0. (∀k ∈ {1, .., n − 1}) y ≥ 0. Upon careful examination of Dual_{sum}, it becomes evident that Dual_{sum} can be derived from Dual_{weak} by uniformly setting all y_j values to y. This is in line with the dual solution proposed by Brokkelkamp [8]: β = 2, y_j = 1, and z_j = 0 for all j ∈ J. In order to improve this dual solution, we maintain the assumption that y = 1, so that the second term on the left-hand side of the deviation constraint of Dual_{sum} cancels with the term on the right-hand side of the inequality. Additionally, we will define some z_j variables to take non-zero values in order to attain a bound that is strictly below 2 for a fixed number of machines.

We first assume the number of machines is equal to 2 and provide a bound of 3/2.

Theorem 3. The pure price of anarchy for Q2|| ∑ C_j is bounded above by 3/2.

Proof. We will show that β = 3/2, y = 1, z_{n−⌊s⌋} =^{⌊s⌋}_s ·^{⌊s⌋}_{s+⌊s⌋} , and z_j = 0 for all j ≠ n − ⌊s⌋, constitutes a feasible solution for Dual_{sum}, valid for all possible values of τ^∗, τ, and s and thus yields an upper bound for the price of anarchy. By utilizing the definition introduced by equation (2), we rewrite the dual constraint in the following manner β · ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 s_τ ∗_k + y · ψ_{τk} (τ, k) + 1 s_{τk} − y s_τ ∗_k − y · ψ_{τk} (τ^∗, k) s_{τk} + z_k − z_{k−1}≥ ψ_{τk} (τ, k) + 1 s_{τk} . (∀k ∈ J) By setting y = 1 and streamlining the dual constraint, we obtain a lower bound for β as follows β ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 + ψ_{τk} (τ^∗, k) s_{τk} · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1

+ (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1

. (7)

Moving forward, we direct our attention towards demonstrating that inequality (7) is satisfied for all jobs.

The optimal schedule, determined by the MFT algorithm, can be visualized as a block structure shown in Figure 1. Each block in the fast machine consists of a set of jobs that are consecutively assigned to the same machine. Based on the MFT algorithm, we can observe that Block 1 contains ⌊s⌋ longest jobs. The remaining blocks on the fast machine contain either ⌊s⌋ or ⌈s⌉ jobs. Furthermore, each block on the slow machine contains precisely one job. Initially, we examine the feasibility of our dual solution for jobs k ∈ J, where k < n − ⌊s⌋ (refer to the shaded area of Figure 1 for an illustration). In accordance with our dual solution, z_k = 0 for all k < n − ⌊s⌋. Thus, we have

β = 3 2 ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1

+ 1 ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 + ψ_{τk} (τ^∗, k) ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 · s_τ ∗_k s_{τk} , where the first inequality follows from the fact that ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) ≥ 1 for these jobs (see Figure 1), and the second inequality from inequality (5). Hence, inequality (7) is satisfied for all k < n − ⌊s⌋. Now, it remains to extend our analysis for jobs k ∈ J, where k ≥ n − ⌊s⌋. Let us refer to the job n − ⌊s⌋ as the critical job (see Figure 1). For the critical job we know that ψ_τ ∗_{n−⌊s⌋} (τ^∗, n − ⌊s⌋) = 0, s_τ ∗_{n−⌊s⌋} = 1, z_{n−⌊s⌋−1} = 0, and z_{n−⌊s⌋} =^{⌊s⌋}_s ·^{⌊s⌋}_{s+⌊s⌋} . We know that 1 ≤^s_{⌊s⌋} for s ≥ 1. Thus 1 ≤ s ⌊s⌋ ⇔ 1 + 1 ≤ s + ⌊s⌋ ⌊s⌋ ⇔ 1 2 ≥ ⌊s⌋ s + ⌊s⌋ . (8)

Moreover, in the Nash equilibrium, the value of ψ_{τn−⌊s⌋} (τ^∗, n − ⌊s⌋) is zero if the critical job is assigned to the slow machine, while ψ_{τn−⌊s⌋} (τ^∗, n − ⌊s⌋) = ⌊s⌋ if the critical job is assigned to the fast machine. By substituting

Fig. 1. The block structure of any optimal schedule when m = 2.

the relevant values into inequality (7) and leveraging the previous inequality, we derive the following bound for the critical job. β = 3 2 = 1 + 1 2 ≥ 1 + ⌊s⌋ s + ⌊s⌋ = 1 + ⌊s⌋ s − ⌊s⌋ s · ⌊s⌋ s + ⌊s⌋ ≥ 1 + ψ_{τn−⌊s⌋} (τ^∗, n − ⌊s⌋) s_{τn−⌊s⌋} − z_{n−⌊s⌋}. Thus, inequality (7) is satisfied. Now, let us focus on analyzing the jobs in Block 1 (k > n − ⌊s⌋). These jobs are always assigned to the fast machine in the optimal schedule. By considering potential machines that can used in the Nash equilibria, we can simplify inequality (7) and see which one results in a stronger bound for β. If τ_k = 1, then, ψ_{τk} (τ^∗, k) = 0 and inequality (7) becomes β ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1

+ (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 . If τ_k = 2, inequality (7) becomes β ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 + ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 · s_τ ∗_k s_τ ∗_k + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1

= 1 + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 . Hence, it becomes evident that when the machine that is used in the Nash equilibrium coincides with the fast machine, we obtain a stronger bound. Therefore, for the jobs in this block, our focus is on the latter inequality. Based on inequality (7), z_{n−⌊s⌋} has an impact on the job j_{n−⌊s⌋+1} which is in Block 1. Based on what we discussed earlier and according to our dual solution, for this particular job, we have that inequality (7) is satisfied because β = 3 2 = 1 + 1 2 ≥ 1 + ⌊s⌋ s + ⌊s⌋ = 1 + z_{n−⌊s⌋} · s ⌊s⌋ = 1 + z_{n−⌊s⌋} · s_τ ∗_{n−⌊s⌋+1} ψ_τ ∗_{n−⌊s⌋+1} (τ^∗, n − ⌊s⌋ + 1) + 1 ,

where the first inequality follows from^{⌊s⌋}_s ≤ 1 and 1+^{⌊s⌋}_{s+⌊s⌋} being increasing in^{⌊s⌋}_s (see inequality (8)). Similarly, according to our dual solution, the dual SPT constraints associated with all other jobs in Block 1 are set to zero. Consequently, for these remaining jobs, we obtain the inequality of β ≥ 1, which is satisfied. Finally, we conclude that the solution β = 3/2, y = 1, z_{n−⌊s⌋} =^{⌊s⌋}_s ·^{⌊s⌋}_{s+⌊s⌋} , and z_j = 0 for all j ∈ J is a feasible solution for Dual_{sum} that is valid for all possible values of τ^∗, τ, and s. ⊓⊔

Consider that when n ≤ ⌊s⌋, the MFT algorithm schedules all jobs on the fastest machine, resulting in the dual variable associated with the SPT constraints being set to zero for all jobs. Henceforth, without loss of generality, we assume n > ⌊s⌋.

The previous theorem establishes an upper bound of 3/2 for two machines. To demonstrate that we cannot improve this upper bound using Dual_{sum}, we present an example that illustrates the tightness of the bound for this method.

Example 1. Consider the instance depicted in Figure 2. There are two jobs j_1 and j_2 with the processing times of p_1 and p_2, where p_1 ≤ p_2. Moreover, there are two identical machines with a speed of 1. Let τ = (2, 2) be the vector of the Nash equilibrium and τ^∗ = (1, 2) be the vector of the optimal schedule (see Figure 2). LP_{sum} and Dual_{sum} are presented in the following.

Fig. 2. Schedules of Example 1.

LP (τ^∗, τ, s) = max 2 · p1 + p2 s.t. p1 + p2 = 1, p1 ≤ p1, p1 − p2 ≤ 0, − p1 ≤ 0.

Dual(τ^∗, τ, s) = min β s.t. β + z1 ≥ 2, β − z1 ≥ 1, z1 ≥ 0.

By adding the two dual constraints, it is clear that β ≥ 3/2. By setting β = 3/2 and z_1 = 1/2, we have a feasible (and thus optimal) solution that attains 3/2. Note that the weak LP does not impose a constraint for job 2 and that is why it is not able to prove the actual price of anarchy of the example which is equal to 1.

In the previous analysis, for two machines, we established an upper bound of 3/2. Now, we extend the analysis for the general case of m machines and we obtain a slightly weaker bound of 2 −^1_{2·(2m−1)} .

Lemma 2. Let a, b ∈ R with a ≥ b ≥ 1. Then, we have^a_{2b} ≤ ⌊^a_b ⌋. Proof. We can divide the analysis into two cases.

(1) 2b ≤ a. ⌊ a b ⌋ − a 2b = a b − x − a 2b = a 2b − x ≥ 0, where 0 ≤ x < 1 is the decimal part of^a_b . Additionally, building upon the given assumption, it is evident that a 2b ≥ 1. Therefore, the last inequality holds. (2) b ≤ a < 2b. 1 ≤ a b < 2 ⇒ 1 2 ≤ a 2b < 1 ⇒ a 2b < ⌊ a b ⌋, where the last inequality holds since ⌊^a_b ⌋ ≥ 1. ⊓⊔ Lemma 3. Let k − 1, k ∈ J be two consecutive jobs with τ^∗_k ≠ m. Then, we have τ^∗_{k−1} ≠ τ^∗_k . Proof. Recall that the MFT algorithm first assigns job k and then assigns job k − 1. Assume that the MFT algorithm assigns job k to machine i. As k stands as the most recently scheduled job, its positional value cannot be smaller than previously scheduled jobs. Hence, ψ_l(τ^∗, k) s_l ≤ ψ_i(τ^∗, k) + 1 s_i . (∀l ∈ M) Thus, using the previous inequality, we observe that for all l ≥ i, ψ_l(τ^∗, k) + 1 s_l ≤ ψ_l(τ^∗, k) s_l + 1 s_i ≤ ψ_i(τ^∗, k) + 2 s_i . The term on the left-hand side signifies the positional value of job k − 1 on machine ℓ and the term on the right-hand side signifies the positional value of job k − 1 on machine i. Consequently, we can infer that in the MFT algorithm, it is unfeasible to position two successive jobs adjacent to each other on the same machine, except for the fastest one. It is important to emphasize that this proof exclusively establishes the impossibility of placing two consecutive jobs on a single machine, as a more favorable positional value can consistently be found for the subsequent job among the higher-speed machines. Nonetheless, it’s worth noting that the subsequent job could potentially be accommodated on a machine with a lower speed, contingent upon the positional value. ⊓⊔

Fig. 3. A potential chain of consecutive jobs from CR1 to CRm in an optimal schedule together with its sub-chains. Only jobs that are part of a sub-chain (blue lines) have a positive zj -value.

Theorem 4. The pure price of anarchy for Q|| ∑ C_j is bounded above by 2 −^1_{2·(2m−1)} , where m is the number of machines.

Proof. Define the set of critical jobs CR, one for each machine, where each CR_i ∈ CR for i = 1, . . . , m − 1 is the last job scheduled according to the optimal schedule on every machine i and CR_m ∈ CR is the smallest job in Block^∗ (see Figure 3 for an illustration), where Block^∗ contains all the consecutive largest jobs before the first job is assigned to the second fastest machine by the MFT algorithm. The significance of the last job scheduled on each machine becomes crucial in our analysis.

We recursively define sub-chains as follows. Sub-chain 1, denoted by SUB_1, is the set of jobs {CR_1, CR_1 + 1, . . . , j − 1}, where j = min{j^′ ≥ CR_1 | τ^∗_j′ = m}. Notice that a sub-chain might contain multiple critical jobs. Then, sub-chain i, denoted by SUB_i, for i ≥ 2 is the set of jobs {CR_i′ , CR_i′ + 1, . . . , j − 1}, where CR_i′ is the smallest indexed critical job that is not part of a previous sub-chain and j = min{j^′ ≥ CR_i′ | τ^∗_j′ = m}. Let SUB denote the set of all sub-chains and SUB = ⋃ SUB_i for i ≥ 1. For j ∈ SUB denote by r_j the machine index of the initial critical job within the sub-chain that includes job j. We will show that

β = 2 − 1 2 · (2m − 1) , y = 1, z_j = { i ·^1 2·s_{rj} ·(2m−1) , if j ∈ SUB and CRi ≤ j < CRi+1 for some i ∈ {1, . . . , m − 1} 0 , otherwise

constitutes a feasible solution for Dual_{sum}, valid for all possible values of s, τ^∗, and τ, and thus yields an upper bound for the price of anarchy. By this definition, only jobs j that are part of a sub-chain will have a positive z_j value, and the value depends on the sub-chain and on the position of that job between critical jobs within the sub-chain. Similar to the proof of Theorem 3 we will now show that (7) holds for all jobs k ∈ J.

For jobs k ∈ J with k < CR_1 (all the jobs in the shaded area of Figure 3), we have that β ≥ 3 2 ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1

+ 1 ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 + ψ_{τk} (τ^∗, k) ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 · s_τ ∗_k s_{τk} , where the second inequality follows from ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) ≥ 1, and the third inequality from inequality (5). Since z_{k−1} − z_k = 0, inequality (7) is satisfied for all k < n − ⌊s⌋.

For all k with CR_1 < k < CR_m, τ^∗_k ≠ m, and k ≠ CR_i for i = 2, . . . , m − 1, we have that β ≥ 3 2 ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1

+ 1 ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 + ψ_{τk} (τ^∗, k) ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 · s_τ ∗_k s_{τk} , where the second inequality follows from ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) ≥ 1, and the third inequality from inequality (5). Since z_{k−1} − z_k = 0 for all these jobs, inequality (7) is satisfied. It is important to note that the dual variables of the SPT constraints for these jobs are non-zero if they are in a sub-chain and zero otherwise.

Our focus now shifts to verifying the feasibility of our dual fitting concerning the dual constraints of both the critical jobs and the jobs scheduled on the fastest machine. Based on the definition of a sub-chain, each critical job can either serve as the starting point of a sub-chain or reside within a sub-chain originating from a prior critical job.

Lemma 4. Consider job j with τ^∗_j = m where job j−1 is the end-point of the sub-chain SUB_i. Then ψ_m(τ^∗, j)+ 1 = ⌊^{sm}_{si} ⌋.

Proof. The sub-chain SUB_i originates from the critical job CR_i on machine i. Since j − 1 is the end-point of the sub-chain, we have ψ_m(τ^∗, j) + 1 = ψ_m(τ^∗, CR_i). Based on the MFT algorithm we have for job j and CR_i, respectively, ψ_m(τ^∗, CR_i) s_m ≤ 1 s_i , 1 s_i ≤ ψ_m(τ^∗, CR_i) + 1 s_m . By using both inequalities we have s_m s_i − 1 ≤ ψ_m(τ^∗, CR_i) ≤ s_m s_i . Using^{sm}_{si} − 1 ≤ ⌊^{sm}_{si} ⌋ ≤^{sm}_{si} , and the fact that both ψ_m(τ^∗, CR_i) and ⌊^{sm}_{si} ⌋ are integers, we can conclude

ψ_m(τ^∗, CR_i) = ⌊ s_m s_i ⌋. ⊓⊔ For k ∈ CR with k ≠ CR_m, we have that

β = 2 − 1 2 · (2m − 1)

≥ 2 + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 + ψ_{τk} (τ^∗, k) ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 · s_τ ∗_k s_{τk} + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ,

using z_{k−1} − z_k = −^1_{2·srk ·(2m−1)} , s_τ ∗_k ≥ s_{rk} , ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) = 0, and inequality (5). Hence, inequality (7) is satisfied for all k ∈ CR with k ≠ CR_m. Now, let us focus on analyzing the jobs in the fastest machine in the MFT algorithm. Let F be the set of all jobs k that are allocated to the fastest machine and where job k − 1 belongs to a sub-chain. For k ∈ F where k is not in Block^∗, using the fact that ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) ≥ 1, and inequality (5) we have β ≥ 3 2 + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 + ψ_{τk} (τ^∗, k) ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 · s_τ ∗_k s_{τk} + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 . Moreover, for k ∈ F where k is in the Block^∗, using the same analysis as the case of two machines we have

β ≥ 1 + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 = 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 + ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 · s_τ ∗_k s_τ ∗_k + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 . Hence, the former inequality provides a more rigorous constraint and we consider that for the jobs in the fastest machine. Thus, we have

β = 2 − 1 2 · (2m − 1) = 3 2 + m − 1 2 · s_{rk} · (2m − 1)

· (2 · s_{rk} ) ≥ 3 2 + z_{k−1} · 2 · s_{rk} ≥ 3 2 + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 , where the first inequality follows from the fact that maximum (m−1) critical jobs can cause increasing the value of the dual variable related to the SPT constraints and r_k = r_{k−1} since they both are in the same sub-chain, and the second inequality is based on Lemma 2, Lemma 4, and the fact that ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 = ⌊^{sτ ∗k}_{srk} ⌋.

Hence, inequality (7) is satisfied for k ∈ F . For the remaining jobs in the fastest machine, since the dual variables related to the SPT constraints are zero, we obtain the inequality of β ≥^3_2 , which is satisfied. We conclude that the introduced dual fitting is a feasible solution for the Dual_{sum} that is valid for all possible values of τ^∗, τ, and s. ⊓⊔

If for every pair of machines i and i^′ belonging to M, where s_i ≥ s_i′ , the remainder of the division^{si}_{si′} is zero, then the configuration is referred to as having divisible speeds.

Theorem 5. In the case of machines having divisible speeds, the upper bound for the pure price of anarchy in the scheduling game Q|| ∑ C_j , is equal to 2 −^1_{2·m} , where m is the number of machines.

Proof. As mentioned earlier, a configuration is referred to as having divisible speeds if for every pair of machines i, i^′ ∈ M, where s_i ≥ s_i′ , the remainder of the division^{si}_{si′} is zero. We will show that the following dual fitting constitutes a feasible solution for Dual_{sum}, valid for all possible values of s, τ^∗, and τ, and thus yields an upper bound of 2 −^1_{2·m} for the price of anarchy. Here SUB and CR_i are defined as in the proof of Theorem 4.

β = 2 − 1 2 · m , y = 1, z_j = { i ·^1_{2·srj ·m} , if j ∈ SUB and CR_i ≤ j < CR_{i+1} for some i ∈ {1, . . . , m − 1} 0 , otherwise

Similar to the proof of Lemma 4, let F be the set of all jobs k in the fastest machine that job k − 1 belongs to a sub-chain. Building upon our previous analysis and considering our proposed solution, we find that for jobs k ∈ J where k < CR_1, for jobs k with CR_1 < k < CR_m, τ^∗_k ≠ m, and k ≠ CR_i for i = 2, . . . , m − 1, and for jobs k in the fastest machine with k /∈ F , a bound of β ≥ 3/2 is established, thereby satisfying inequality (7). For k ∈ CR with k ≠ CR_m, by using inequality (5), s_τ ∗_k ≥ s_{rk} , and the fact that ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) = 0 we have that

β = 2 − 1 2 · m ≥ 2 + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ≥ 1 ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 + ψ_{τk} (τ^∗, k) ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 · s_τ ∗_k s_{τk} + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ,

where the first inequality is based on our solution, z_{k−1} −z_k = −^1_{2·m} . For k ∈ F , employing the identical analysis as presented in the preceding theorem, we arrive at the following

β = 2 − 1 2 · m = 3 2 + m − 1 2 · s_{rk} · m · s_{rk} ≥ 3 2 + z_{k−1} · s_{rk} = 3 2 + (z_{k−1} − z_k) · s_τ ∗_k ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 , The initial inequality stems from the observation that a maximum of (m − 1) critical jobs can influence the increase in the value of the dual variable related to the SPT constraints and r_k = r_{k−1} since they both are in the same sub-chain. The third equality is grounded in the assumption of machines’ divisible speeds, resulting in ψ_τ ∗_k (τ^∗, k) + 1 =^{sτ ∗k}_{srk} . Hence, inequality (7) is satisfied for k ∈ F . For the remaining jobs in the fastest machine, since the dual variables related to the SPT constraints are zero, we obtain the inequality of β ≥^3_2 , which is satisfied. We conclude that the introduced dual fitting is a feasible solution for Dual_{sum} that is valid for all possible values of τ^∗, τ, and s. ⊓⊔

4 Conclusion and Future Research Ideas

In this study, we tackled a simple yet challenging problem of related machine scheduling games. We made our contribution by presenting an improved upper bound of 2 − 1/(2 · (2m − 1)) for the price of anarchy, which is strictly below 2 for any fixed number of machines. This bound is also valid as an approximation factor for the Ibarra-Kim algorithm. Our analysis was motivated by the gap between the lower bound example with a price of anarchy of^e_{e−1} and an upper bound of 2 as shown by Hoeksma and Uetz [3]. We extended the work of Brokkelkamp [8], who demonstrated that using the weak LP the bound cannot be lower than 5/3. We conjecture that a further improvement can be achieved by identifying a dual fitting for the stronger version of the LP in [8] that considers all possible deviations of a job. Unfortunately, the summation technique yields weaker bounds for this version of the LP and this makes it hard to find a dual fitting.

References

1. Graham, R., Lawler, E., Lenstra, J. & Kan, A. Optimization and approximation in deterministic sequencing and scheduling: a survey. Annals Of Discrete Mathematics. 5 pp. 287-326 (1979) 2. Horowitz, E. & Sahni, S. Exact and approximate algorithms for scheduling nonidentical processors. Journal Of The ACM (JACM). 23, 317-327 (1976) 3. Hoeksma, R. & Uetz, M. The price of anarchy for utilitarian scheduling games on related machines. Discrete Optimization. 31 pp. 29-39 (2019) 4. Bilò, V. A unifying tool for bounding the quality of non-cooperative solutions in weighted congestion games. Theory Of Computing Systems. 62 pp. 1288-1317 (2018) 5. Ibarra, O. & Kim, C. Heuristic algorithms for scheduling independent tasks on nonidentical processors. Journal Of The ACM (JACM). 24, 280-289 (1977) 6. Immorlica, N., Li, L., Mirrokni, V. & Schulz, A. Coordination mechanisms for selfish scheduling. Theoretical Computer Science. 410, 1589-1598 (2009) 7. Heydenreich, B., Müller, R. & Uetz, M. Games and mechanism design in machine scheduling—an introduction.

Production And Operations Management. 16, 437-454 (2007) 8. Brokkelkamp, R. How Close Does It Get? From Near-Optimal Network Algorithms to Suboptimal Equilibrium Outcomes. (ILLC,2022) 9. Chevaleyre, Y., Dunne, P., Ulle, E., Jérôme, L., Michel, L., Maudet, N., Padget, J., Phelps, S., Rodríguez-Aguilar, J.

& Sousa, P. Issues in Multiagent Resource Allocation. Informatica. 30 (2006,1) 10. Koutsoupias, E. & Papadimitriou, C. Worst-case equilibria. Computer Science Review. 3, 65-69 (2009) 11. Myerson, R. Utilitarianism, egalitarianism, and the timing effect in social choice problems. Econometrica: Journal Of The Econometric Society. pp. 883-897 (1981) 12. Yu, L., She, K., Gong, H. & Yu, C. Price of anarchy in parallel processing. Information Processing Letters. 110, 288-293 (2010) 13. Azar, Y., Fleischer, L., Jain, K., Mirrokni, V. & Svitkina, Z. Optimal coordination mechanisms for unrelated machine scheduling. Operations Research. 63, 489-500 (2015) 14. Christodoulou, G., Koutsoupias, E. & Nanavati, A. Coordination mechanisms. Theoretical Computer Science. 410, 3327-3336 (2009) 15. Awerbuch, B., Azar, Y., Richter, Y. & Tsur, D. Tradeoffs in worst-case equilibria. Approximation And Online Algorithms: First International Workshop, WAOA 2003, Budapest, Hungary, September 16-18, 2003. Revised Papers 1. pp. 41-52 (2004) 16. Czumaj, A. & Vöcking, B. Tight bounds for worst-case equilibria. ACM Transactions On Algorithms (TALG). 3, 1-17 (2007) 17. Gairing, M., Lücking, T., Mavronicolas, M. & Monien, B. Computing Nash equilibria for scheduling on restricted parallel links. Theory Of Computing Systems. 47 pp. 405-432 (2010) 18. Bhattacharya, S., Im, S., Kulkarni, J. & Munagala, K. Coordination mechanisms from (almost) all scheduling policies.

Proceedings Of The 5th Conference On Innovations In Theoretical Computer Science. pp. 121-134 (2014) 19. Cole, R., Correa, J., Gkatzelis, V., Mirrokni, V. & Olver, N. Decentralized utilitarian mechanisms for scheduling games. Games And Economic Behavior. 92 pp. 306-326 (2015) 20. Correa, J. & Queyranne, M. Efficiency of equilibria in restricted uniform machine scheduling with total weighted completion time as social cost. Naval Research Logistics (NRL). 59, 384-395 (2012) 21. Rahn, M. & Schäfer, G. Bounding the inefficiency of altruism through social contribution games. Web And Internet Economics: 9th International Conference, WINE 2013, Cambridge, MA, USA, December 11-14, 2013, Proceedings 9. pp. 391-404 (2013) 22. Vijayalakshmi, V., Schröder, M. & Tamir, T. Scheduling games with machine-dependent priority lists. Theoretical Computer Science. 855 pp. 90-103 (2021) 23. Zhang, L., Zhang, Y., Du, D. & Bai, Q. Improved price of anarchy for machine scheduling games with coordination mechanisms. Optimization Letters. 13 pp. 949-959 (2019) 24. Kawaguchi, T. & Kyan, S. Worst case bound of an LRF schedule for the mean weighted flow-time problem. SIAM Journal On Computing. 15, 1119-1129 (1986) 25. Conway, R., Maxwell, W. & Miller, L. Theory of scheduling. (Courier Corporation,2003) 26. Lee, K., Leung, J. & Pinedo, M. Coordination mechanisms for parallel machine scheduling. European Journal Of Operational Research. 220, 305-313 (2012)