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Abstract

In this paper, we consider composition orderings for linear functions of one variable.
Given n linear functions f1,...,f, : R = R and a constant ¢ € R, the objective is to find
a permutation ¢ : [n] — [n] that minimizes/maximizes fy(n) o --- o f,(1)(c), where [n] =
{1,...,n}. The problem is fundamental in many fields such as combinatorial optimization,
computer science, and operations research. It was first studied in the area of time-dependent
scheduling, and known to be solvable in O(nlogn) time if all functions are nondecreasing.
In this paper, we present a complete characterization of optimal composition orderings for
this case, by regarding linear functions as two-dimensional vectors. We also show several
interesting properties on optimal composition orderings such as the equivalence between
local and global optimality. Furthermore, by using the characterization above, we provide a
fixed-parameter tractable (FPT) algorithm for the composition ordering problem for general
linear functions, with respect to the number of decreasing linear functions.

We next deal with matrix multiplication orderings as a generalization of composition
of linear functions. Given n matrices My,..., M, € R™*™ and two vectors w,y € R™,
where m denotes a positive integer, the objective is to find a permutation o : [n] — [n] that
minimizes/maximizes wTMa(n) =+ Mgy(1)y. The problem is also viewed as a generalization
of flow shop scheduling through a limit. By extending the results for composition orderings
for linear functions, we show that the multiplication ordering problem for 2 x 2 matrices is
solvable in O(nlogn) time if all the matrices are simultaneously triangularizable and have
nonnegative determinants, and FPT with respect to the number of matrices with negative
determinants, if all the matrices are simultaneously triangularizable. As the negative side, we
finally prove that three possible natural generalizations are NP-hard: 1) when m = 2, even if
all the matrices have nonnegative determinants, 2) when m > 3, even if all the matrices are
upper triangular with nonnegative elements, and 3) the target version of the problem, i.e.,
finding a permutation ¢ with minimum |wTMG(n) -« My1yy — t| for a given target ¢t € R,
even if the problem corresponds to the composition ordering problem for monotone linear
functions.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider composition ordering for linear functions, that is, polynomial functions
of degree one or zero. Namely, given a constant ¢ € R and n linear functions fi,..., f, : R = R,
each of which is expressed as f;(x) = a;xz + b; for some a;,b; € R, we find a permutation
o : [n] — [n] that minimizes/maximizes fo(n) © -+ 0 fo(1)(c), where R denotes the set of real
numbers, and [n] = {1,...,n} for a positive integer n. Since composition of functions is not
commutative even for linear functions, i.e., fo2) © fo1) # fo(1) © fo(2) holds in general, it makes
sense to investigate the problem. For example, let fi(z) = —%x+%, fo(x) = x—-3, f3(x) =3z—1,
and ¢ = 0, then the identity o (i.e., o(1) =1, 0(2) = 2 and ¢(3) = 3) provides f3o foo f1(0) =
f3(f2(f1(0)) = f3(f2(2)) = f3(—2) = —LL, while the permutation 7 with 7(1) = 2, 7(2) =1
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and 7(3) = 3 provides f3 o fi o fo(0) = 8 . In fact, we can see that o and 7 are respectively
minimum and maximum permutations for the problem. The composition ordering problem is
natural and fundamental in many fields such as combinatorial optimization, computer science,
and operations research.

The problem was first studied from an algorithmic point of view under the name of time-
dependent scheduling [SHI0[T4IT617]. We are given n jobs j € [n] with processing time p;. Unlike
the classical scheduling, the processing time p; is not constant, depending on the starting time of
job j. Here each p; is assumed to satisfy p;(t) < s+ p;(s+1t) for any positive reals s and ¢, since
we should be able to finish processing job j earlier if it starts earlier. The model was introduced
to deal with learning and deteriorating effects. As the most fundamental setting of the time-
dependent scheduling, we consider the linear model of single-machine makespan minimization,
where the makespan denotes the time when all the jobs have finished processing, and we assume
that the machine can handle only one job at a time and preemption is not allowed. Linear
model means that the processing time p; is linear in the starting time s, i.e., p;(s) = ajs + Bj
for some constant a; and l~)j. Then it is not difficult to see that the model can be regarded as
the minimum composition ordering problem for linear functions f;(x) = (a; + 1)x + bj, since
fj represents the time to finish job j if it start processing at time x. Mosheiov [14] showed the
makespan is independent of the schedule, i.e., any permutation provides the same composite,
if bj = 0 for any j € [n]. Gawiejnowicz and Pankowska [§], Gupta and Gupta [9], Tanaev et
al. [16], and Wajs [I7] studied the linear deterioration model, that is, a;,b; > 0 (i.e., a; > 1 and
b;j > 0) for any j € [n]. Here a; and Bj are respectively called the deterioration rate and the
basic processing time of job j. It can be shown that an optimal permutation can be obtained
by arranging the jobs nonincreasingly with respect to &j/l;j (= (a; —1)/bj). Ho, Leung and
Wei [10] considered the linear shortening model, that is, 0 > a; > —1,b; > 0 (i.e., 1 > a; > 0
and b; > 0) for any j € [n] and showed that an optimal permutation can be obtained again by
arranging the jobs nonincreasingly with respect to dj/l;j (= (a; —1)/b;). Later, Kawase, Makino
and Seimi [12] introduced the composition ordering problem, and showed that the maximization
can be formulated as the minimization problem, and propose an O(nlogn)-time algorithm if
all linear f;’s are monotone nondecreasing, i.e., a; > 0 for any i € [n]. However, it is still open
whether it is polynomially computable for general linear functions. Moreover, it is not known
even when constantly many functions are monotone decreasing.

We remark that the time-dependent scheduling with the ready time and the deadline can be
regarded as the composition ordering problem for piecewise linear functions, and is known to
be NP-hard, and Kawase, Makino and Seimi [12] also studied the composition ordering for non-
linear functions as well as the related problems such as partial composition and k-composition.
We also remark that the free-order secretary problem, which is closely related to a branch of
the problems such as the full-information secretary problem [6], knapsack and matroid secretary
problems [TJ215] and stochastic knapsack problems [45], can also be regarded as the composition
ordering problem [12].

Main results obtained in this paper

In this paper, we first characterize the minimum/maximum composition ordering for monotone
(increasing) linear functions, in terms of their polar angles. In order to describe our result,
we need to define three important concepts: counterclockwiseness, colinearity, and potential
identity.

We view a linear function f(z) = ax + b as the vector < in R?, and its angle, denoted

1-a
by 0(f), is defined as the polar angle in [0,27) of the vector, where we define 6(f) = L if the



vector of f is the origin <8> For example, if ? = (g) and 7 = <__\{§>, then we have

7
0(f) = g and 6(g) = g7 (See also Figure [[). For linear functions fi,..., f,, a permutation

1—a
=)
A e =2
0(g) = %ﬂ 2
/ ’
i=(2P)

Figure 1: Vector representations of f(z) = —x and g(z) = 22 — V/3.

o : [n] — [n] is called counterclockwise if there exists an integer k € [n] such that 0(f,)) <

- < 0(fom) < 0(foq)) < -0 < O(fok—1)), where identical functions f; (ie., 0(f;) = L)
are ignored and the inequalities are assumed to be transitive. Linear functions fi,..., f, are
called colinear if the corresponding vectors lie in some line through the origin, i.e., there exists
an angle A such that 6(f;) € {\ A+, L} for all ¢ € [n], and potentially identical if there
exists a counterclockwise permutation o : [n] — [n] such that the corresponding composite is
identical, i.e., fo(m) 0 -0 fya)(z) = 2. A permutation is called minimum (resp., mazimum) if
the corresponding composite is the minimum (resp., maximum). Then we have the following
complete characterization of optimal permutations.

Theorem 1. Let f1,..., f, be monotone linear functions. Then we have the following state-
ments.

(i) They are colinear if and only if any permutation is minimum.
(ii) If they are not colinear, then the following statements are equivalent:

(ii-1) They are potentially identical.

(ii-2) A permutation is minimum if and only if it is counterclockwise.

(iii) If they are neither colinear nor potentially identical, then a permutation is minimum if and
only if it is a counterclockwise permutation such that 0(f7) + 7 € [0(fo()), O(fo(s))]2ns
where s and t denote the first and last integers i such that f,(; is non-identical.

Here we define
[01,02]2: = {0 € [A1, A2] | A =27 01, A2 =27 b2, Ao — A1 €[0,27)},

where for two angles 61,02 € R, we write 61 =9, 05 if they are congruent on the angle, i.e.,
01 — 0y € 217, where Z denotes the set of integers. We note that the lexicographical orderings
which Kawase et al. [I2] introduced can be interpreted as counterclockwise permutations, and
they showed the existence of counterclockwise minimum permutations.

We also note that (i) Theorem [I]can characterize maximum permutations by replacing “coun-
terclockwise” by “clockwise,” which is obtained from the transformation between minimization



and maximization in [12] (See Section [2)), and (ii) Theorem [l can be generalized to characterize
minimum/maximum permutations for monotone nondecreasing linear functions (See Section [)).

These results enable us to efficiently count and enumerate all minimum/maximum permu-
tations. We also show that (i) a permutation is globally minimum (resp., maximum) if and only
if it is locall minimum (resp., maximum), and (ii) counterclockwise orderings are unimodal,
which also reveals interesting discrete structures of composition orderings.

We then deal with the composition ordering for general linear functions. We provide several
structural properties of the optimal orderings. These, together with the characterization for
monotone linear functions, provide a fixed-parameter tractable (FPT) algorithm for the com-
position ordering problem for general linear functions, with respect to the number of monotone
decreasing linear functions.

Theorem 2. An optimal permutation for linear functions fi,. .., fu can be computed in O(k2¥n0)
time, where k (> 0) denotes the number of monotone decreasing functions.

Theorem Plmeans that both minimum and maximum permutations can be computed in O(k2%n5)
time. We remark that the FPT algorithm can be modified to efficiently count and enumerate
all optimal permutations.

In this paper, we finally consider the multiplication ordering for matrices as a generalization
of the composition ordering for linear functions. The problem for matrices is to find a permuta-
tion o : [n] — [n] that minimizes/maximizes wTMU(n) “++ My(1yy for given n matrices My, ...,

Ce . 1
M, € R™™ and two vectors w,y € R™, where m denotes a positive integer. In fact, if w = <0> ,

Yy = (2), and M; = <a,~ bi) for any i € [n], then the matrix multiplication ordering problem

0 1
is equivalent to the composition ordering problem for linear functions f;(x) = a;x + b;. Here,
we consider the minimization problem, since the maximization problem for (My,..., M,, w,y)
corresponds to the minimization one for (M, ..., M,, —w,y).

We obtain the following generalization of the results of linear functions. Matrices My, ...,
M,, € R™* "™ are called simultaneously triangularizable if there exists a regular matrix P € R™*™
such that P~1M;P is an upper triangular matrix for any i € [n].

Theorem 3. For the optimal multiplication ordering problem for 2 x 2 simultaneously triangu-
larizable matrices, the following statements hold.

(i) If all matrices have nonnegative determinants, then an optimal multiplication ordering can
be computed in O(nlogn) time.

(ii) If some matriz has a negative determinant, then an optimal multiplication ordering can
be computed in O(k2Fn®) time, where k denotes the number of matrices with negative
determinants.

We remark that Theorem [ (i) can be regarded as a refinement of the result by Bouquard,
Lenté and Billaut [3] for multiplication ordering of 2x 2 upper triangular matrices in the max-plus
algebra, since the objective value in the max-plus algebra is obtained by taking the limit of the
one in linear algebra. They showed that the problem in the max-plus algebra is a generalization
of the two-machine flow shop scheduling problem to minimize the makespan, and solvable in
O(nlogn) time by using an extension of Johnson’s rule [II] for the two-machine flow shop
scheduling. Kubo and Nishinari examined the relationship between the flow shop scheduling

IThe term “locally optimal” will be defined in Section [l



and usual matrix multiplication [I3]. We obtain the result in [3] as a corollary of our result in
Section [G, .

As a negative side, we show that all possible natural generalizations turn out to be intractable
unless P=NP.

Theorem 4. (i) [t is strongly NP-hard to compute an optimal multiplication ordering for
2 X 2 matrices, even if all matrices have nonnegative entries and determinants.

(ii) It is strongly NP-hard to compute an optimal multiplication ordering for m x m matrices
with m > 3, even if all matrices are nonnegative (i.e., all the entries are nonnegative) and
upper triangular.

We also deal with the target version of the multiplication ordering problem for matrices, i.e.,
minimizing the value |'wTMU(n) - Moyy — t| for a given target ¢ € R. Unfortunately, it is also
strongly NP-hard.

Theorem 5. Given a target t € R, it is strongly NP-hard to compute an permutation o : [n] —
[n] such that |'wTMU(n) - Myyy—t| < cp-min, |'wTMp(n) “oo My1yy —t|+ca for any positive c
and co, even if the problem corresponds to composition ordering for monotone linear functions.

The organization of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2] provides some notation and basic
properties needed in the paper. In Section Bl we consider composition orderings for monotone
linear functions. We provide the proof of Theorem [Il and structural properties such as the
equivalence between local and global optimality. In Section [l we show that the nondecreasing
case is reduced to the monotone case and characterize optimal composition orderings. Section
proves Theorem [2] by making an FPT algorithm of the general case. In Section [l we generalize
composition of linear functions to matrix multiplication in linear and max-plus algebras, and
prove Theorems 3], [ and

2 Notation and Basic Properties

In this section, we first fix notation and state several basic properties of linear functions, which
will be used in this paper. We then mention that minimum and maximum compositions are
polynomially equivalent.

We view a linear function f(z) = ax + b as the vector < ) in R?, and its angle, denoted

1—a
by 6(f), is defined as the polar angle in [0,27) of the vector, where we define (f) = L if the
vector of f is the origin 8

For two reals ¢ and r with ¢ < r, let [(,r] = {z € R |l < z < r}. Similarly, we denote
semi-open intervals by (¢,r] and [¢,r) and open intervals by (¢,7). For a linear function f(x) =
ax + b, we respectively denote by a(f) and S(f) the slope and intercept of f(x), i.e., a(f) =a
and S(f) = b. A linear function f is respectively called monotone (increasing), constant, and
monotone decreasing if a(f) > 0, a(f) = 0, and a(f) < 0. Since the result of arithmetic
operations on angles may take a value outside of [0, 27), we provide some notation to deal with
such situations, some of which have already been used in the introduction. For two angles
01,05 € R, we write 1 =2, 05 if they are congruent on the angle, i.e., #; — 05 € 277, and define

[01,02]2: = {0 € [A1, Aa] | M =2r 01, A2 =27 b2, Ao — A1 €[0,27)}.



For example, if 6) = § and 0 = %’r then
101, 0] = U 117 4rw U T 27 U 137 8« U
1,922 — 6 ) 3 6’ 3 6 ) 3

We similarly define open and semi-open intervals such as (61, 02)ar, [01,02)2x, and (61, 02]2,. For
a non-interval set S, we define Sor = {0 | 0 =2, A for A € S}.

We next state four basic properties of linear functions. Note that Lemmas [6] [7l and [§ do
not assume the monotonicity of linear functions.

Lemma 6. Let g be the identical function, i.e., g(x) = x. Then for any function h, we have
hog=goh=h.

Proof. Straightforward. O

Lemma 7. For two non-identical linear functions g and h, we have the following two equiva-
lences.

(i) hog<Bgoh < 6(h)—0(g) € (0,7)ar
(ii) hog=goh < 60(h)—0(g) € {0,7}2x.

Proof. 1t follows from the equalities

goh(x) —hog(x) = (alg)(alh)z + B(h) + B(g)) — (a(h)(a(g)z + B(g)) + B(h))
= Bg)(1 —a(h)) = B(R)(1 — a(g))
= ||A| sin(6(h) — 6(9))-

]
Lemma 8. Let g and h be two linear functions, then h—oé =h+ a(h)g.
Proof. 1t follows from
—_ (a(h)B(g) +B(h)\ _ [ B(h) Bl \_7 -
i = (Y st ) = (1 2oty + o (1 2oty ) =Bt aa
]

Lemma 9. For non-identical monotone linear functions g and h, we have the following state-
ments.

(i) 6(h) = 0(g) € (0,m)2r < O(hog) € (6(g),0(h))2x < B(goh) € (6(g),0(h))2r-
(i) 0(h) —0(g) € {0, 7}or < O(hog) € {0(g),0(h), L} & B(goh) € {0(g),0(h), L}.
(iii) 6(h) = 0(g) = 6(hog) =0(goh)=0(h)(=0(g)).

(iv) (hog) =1L < O(goh)=1L = 0(h) —0(g) =2 .

Proof. (i), (ii), and (iii) follow from Lemma [§] E}, g #0, and a(h) > 0. (iv) follows from (ii),
(iii), and Lemma [7 (ii). O

2The inequality for functions means that the inequality holds for any argument.



In fact, the equivalence of (iv) holds for general linear functions g and h.

For linear functions fi,..., f, and a permutation o : [n] — [n], we denote fy(,) 00 fo)
by f7.

Before ending this section, we provide a linear-time transformation between the maximization
problem and the minimization problem [12]. For a linear function f(z) = ax + b, we define a
linear function f by

f(x) = ax —0. (1)

Note that f is monotone if f is monotone. For linear functions fi,..., f, and a permutation
o : [n] = [n], we have B(f°) = —pB(f7). Since any permutation o : [n] — [n] provides
a(f?) = [lie (fi), we can see that the maximum composition for fi,..., fn is equivalent
to the minimum composition for fl, ey fn where this transformation was mentioned in [12].
Therefore, we mainly deal with the minimization problem for linear functions, and sometimes
use the term “optimal” instead of “minimum”.

3 Composition of Monotone Linear Functions

In this section, we consider composition orderings for monotone linear functions. Especially, we
prove Theorem [I] and show structural properties of the composites.

3.1 Proof of Theorem [ (i)

We first prove Theorem [I] (i), which can be easily obtained from basic properties in Section 21

Proof of Theorem [d|(i). Let us first show the only-if part. For any i € [n—1], let p; : [n] — [n] be
the i-th adjacent transposition, i.e., the transposition of two consecutive integers ¢ and i+ 1. Let
id : [n] — [n] denote the identity permutation. Then we have £ = fi4 since fio fi 1 = fiz10f;
by Lemmas [6] and [7] (ii). It is well-known that any permutation can be obtained by a product
of adjacent transpositions and therefore for any permutation o we obtain f7 = fid, which is
minimum.

For the if part, suppose, without loss of generality, that f; and fo are not colinear. Then we

have fiofs # foof; by Lemmalfl (i), which implies that fiofoo(fpo---0f3) # faofio(fno---of3),
which completes the proof of the if part. ]

Note that in fact Theorem [I] (i) does not require the monotonicity, and hence it is true even
if f;’s are general linear functions.

3.2 Proof of Theorem [ (ii)

In order to prove Theorem [II (i), we first define the neighborhood of a permutation and the
local optimality of permutations. Let o : [n] — [n] be a permutation. For three positive integers
¢, m and r with ¢ < m < r, define a permutation oy, , : [n] — [n] by

o(i) (1<i<tlr<i<n),
Oomae(i) =S o(i—L+m+1) ((<i<l—m+r),
o(i+m—r) (—m+r<i<r)

which is illustrated in Fig. Bl In particular, oy, is abbreviated as oj and referred to as the
k-shift of o. The neighborhood N (o) of o is defined by N (o) = {o¢m | £ < m < r}, that is, the
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o lo(1)...ol=1)][o()...om) | [om+1)...00) | |o(r+1)...0(n)]
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Figure 2: Permutationoy,, , obtained from o by swapping two adjacent intervals.

set of permutations obtained from o by swapping two adjacent intervals in o. A permutation o
is locally optimal if f < fH for any permutation p € N (o).

The next lemma plays an important role throughout the paper and its proof is technical and
involved.

Lemma 10. A locally optimal permutation for non-colinear monotone linear functions is coun-
terclockwise.

For the proof, we provide the following four lemmas. The first lemma directly follows from
the definition and Lemma [7l

Lemma 11. For monotone linear functions fi,..., fn, a permutation o : [n] — [n] is locally

optimal if and only if O(for)0 0 fo(me1)) —O0(fomm)© -0 foe)) € [0, 2 holds for any integers
¢,m and r with £ < m <1 such that fsy 00 fomi1) and fom) o0 fy(e) are non-identical.

Proof. By definition, o is locally optimal if and only if f7 < f%m.r for any integers ¢,m and r
with £ < m < r, which is equivalent to that fyy o 0 fo) < (fom) o fo) o (fo(ryo---0
f(,(m+1)). By Lemma [7, this is further equivalent to the condition in the lemma.

We then show three useful properties of locally optimal permutations.

Lemma 12. For monotone linear functions fi,..., fn, let o : [n] — [n] be locally optimal. If
0(fo(j) — O(fo()) =2x ™ for some i,j € [n] with i < j and 0(fy@) = L for all £ € [n] with
1<l <j, then f1,..., fn are colinear.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that o is the identity permutation. We first prove
the statement when no f; for ¢ € [n] is identical and 6(fi+1) # 6(f;) holds for all ¢ € [n —1]. Let
J be a positive integer with 6(fj11) — 6(f;) =2x m. We claim that 0(f;11) — 0(fi) =2, 7 for any
i€n—1].

Lemma [1] implies that 6(fj12) € (0(fj+1),0(fj+1) + 7)2r, since o is locally optimal. If
0(fj+2) — 0(fj+1) #2r m, then we have

O(fi+20 fi+1) € (0(fi+1),0(fi+2))2n € (O(fj+1),0(fj+1) + T)2m,
implying that
0(fi+20 fi+1) — 0(f;) € (7, 2m)2n.

This contradicts the local optimality of o by Lemmal[lIl Therefore, we have 0(fj12)—0(fj+1) =2
7, and by repeatedly applying this argument, we obtain 0(f; 1) — 0(f;) =2 7 for all i > j. The
case of 1 with ¢ < j—1 is treated similarly. In fact, Lemma [T together with the local optimality
of o, implies that H(fj) € (H(fj_l),e(fj_l) + 7)on. If H(f]) - H(fj_l) #9r T, then we have

O(fj+1) —0(f50 fi—1) € (7,27)2x,



which contradicts the local optimality of ¢ by Lemma [[1l Again by repeatedly applying this
argument, we obtain 0(f;+1) — 0(f;) =2r m for all i < j. Therefore, 0(fi+1) — 0(f;) =2r 7 holds
for any ¢ € [n — 1].

We now turn to the general case. Let us partition [n] into fewer intervals Si,..., Sk such
that |6(Sp) \ {L}| =1 for all p € [k], where 6(S,,) = {0(f;) | i € Sp}. Namely, there exist (k+1)
positive integers {1 = 1 < ly < -+ <l < 41 = n and reals A\j # A\ # --- # A\ such that
Sp=4jeZ|t,<j<l1}and 0(Sy) \ {L} = {A\,} for all p € [k]. For an index p € [k],
let gp = fo,.1—10-- 0 fg,. Then it is not difficult to see that g,’s are all monotone linear, the
ordering (g1, ... gx) is locally optimal, and 6(gp+1) — 6(gp) =2 7 for some p € [k — 1]. Thus by

applying the proof for the first case, we obtain that gi,..., gy are colinear, which implies that
fi,..., fn are colinear. O
Lemma 13. For monotone linear functions fi,...,fn, let o : [n] — [n] be a local optimal

permutation. If an interval S = {i € Z | £ < i < r} contains a non-identical function f,; and
satisfies fo(ry © -0 foe)(x) = x, then fy(;) is identical for any j € [n]\ S, unless f1,..., fn are
colinear.

Proof. Assuming that there exists an interval S which satisfies as above and a j € [n] \ S such
that f,(;)(z) # x, we show that fi,..., f, are colinear. Without loss of generality, we assume
that o is the identity permutation. Let S be a minimal interval that satisfies the condition
in the lemma. By the condition and the minimality of S, Lemma [ (iv) implies that any
index m € S\ {r} satisfies O(f, o --- 0 frns1) — O(fm o --- o for) =2r m. Note that an ordering
(f1,- s fo—1, fmo---o fo, fro -0 fm+1, fra1,-- ., fn) is locally optimal for the functions. Thus
the linear functions corresponding to

{0(f) lie[n]\SPU{O(fro---0 fmy1),0(fmo- -0 f) | meS\{r}}

are colinear by Lemma In particular,

{0(fi) i€ n]\SYU{0(fr)} U{0(fmo o fe) [meS\{r}}
are colinear. Then f1,..., f, are colinear by Lemma [ (ii). O

For monotone non-identical linear functions fi,..., fn, let us assume without loss of gener-
ality that the identity permutation id : [n] — [n] is locally optimal. Let Aq,...,\, denote the
smallest reals such that

Ai =2r O0(f;) for all i€ [n]

0< A <A< <

(2)
Note that they are well-defined.

Lemma 14. Let Ay, ..., \, be defined as above. If £ and r in [n] satisfy \r — A¢ < 27 and ¢ < r,
then we have O(f, o---o fy) € [0(f0),0(fr)]2x U{L}. In addition, if fi,..., fn are not colinear
and Ny < A\, then we have O(f.o---0 fr) € (0(f0),0(fr))2r U{L}.

Proof. Note that the identity permutation is locally optimal. By Lemma[d (iii), we may assume
without loss of generality that \; < \j+1 for any i € [n — 1]. Initially, we show the first claim.
If £ = r then the claim clearly holds and thus we assume ¢ < r. By Lemmas [ (i) (ii) and
M1l we have 0(frr1 0 fo) € [0(fe), 0(fo1)]2r U{L}. If £+ 1 = r, then it proves the statement
of the first claim. On the other hand, if £ + 1 < r, then we divide our discussion into two
cases, whether 6(fo11 0 fr) € [0(fe),0(fo+1)]2r or not. If O(friq 0 fo) € [0(fe), 0(fr+1)]2- then we
note that an ordering (fi1,..., fr—1, fex1 © fo, fevo, ..., fn) is locally optimal for linear functions
fisooos foe1, fox10fe, foaos -y fn, and foi10 fo, foro, ..., fr satisfies the condition in the lemma.



Thus by repeatedly applying the argument above to fyr10fs, fearo, ..., fr, we can obtain the proof
of the first claim. If 0(fy11 o f;) = L then we note that an ordering (f1,..., fr—1, fe42,---, fn)
is locally optimal for linear functions fi,..., fr_1, fexo,-.-, fn, and feio, ..., f, satisfies the
condition in the lemma. Thus by repeatedly applying the argument above to fyio,..., fr, we
can obtain the proof of the first claim.

Next, we prove the second claim by showing that 6(f, o---o fy) € (0(f¢),0(fr)]2- U{L} and
O(fro--o fr) € [0(f0),0(fr))2r U{L}. By LemmasMand @2} 6(fi11) —6(fi) € (0,7)ax for any
i€n—1].

We first show 6(f.o-- 0 fr) € (0(fe),0(fr)]2r U{L}. By Lemmafd (i), we have 0(f,r10 fo) €
(0(fe),0(fr41))2x- By the first claim of lemma, 6(f. 0o frio) € [0(fea2),0(fr)]or U{L}. If
O(fro---o frie) = L then it proves the statement of the second claim because 0(f.o---o f;) =
O(fer10 feo) € (0(fe),0(fe+1))2r- On the other hand, if O(fr.o- -0 fry2) € [0(frr2),0(fr)])2r, then
O(fro---0 fora) — 0(fer1 0 fr) € [0,7])2x by Lemma [[Il Therefore, we have §(f, o---o fy) €
[0(fesr10 fo),0(fr o0 fora)lor U{L} C (6(f1),0(fr)]2= U{L}, where the first relationship is
followed by Lemma [ (i).

Similarly, we show 0(f, o---o fy) € [0(fe),0(fr))2= U{L}. By Lemmal[ (i), 0(f, o fr—1) €
(0(fr=1),0(fr))2z. By the first claim of lemma, 0(f,—20--- 0 f¢) € [0(fe),0(fr—2)]or U{L}. If
O(fr—o0---0 f;) = L then it proves the statement of the second claim because 0(f.o---o f;) =
O(fro fr—l) € (G(fr_l), H(fr))zw. On the other hand, if 6(f,_20---0 fg) S [H(fg), e(fr_z)]gﬂ then
O(fro fre1) —0(fr—20---0 fy) € [0,7m]2r by Lemma [[1l Therefore, we have 0(f, o---o fy) €
[O(fr—20---0 f0),0(fr o fr—1)]2x U{L} C [0(f1),0(fr))2r U {L}, where the first relationship is
followed by Lemma [ (i). O

Proof of Lemma 10 Without loss of generality, we assume that all f;’s are non-identical and
the locally optimal permutation is the identity permutation. Let Ai,..., )\, denote the reals
defined before Lemma [I4l Note that the identity permutation is counterclockwise if and only if
An < A1+ 27. Suppose to the contrary that A\, > Ay + 27, and define u and v by
u =min{i € [n] | \; > A\ + 27},
v =max{i € [n] |\ < Ay —27}.

3)

Then by definition, we have A\,+1 > A, — 27. Since o is locally optimal, it follows from Lemmas
[T and 12 that
Apt1 < Ap+7m < Ay — 71 < A1 (4)

which in particular implies v + 1 < v — 1. We define 1 and ¢ by
1 ="0(fyo- -0 f1),
02 = 0(fu—10---0 fur1).

Since 0(f1),...,0(fs) € [0(fu-1),0(fu)lor and 0(f1) € [0(fu-1),0(fu))2r by @) and 0(f.) —
O(fu-1) € (0,7)2; by Lemmas [[1] and [[2] Lemma [0 implies that

o1 € [0(fu-1),0(fu))2n- (5)

Note that 0 < A\y—1 — App1 < Ay—1 — A1 < 27 holds by (B) and (@), and thus it follows from
Lemmas [I3] and [I4] that
P2 € (a(fv+1)’9(fu71))27r- (6)

Furthermore, by the local optimality of o, Lemma [[1] implies that

P2 € [p1, 01 + mlor N [O(fu) — 7, 0(fu)]2n-

By this together with (&), we obtain ¢y € [p1,0(fu)]2x, which contradicts (B) and (@), since
0(fu) & (0(fv+1),0(fu=1))2x. Thus we have A, < A1 + 27, completing the proof. O
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By the following lemma, we can obtain the proof of Theorem [I (ii).

Lemma 15. Let o : [n] — [n] be a counterclockwise permutation for monotone linear func-
tions fi,..., fn. If it provides the identity, i.e., f°(x) = x, then any of the counterclockwise
permutations provides the identity.

The proof follows from the following property of the k-shifts of a permutation which produces
the identity.

Lemma 16. Let f1,..., f, be monotone linear functions. If a permutation o : [n] — [n] provides
the identity, i.e., f7(x) = x, then any k-shift o of o provides the identity.

Proof. By the equivalence of Lemma 8 (i), (fu oo fi1) o (fi 0 f1) = (fuo -0 i) o
(fno---o fry1) for any k € {0,1,...,n — 1}. This means that f7%(z) = f7(x). O

Proof of Lemmal[l3. We note that for any permutation v : [n] — [n], 0(f,) = O(fu+1))
implies that f¥ = f“*k+1 by Lemma [[l Since any of the counterclockwise permutations is
obtained by repeatedly applying this operation and k-shifting to o, Lemma provides the
proof. O

Proof of Theorem [ (ii). (ii-1) = (ii-2) follows from Lemmas [I0] and

For the converse direction, by Lemma [I0 we suppose, on the contrary, that all counterclock-
wise permutations provide the same non-identical function g. Since f;’s are not colinear, there
exists a non-identical linear function f; such that

H(fz) ¢ {0(9)70(9) + 77}2#- (7)

Consider a counterclockwise permutation o : [n] — [n] with o(1) =4, and let h = f, )0+ -0 f5(2)-
Then we have g = ho f;. Since 0(h) & {0(f:),0(fi) + 7}2- U{L} by ([0 and Lemma 8, Lemma
[0 (i) implies that h o f; # f; o h, which contradicts the assumption. O

3.3 Proof of Theorem [I] (iii)

We prove Theorem [T (iii) by showing the unimodality of f? for counterclockwise permutations
.

For a (finite) cyclically ordered set E = {e1,...,e,} with eg < eg < -+ < e, < e; and
a weakly ordered set S, a function g : £ — S is called unimodal if there exists two integers k
and ¢ in [m] such that g(er) < g(eg+1) < -+ < g(er) > glepr1) > -+ > g(ex—1) > g(ex). For
a permutation 7 : [n] — [n], we regard the set E. = {7m,...,Th—1,7n (= 7)} of its k-shifts as a
cyclically ordered set and let g(o) = f? for o € E;.

We show that f¢ is unimodal for counterclockwise permutations o by providing the following

adjacent property of f7, where an illustrative example is presented in Example [I9

Lemma 17. Let f1,..., fn be monotone linear functions. For a permutation o : [n] — [n], we
have
fa < min{fUl,fUn—l} = 9(f0)+7T € ( (fa(n) (fol))27ﬂ (8)
f7 > max{f7, fort = 0(f7) € (0(fom)), 0(fo1)))2n- (9)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that o is the identity permutation. To prove (8],
we assume that f7 < f°! and f? < f°»-1. Then we have

fo<fr e H(fno -0 f2) = 0(f1) € (0,7)2r
0(f7) € ( (f1),0(f1) + )2
O(f7) +m € (0(f1) — 7, 0(f1))2r,
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where the first and second equivalences follow from Lemmas [7 (i) and [ (i), respectively. Simi-
larly, by Lemmas[7 (i) and @ we obtain

fo<fort e 0(fn) —0(fn-10---0 f1) € (0,7)2r
& 0(f7) € (0(fn) = m,0(fn))2x
A H(fa) +7me (H(fn)’a(fn) + 7T)27r-

Thus we have

a(fa) +7me (H(fl) -, H(fl))%r N (a(fn)’ H(fn) + 7T)27r - (a(fn)a 9(f1))27r

To prove (@), assume that f7 > 7t and f? > fo~1. Then by applying an argument similar
to the proof of (§), we obtain

f7>f" e 0(fi) = 0(fno--of2) €(0,7)2r
& 0(f7) € (6’(fl)—7T 0(f1))2r,

fo> [t e 0(fu10---0f1) —0(fn) € (0,7)2r
& 0(f7) € (0(fn),0(fn) + 7T)2r,

which implies
H(fa) € (a(fl) - W’a(fl))%r N (H(fn)’a(fn) + 77)27r - (H(fn)’a(fl))%r
U

Lemma 18. Let 7: [n] — [n] be a counterclockwise permutation for monotone linear functions
fi,--., fn. Then f is unimodal for permutations o € E,.

Proof. If linear functions are colinear or potentially identical, then the statement in the lemma
holds by Theorem [I] (i) and Lemmas [I0 and Otherwise, by Lemma [0 we can take o that
is optimal and rename o}, to 0. We will show that (f7, f*,..., f7»=!) is unimodal.
Suppose, on the contrary, that the sequence is not unimodal. Define two positive integers ¢

and r by

¢=min{i € [n — 2] | f7 > foi+1},

r=min{i € [n—2] |1 > {, f7 < foH1}
Then we have

max{f7, f7} <min{f%, f7r+}. (10)

Let g1, 92, g3, and g4 be monotone linear functions defined by

91 = fo(e)© " 0 fo(1)s
92 = fo(r) O © foer1)s
93 = fo(r+1)
94 = fom)© 0 fomyo)-
Then we can see that
f7=ga0g30g20491,
f7" =g10940930 g,
Jr=g20g10g40g9s,
Jortt =g3o0g204g109s.
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Since f? < f°, g1,...,94 are not colinear by Theorem [II (i). Hence it follows from Lemma [I0I
that (g1,...,94) is counterclockwise. Moreover, by Lemma [I7] and (I0)), we have

O(grogsogoogr)+m

€ (9(94)?9(91))27F3

0(groga0gsoge) € (0(g1),0(92))2r, (1)
O(g2og10ogs093) +m € (0(92),0(93))2x>
0(g30g2091094) € (0(93),0(94))2r-

We show that (II]) derives a contradiction by separately considering the following three cases.

Case 1. If [ ;¢ a(fi) = 1, then we have 6(f") € {0,7} for any permutation v : [n] — [n].
Therefore, (II]) implies that {0,7} N (0(gi),0(gi+1))2x # O for any ¢ € [4], where we denote
g5 = g1. However, this contradicts that (g1, ..., g4) is counterclockwise.

Case 2. If J[;¢, a(fi) <1, then we have 6(f") € (0,m) for any permutation v : [n] — [n].
Therefore, the following four sets are nonempty: (6(g1),0(92))2-N(0,7), (6(g2),0(g3))2-N (7, 27),
(0(93),6(g94))2- N (0,7), and (0(g4),0(g1))2x N (7, 27). This again contradicts that (g1,...,94) is
counterclockwise.

Case 3. Otherwise (i.e., [[;cf, @(fi) > 1), it can be proven similarly to Case 2. In fact,
0(f") € (m,2m) holds for any permutation v : [n] — [n]. Hence, we have the following four

nonempty sets: (6(g1),6(g2))2x N (m,2m), (0(g2),0(g3))2r N (0,7), (0(g3),0(g4))2r N (m,27), and
(0(94),6(g1))2= N (0, 7), which again contradicts that (g1,...,g4) is counterclockwise. O

Example M9 provides an instance for the unimodality. In the next subsection, we further
prove a stronger property of counterclockwise permutations.

Example 19. Consider the following five monotone linear functions

1 1
f1:§x—|—1, f2:§x—1, fa=2x—-2 f=2x—1, and f5 = 3x.

Then their vectors are given as follows (See Figure[3):

— 1 - -1 - -2 - -1 - 0
f1=<l>7 f2:<g>7 f3=<_1>7 f4=<_1>, and f5=<_2>-
2 3
Note that the identity permutation id : [n] — [n] is counterclockwise for f;’s, and moreover, by

Lemma [I0l, we can see that it is optimal, since

. : 27 . 19 13 2
fid =2z —23 fidt =2y — 77 fldz = 2p — 69 flds = 2p — 33 flde = 2p — 33

which also shows that (f'4, fidv, fidz fids fida) s ynimodal.

l1—a
f2 fi 6+
0(f'%) o b
g I
Y/
Figure 3: The vector representation for fi,..., fs.
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Proof of Theorem [ (iii). Without loss of generality, we can assume that all f;’s are non-identical.
To show the only-if part, let us assume without loss of generality that an optimal permutation
o :[n] — [n] for f;’s is the identity. Then o is counterclockwise for f;’s by Lemma [I0l We also
note that 0(f, o---o fo) and 6(f,—1 0 --- o f1) are both non-identical by Lemma [I3 Since o is
optimal, Lemma [7 implies

0(fno---0fa) = 0(f1), 0(fn) = O0(fn-10---0f1) € [0,7]sr.

By this together with Lemma [0 we have

0(f7) € [0(f1),0(f1) + 7mlax 0 [0(fn) — 7,0(fn)]2r,

which is equivalent to the condition

9(f0)+7r € [a(fl)_ﬂ-’a(fl)]%f N [a(fn)’a(fn)+77]27r-

Therefore, we have 6(f7) +m € [0(fn), 0(f1)]2x, which completes the proof of the only-if part.
For the if-part, we assume that the identity o (= id) is counterclockwise for f;’s and satisfies
that 0(f7) + m € [0(fn), 0(f1)]2r- We first show the following two containment relationships:

0(f1) € [0(f7) = 0(f7))2r, (12)

0(fn) € (0(57),0(f%) + 7lon- (13)

To prove (I2), suppose, on the contrary, that 6(f1) € [0(f7),0(f?) + m)2r. Then it follows that
0(f7) +m € (0(f1),0(f1) +7lax N [0(f0),0(f1)]2r, (14)

which implies that 6(f,) € (0(f1),0(f1) + 7]ar. Since o is counterclockwise, it holds that
0(f:) € [0(f1),0(f1) + 7|2x for any i € [n]. By this together with non-colinearity of f;’s, Lemma
[M implies that 0(f7) € (6(f1),0(fn))2r C (O(f1),0(f1) + 7)2x, which contradicts (I4]). Thus we
have (I2).

Similarly, to prove ([I3]), we suppose, on the contrary, that 6(f,) € (0(f7)—m,0(f)]2x. Then
it follows that

9(f0)+7r € [a(fn)_ﬂ’a(fn))Qw N [a(fn)’e(fl)]%ra (15)

which implies that 0(f1) € [0(fn) — m,0(fn))2z. Since o is counterclockwise, it holds that
0(f;) € [0(fn) —m,0(fn)]2r for any i € [n]. By this together with non-colinearity of f;’s, Lemma
[[ implies that 0(f7) € (0(f1),0(fn))2x € (0(fn) — 7, 0(fn))2r, which contradicts (I5). Thus we
have (I3)).

Let us denote two integers £ and r by

¢ =min{i € [n] | O(fi) #2x 0(f7) + 7},
r=max{i € [n] | 0(f;) #2r 0(f7) + 7}

Then it follows from Lemmas [@] [7, and [@ that f° = f° for any i with 0 < ¢ < forr <i < n.
By Lemma [I8], we only need to show that f¢ < f°¢ and f7 < for-1.

By Lemma [ we note that f7 (= fo-1) < f9 if and only if 8(f;—10---0 fio fo---0
foes1) — 0(fe) € (0,7)2x, which is also equivalent to 6(f,) € (0(f7) — m,0(f%))2-. If £ =1, then
this is satisfied by (I2), since 0(f1) #ar 0(f7) — m by the definition of [. If £ > 1, we again have
0(fe) € (0(f7) — 7,0(f%))2x by Lemma [1, since otherwise, 0(f;) € [0(f),0(f°) + 7|or holds
for all i, which together with their non-colinearity implies that 6(f7) € (6(f?),0(f7) + 7)2x, &
contradiction. Therefore, we can conclude that f7 < f7¢.
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Similarly, we note that f7 (= fo7) < fo ! if and only if 0(f,) — 0(fr—10---0 fiofpo---0
fr41) € (0,7)2-, which is also equivalent to 6(f,) € (6(f?),0(f7) + m)2z. If ¥ = n, then this
is satisfied by ([d3]), since 0(f,) F#2r 0(f7) + 7 by the definition of r. If r < n, we again have
0(fr) € (6(f%),0(f°) + m)2r by Lemma [1 since otherwise 0(f;) € [0(f7) — 7,0(f7)]2, holds
for all 4, which together with their non-colinearity implies that 6(f?) € (6(f?) — 7, 0(f7))2r, a
contradiction. Therefore, we can conclude that f° < fo =1, which completes the proof. O

3.4 Structural Properties of Composition of Monotone Linear Functions.

We have proved the various properties of the optimal permutations so far. Using them, we will
show the local structure of composition of monotone linear functions. We obtain the following
interesting properties.

Theorem 20. For monotone linear functions fi,..., fn, a permutation o : [n] — [n] is optimal
if and only if it is locally optimal.

Proof. Note that the only-if part is immediate from the definitions, and moreover, the if part
follows from Theorem [ (i), if f;’s are colinear. Thus, we only consider the if part when f;’s
are not colinear. Let o : [n] — [n] be a locally optimal permutation for f;’s. By lemma [I0]
the o is counterclockwise. Hence Theorem [I] (ii) implies that ¢ is optimal for f;’s if they are
potentially identical. On the other hand, if they are not potentially identical, then by Theorem
[l (iii), for any counterclockwise permutation v, there exists an optimal permutation p € N(v).
This implies that ¢ must be optimal, which completes the proof. ]

For a cyclically ordered set E = {ey,..., e} and a weakly ordered set S, a function g : £ —
S is called strictly unimodal if 1) it is unimodal and 2) g(er) = g(ex+1) implies that they attain
either minimum or maximum.

Theorem 21. Let 7 : [n] — [n] be a counterclockwise permutation for monotone non-identical
linear functions f1,..., fn. Then f is strictly unimodal for permutations o € E.. Furthermore,
if fls are not potentially identical or colinear, then fo¢ = fo+1 implies exactly one of the
following two conditions.

(i) o and oy1 are minimum permutations in their shifts (i.e., fo¢ = fox+! = ming<j<, %)

such that 0(fyaq1)) +7 =27 O(f7F).

(ii) ox and oky1 are mazimum permutations in their shifts (i.e., f7% = fo%+1 = maxo<j<n )

such that O0(fy(+1)) =2x O(fk).

Proof. Since the second statement of the theorem implies strict unimodality of f for counter-
clockwise permutations, we only show the second one. We assume without loss of generality that
o is the identity and k = 0. By Lemmal[7l f7 = f° implies that 0(f?), 6(f1), and O(fro---0 f2)
are colinear. Hence, either 0(f;) +m =2, 6(f?) or 6(f1) = 0(f?) holds. In the former case, f°
is minimum by Theorem [l which implies (i) in the theorem.

For the latter case, let us assume that 6(f1) = 6(f?). Let £ = min{i € [n] | 0(f;) # 0(f1)}
and r = max{i € [n] | (f;) # 0(f1)}. Then by Lemmas [0 [7, and [ it holds that

FOr == Ol = T = Ol == O (16)

We shall show that f¢ > f9 and f? > f°r—! which completes the proof by Lemma [I8]
In order to show that f7 > fo, we claim that 6(f,) € (0(f?),0(f%) + m)ar. If it is not
the case, ie., 0(f¢) € [0(f7) — 7, 0(f7)]2x, then any i € [n] satisfies 6(f;) € [0(f¢), 0(f1)]2r €

0(f7)—m,0(f%)]2x, since o is counterclockwise. Lemmas [6] and @], together with non-colinearity
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of fi’s imply that 0(f7) € (0(f7)—n,0(f?))2r, which is a contradiction. Thus our claim holds. By
this together with Lemma[@ and (I6]), we have 6(fy_10---0ofiof,0---0fer1) € (O(fe)—m,0(f¢))2r
Therefore, Lemma [ implies that f7 = fo¢-1 > fo¢,

Similarly, we can prove that f > f-1. In fact, we have 0(f,) € (6(f?) 0(f7))2r, which

-,
together with Lemma [0 and (I6]) implies 0(f,—10---0 fio fpo---0 frr1) € (6(fr),0(fr) + T)2r.
Therefore, by Lemma [7] we have f7 = fo > for-1, O

By this theorem, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 22. Let f1,..., fn be monotone non-identical linear functions. If a counterclockwise
permutation o : [n] — [n] for them satisfies f7 < f71, f7 < fon=1 and 0(fo(1)) # 0(f7), then it
is optimal for them.

Proof. Tt follows from Theorem [ (iii) and Theorem [2]] O

4 Composition of Nondecreasing Linear Functions

In this section, we deal with the case in which aln this section, we characterize optimal com-

position orderings for monotone nondecreasing linear functions fi, ..., fy, i.e., a(f;) > 0 for all

i € [n]. Since the monotone (increasing) case has been treated in Section Bl we assume that

a(f;) = 0 for some i. Note that any permutation o : [n| — [n] provides a constant function f

if some f; is a constant. We first show that this case can be transformed to the monotone case.
For a linear function f and a real number €, we define f(© as follows

() — f(z) if a(f) #0,
fe) {f(w)—i—ex if a(f)=0. (17)

We denote ff()n) 0---0 ff()l) by (f©))e.

Lemma 23. For any linear functions f1,..., fn, there exists a real number r > 0 such that
(fD7 < (f P implies f7 < fP for any two permutations o,p : [n] — [n] and any real € with
le| < r.

Proof. Let o,p : [n] — [n] be two permutations. If f < f holds, then the statement in the
lemma clearly holds. We thus consider the case in which f? > f?. Define § and A by

6 =min{|B(f7) = B | B(f7) # B}
A= max{‘a(fl)‘7 (R ’O‘(fn)’v ‘ﬂ(fl)’a SR ‘ﬂ(fn)‘}

Since A = 0 implies that f7 = f? = 0, we assume that A > 0. Note that B((f(¥)?) can be
expressed as a polynomial in € of degree at most n with the absolute value of each coefficient
at most A" In addition, S(f?) is the constant term of a polynomial for B((f(¥)?), since
B(fO)7) = B(£7). We thus denote B((f())7) by P, (e)+ B(f7), where P, (¢) is a polynomial of
degree at most n—1 with the absolute value of each coefficient at most A™. Let r = min{1, zn%}
and fix € to satisfy |¢| < r. Then we have

(fD7 = (fO) = BI(f)7) = BS))

B(f7) = B(P) + e(Fo(e) = Pple))
& — e(|Po ()] + [ Pp(e)])
5~

e(2nA™) > 0.

A\VARYS

16



We remark that the lemma does not make use of nondecreasing property on f;’s. Lemma
23 states that the optimality for fl(E), e f,(f) implies the one for fi,..., fy, if || is sufficiently
small. In other words, an optimal permutation can be computed by making use of an algorithm
for the monotone case.

Lemma 24. Let f1,..., f, be linear functions. For a sufficiently small ¢ > 0, any optimal
permutation for fi(e) ’s is also optimal for f;’s.

Proof. Tt follows from Lemma 23] O

However, we need to be careful about e, which will be mentioned in Section Bl Furthermore,
we can note that the converse of Lemma 23] does not hold in general, which can be seen in the
following example.

Example 25. Let us consider four monotone nondecreasing functions f1, fo, f3, and f4 given
by
fi=2x+2 fo=x+4+2, fs=0+1, f =22 —3.

Note that they are non-colinear and not potentially identical. The identity permutation is coun-

terclockwise and optimal. Since f3 is a constant function, we have fs = f3o foo fi = fso fio fo,
and hence fyo fso fi o fo provided by a non-counterclockwise permutation is also optimal.

We now characterize optimal composition orderings for nondecreasing linear functions. Let
f1,..., fn be nondecreasing linear functions, at least one of which is a constant. Then we first
note that any permutation o : [n| — [n] produces a constant function f?. Moreover, for a
permutation o : [n] — [n], let g, be the largest integer ¢ € [n] such that f,(,) is a constant, i.e.,
¢o = max{q | a(fy(g)) = 0}. Then as seen in Example23], we have f7 = f, )0+ 0 fo(4,), Which
implies that f7 = f9° for any permutation p such that p(i) = i for any i € [¢s,n]. In other
words, the functions composited before the last constant function can be ordered arbitrarily.

The following two theorems respectively correspond to Theorem [ (i) and (iii) for the mono-
tone case, where we define

Bmin = min{B(f;) | a(fi) = 0}, (18)
BopTr = min{f” | o€ E}. (19)

Here ¥ denotes the set of all permutations of [n].

Theorem 26. Let f1,..., f,, be monotone nondecreasing linear functions at least one of which
is a constant. Then the following three statements are equivalent.

(1) Any fl Satisﬁes H(fl) € [e(ﬁmln) -, 9(5min)]27r U {J—}
(ii) Bopr = Bmin-

(iii) Optimal permutations o : [n] — [n] for fi’s are those that satisfies that fy(q.), fo(go+1)s- >
Jo(n) are colinear.

Theorem 27. Let f1,..., fn, be monotone nondecreasing linear functions at least one of which
is a constant. If there exists a linear function f; such that 0(f;) € (0(Bmin)s8(Pmin) + 7)
(equivalently, BopT < Bmin), then the following two statements are equivalent.

(i) A permutation o : [n] — [n] is optimal.
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(ii) A permutation o : [n] — [n] can be composed by o = pop for a counterclockwise permutation
p: [n] = [n] such that O(f*) +7 € [0(fur)): 0(fucs)))2n, where s and t denote the first and
last integers i such that fy ;) is non-identical, and a permutation p : [n] — [n] such that

pli) = i for any i € [g,,n).

We remark that there exists no case corresponding to Theorem [ (ii), since f is a constant
for any permutation o. In this section, we also show that the local optimality implies the global
optimality for the nondecreasing case.

Theorem 28. For monotone nondecreasing linear functions fi, ..., fn, a permutation o : [n] —
[n] is optimal if and only if it is locally optimal.

In order to prove Theorems 26, 27 and 28 we provide a few lemmas. Recall that for a real
¢, the symbol 6(c) denotes the angle of the linear function ¢ (= 0z + ¢).

Lemma 29. For any linear function r, we have the following three equivalences.
(i) r(c)<c & 0(r) e (0(c),0(c) + m)ar.
(ii) r(c) =c < 0(r) € {0(c),0(c) +m, L}.
(iii) 7(c) > ¢ < 6(r) € (8(c) — 7,0(c))2x.

Proof. Tt follows from Lemmas [0l and [7l O
Lemma 30. Let f1,..., f, be monotone nondecreasing linear functions at least one of which is

a constant. Let o : [n] — [n] be a local optimal permutation for f;’s. Then we have the following
four statements.

(i) f7 < Bumin-

(ii) fo(gr) = Prmin-

(il)) 0(fo@y) € 10(f7) —m,0(Bmin)]or U {L} for any i € [g5].
(iv) 0(fo)) € [0(Bmin), O(f7) + 7] U {L} for any i € [go, n].

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that o is the identity. Let ¢ be an index with
fi(x) = Pmin- If i = n, then we have f% = Bpin. On the other hand if i < n, then f% = By
and o; is a neighbor of . These imply (i). To show the rest of the properties, we note that the
following inequalities hold by the local optimality:

Jno-rofgqr0fiofo, 0 0 fiyr o ficro--rofi > f7, (20)
filf?) = fiofao-ofizrioficno-ofi = f° (21)

for any ¢ € [g, — 1]. Since f,, is a constant, (20) implies
filfa,) = fiofg o -0 fir1 2 fo, 00 fi = fo (22)

Let f; be a constant, i.e., a(f;) = 0. Then by the definition of ¢,, we have i < ¢,, which together
with ([22)) implies (ii), since f; = fi(fy,). Moreover, by (22), (2I)), and Lemma 29, we have

H(fz) € ([a(ﬁmin) -, a(ﬁmin)]%r ) {J—}) N ([a(fa) -, H(fa)]%r U {J-})
for any i € [g, — 1]. Since (i) implies 6(f?) > 6(Bmin), it holds that

H(fl) € [H(fg) -, e(ﬁmin)]%r U {J—}’
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which proves (iii).
For any integer i € [¢,,n], define a real v; by v; = fjo---o f, . Then by the local optimality
of o, we have vj11 = fiz10 fio---ofs < fio---0 fg o fiy1 = v;. That is, the sequence

Ugo s Vgy+1s - - - » Up 1S nON-increasing. This implies that v; € [vp, vg, | = [f7, Bmin] for any i € [¢o, n].
Moreover, since vi+1 = fit1(vi) < v;, Lemma 29 implies that 6(fi+1) € [0(vi),0(vi) + 7] U{L} C
[0(Bmin), 0(f7) + 7] U {L}, which completes the proof. O

We are now ready to prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem [28. By Theorem 20|, it is sufficient to prove the case where at least one of
fi’s is a constant. We assume without loss of generality that the identity o is local optimal
for fi’s. Recall that f,, = Bmin by Lemma and f, o--- 0o fq 41 is an optimal function
for fyo+1,..., fn by Theorem Supposing to the contrary that Sopr < f, we construct a
permutation 7 : [n] — [n] such that

I fr<fo,
(II) fT(qT) = Bmin,
(D) {7(9) [ i > g0} = [g- + 1,7},

which completes the proof, since the existence of such a permutation 7 contradicts fy, = Bmin
and the optimality of fp,o---o f, 4+1.

Let 0 be an optimal permutation, and let v; = for(;) 00 for(q.) for i € [g5+,n]. By
recalling the proof of Lemma [B0] we have v, < --- < Vg« = Pmin, and moreover there exists
an optimal permutation o* such that v, < --- < vy . = Buin. Assume that o* satisfies the
property. Then there exists an £ € [g,« 4+ 1,n] such that vy < f7 < vy_;. Let 7 denote the ¢-shift
of 0%, i.e., 7 = o}, where we define o}, = o*. Note that this 7 satisfies (I) and (II). Moreover,
since v;—1 € [f7, Bmin) and fr)(vi—1) < vy for any i € [g; + 1,n],Lemmas 29 (i) and B0 (iv)
imply that {7(7) | ¢ > ¢;} C [¢o + 1,n]. Again by Lemmas 29 and B0l (iv), any i € [¢, + 1,7]
satisfies at least one of the following two inequalities:

fi(ﬁmin) < /Bmin and fz(fT) < fT7 (23)

which respectively imply that

Jrmyo o frgry o frgy o frgy oo frq) < f7 and

<
= 24
fT(]) Of’T(n) O”'OfT(j'f'l) Of’T(_]—l) O---ofT(l) S fT, ( )

if an index j € [¢ — 1] satisfies 7(j) € [gs + 1,n]. In either case, a new permutation 7 cor-
responding to the left hand sides of (24)) satisfies (23]). Therefore, by repeatedly applying this
modification, we can obtain a permutation 7 that satisfies (I), (II) and (III), completing the
proof. O

Lemma and Theorem state that 6(Bmin) and 6(Bopr) + ™ provide the boundaries of
optimal permutations. The following lemma proves the equivalence of (i) and (ii) in Theorem

Lemma 31. Let f1,..., f, be monotone nondecreasing linear functions at least one of which is

a constant. Then Bopt = Pmin if and only if 0(f;) € [0(Bmin) — T, (Bmin)]2x U{ L} holds for any
i € [n].
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Proof. Suppose on the contrary that there exists a linear function f; such that 6(f;) € (6(Bmin),
0(Bmin) + ™)ox, and let f; = 0x + Bmin. Then consider a permutation o : [n] — [n] with
o(n—1) =i and o(n) = j. Since f7 = f;(Pmin), Lemma 29] implies that f” < Suyin, which
concludes that SopT < Bmin-

On the other hand, if all f;’s satisfy 6(f;) € [0(Bmin) — 7, 0(Bmin)]or U {L}, then for any
optimal permutation o : [n] — [n] for fi’s, we have f7 = f;;) 0+ 0 fo(q,+1)(Bmin) by Lemma
(ii). It follows from Lemmas [ and [ that

a(fa(n) Or--0 fa(qg—l—l)) € [a(ﬂmin) -, a(ﬂmin)]Qﬂ U {L}7
which together with Lemmas 29 and (i) implies that SopT = Bmin- O

Proof of Theorem [26. By Lemma BT, (i) and (ii) are equivalent. If SopT = Bmin, then Lemma
30 (iii) and (iv) imply that any optimal permutation o : [n] — [n] for f;’s satisfies i < ¢, for any
i with 0(fo;)) € (0(Bmin) — 7,0(Bmin))2-- On the other hand, if a permutation o satisfies the
condition above, then we have f7 = f(,) 0+ 0 fo(q,+1)(Bmin) = Pmin, Where the last equality
follows from Lemma (ii). This implies that o is optimal for f;’s, proving the implication of
(i) = (iii).

To show (iii) = (i), let f; satisfy 0(f;) € (6(Bmin); 0(Bmin) + m) for some j and assume
that the identity id is optimal for f;’s. Then by Lemma (iv), the inequality j > ¢iq must
hold, since 0(Bmin) < 0(Bopt). However, (iii) does not imply this property, which completes the
proof. O

Proof of Theorem [27, By Lemmas (i) and BIl, we have SopT < Bmin if and only if some f;
satisfies 6(f;) € (0(Bmin), 0(Bmin) + 7).

To show (i) = (ii), let us first assume that the identity id : [n] — [n] is optimal for f;’s. By
Lemma B0, 6(Bmin) and 0(Bopt) + 7 are the boundaries of {6(f;) | i < gia} and {0(f;) | i > ¢a}-
Thus we only have to prove that fg 41, -, fn is counterclockwise. Since they are monotone,
Theorem [l implies that it is true if the following condition is not satisfied.

{,o+m} € {0(fi) [i>aqa} S {,+m L} (25)

for some ¢ with 0 <1 < 7. Note that ¢ = (f;) for some j, since 6(Bmin) < 0(SopT). Suppose
on the contrary that (25]) is satisfied. Then by repeatedly applying Lemma [ (ii), we have

H(fno"'ofqm-i-l) € {¢7¢+7T7L}'

Since BopT < Pmin, Lemma 29] (i) implies that 8(f, o --- o fg,+1) = . By Lemma (8 we have

0(Bopt) € (0(Bmin), V),

which contradicts that ¢ + 7 < 6(Bopr) + 7 by Lemma B0 (iv).

To show that (ii) = (i), let u : [n] — [n] be a counterclockwise permutation that satisfies
O(f*) + 7 € [0(fum))s 0(fua))ler- Since f# = fH°P for any permutation p : [n] — [n] such
that p(i) = i for any i € [g,,n|, it is enough to show that p is optimal for f;’s. By (i)
= (ii), which has already been proven, we can take an optimal permutation v such that
O(f") +7m € [0(fumn)), O(fu(1))2n and py, = v for some k. Suppose on the contrary that f < f*.
Then we have {0(f,1)),--->0(fum))} S [O(f*) +m,0(f”) +7]U{L} and

I = Fuwy o0 fuy © fumy © - 0 fukr)
= fumwy oo fuy(f*) < fH
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where the second equality follows because any constant function in f;’s is in { f,,(x+1), - - - fun) -
This together with Lemma 29 implies that

O(fury © -0 fuy) € (O(f1),0(f") + ), (26)

which contradicts {6(f,1)),---,0(fum)} S [O(fF) +m,0(f) + 7] U{L}.
U

We note that the equivalence of (i) and (ii) in Theorem 27 does not imply that SopT < Smin-
Before concluding this section, we mention the maximization problem.

Remark 32. As discussed in Section[2, the maximization for f;’s is equivalent to the minimiza-
tion for fi’s given by ). Thus all the results for monotone nondecreasing functions are applica-
ble for the mazimization problem. Since the mapping (0l) is the reflection across the (1 — a)-axis
in the vector representation, we can obtain the results by exchanging the term “counterclockwise”
by “clockwise”.

5 Composition of General Linear Functions

In this section, we discuss the composition for general linear functions fi,..., f,, where an
example of composition for general linear functions is given in Example B3l Let k& denote
the number of monotone decreasing functions in them, i.e., k = |{i € [n] | a(f;) < 0}|. In

Sections B] and @, we provided structure characterizations for the composite when k& = 0, and
as their corollary we presented a polynomial-time algorithm for the minimization/maximization
for monotone nondecreasing linear functions. In this section, we present several structural
properties for the composites of general linear functions and show fixed-parameter tractability
for the minimization problem with respect to k, whose complexity status was open [12].

In the rest of this section, we mainly restrict our attention to the case in which no linear
function is identical or constant, i.e., f; # = and «(f;) # 0 for all i € [n]. Note that the identical
function plays no role in optimal composition, and Lemma 24] in Section El implies that the
general composition problem can be transformed to this case, by using fl-(e)’s for some ¢ > 0.
We remark that our algorithm does not make use of € explicitly, since the orderings of angles
H(fi(e))’s are only needed.

Example 33. Let f; (i =1,...7) be linear functions defined by

1 2 1 3
flzgxa f2:§x+1a f3:x+§a f4:—$—3, f5:CC—1, fﬁzgxa f7:2$+1,

where all but fqi are monotone. The vector representation is shown in Fig. Note that the
identity permutation provides an optimal function fro---o f1. Recall that 0(fy1)) —0(fo@)) €
[0, 7]ar holds for any optimal (i.e., minimum) permutation o of monotone linear functions by
Lemmal[7 However, this crucial property for monotone linear functions does not hold in general.
For example, the instance satisfies 0(f2) — 0(f1) € (m,2m). Instead, we point out the following
properties: f3o foo fi is provided by a mazimum permutation for fi, fo, and f3, while fro fgo fs5
s provided by a minimum permutation for fs, fg, and f7.

To see the properties mentioned in Example B3] We define two sets L7 and U? of monotone
nondecreasing linear functions. For a permutation o : [n] — [n], let n{,...,nJ be integers such
that

0(=ng) < n{ < -+ <nf <n+l(=nf,)
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Figure 4: The vector representation for fi, ..., f7.

and a(fa(n;;)) < 0 for all j € [k]. For j € {0,1,...,k}, let

I7 ={ien]|n] <i<ni,}

and define
L= |J If and U°= ] I7.
k—7j:even k—j:0dd
By definition, the set of indices of all monotone nondecreasing functions {i € [n] | a(fo@)) =
0} is partitioned into L and U. In the example in Example B3, we have Li¢ = 11 = {5 6,7}
and U'Y = 1id = {1,2,3}.
For an integer j € {0,...,k}, define linear functions

Tifn? = fa(i) for 7€ Ija

Lemma 34. Let o : [n] — [n] be an optimal permutation for non-constant and non-identical
linear functions fi,..., fn. For an integer j € {0,...,k}, let r; (i € I7) be defined as above.
Then we have the following two statements.

(i) Ifk—j is even, then the identity id : [[I7|] — [|I7]] is a minimum permutation forry,. .. SAVE
(i) Ifk—j is odd, then the identityid : [|I7|] — [|I7]] is a mazimum permutation forri,. .. S TI9) -

Proof. Define p = foy0---o0 fa(n;_;ﬂ) and q = fa(n;;) o0 fy1). Then we have f7 =po rig| ©
<~-orjogq. If k—jis even, then p is monotone (increasing). This implies that Tlgg| © -1 0T
is provided by a minimum permutation for r;’s. On the other hand, if £ — j is odd, then p is
monotone decreasing. We can see that 7| 7)o om is provided by a maximum permutation for

ri’s. O

Lemmal34] together with Theorem [land Remark[32] implies that each interval I; is permuted
either counterclockwisely or clockwisely, unless all the functions in I; are colinear. The following
lemma states that not only intervals I;’s but also L7 and U? satisfy such a property if o
is optimal. Let L° = {{1,...,{| 0|} and U = {u1,...,uys}, where {1 < -+ < {0 and
up < -+ < wuyel, and let

P = fU(Zi) for i€ HLUH and ¢; = fa(ui) for i€ HUJH

Lemma 35. Let o : [n] — [n] be an optimal permutation for non-constant and non-identical lin-
ear functions fi,..., fn. Let p; (i € [|[L?]]) and ¢; (i € [|U|]) denote monotone linear functions
defined as above. Then we have the following two statements.
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(i) The identity id : [|L?|] — [|L?|] is counterclockwise for p;’s, unless they are colinear.
(ii) The identity id : [|U?|] — [|U?|] is clockwise for g;’s, unless they are colinear.

Proof. We first prove the case where k is even. Note that

7 Ig Ig
A A P G
o
f7=Djej o op|Le|—j1g|+1° Gkj2 0 © G2 O Pl1g|4(15) © O P|Ig+1° g1 o Pjg 0 opr (27)
174

= hgja41 ©Que|© O Quo—jrz_ |41 © hgp o -

g 7
——
© h3 © qrg|+1g)© -0 qg|+1° ho2 o qgjo---oqi o hy, (28)
where
for k
g = fa(ngj) o fo(ngj—l) 0---0 fg(ngjfl) orjesl, ..., 31
‘ k+1
h] = fU("gj_1) o fo.(ngj_l_l) O-++-0 fo_(ngj_Q) fOI‘ ] 6 {1, ceey ’VT-‘ } 5

and we set fo(ni1) = fo(0) = -

Since all the linear functions in the right-hand side of (27)) are monotone, Theorem [Il implies
(i) of the lemma. Since all the linear functions in the right-hand side of (28] but hy and hy /44
are monotone, Theorem [I] and Remark B2 imply (ii) of the lemma.

We next prove the case where k is odd. In this case, we have

Jo

k—1
7 = Gk+1)/2 °Quei O o que—j1g_|+1 © G(k-1)/2 © "
I3 Ig
——~—
© g2 © qg|+Ig| - qIg|+1 © 91 © qg|°---°4q1- (29)

Iy

= P|Lo| O OP|Lo|—|Ig]+1 © h(k+1)/2 o -
13 7
——NN—
© hg © Prejyjig|© - 0Pg+10 he o pirgjo---opr o hy. (30)

Note that all the functions in (29) and (30) but hy and g4 1)/ are monotone, and thus (i) and
(ii) in the lemma can be proved. O

By Lemma BE, L° and U? are permuted counterclockwisely and clockwisely, respectively.
Moreover, the following crucial lemma shows that they are partitioned by two angles ¥ and

(See Lemma [36] (iii)). For an set I C [n], let 0(1) = {0(fo(;)) | 1 € I}.

Lemma 36. There exists an optimal permutation o : [n] — [n] for non-constant and non-
identical linear functions f1,..., fn such that

1) foey (L € L7) are permuted counterclockwisely,
ii) fo) (uw€U?) are permuted clockwisely,

(
(
(iii) O(L7) C [ib1, ] and O(U?) C (g, ¥1)ax for some two angles 1y € (0,7) and ¥ € (m, 27),
(iv) 0(I%) NO(I7) = 0 for any distinct s and t.
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In order to prove Lemma [36], we first show the following weak partitionability.

Lemma 37. Let fy,...,fn be non-constant and non-identical linear functions, at least one
of which is monotone decreasing. For any optimal solution o for f;’s, there exist two angles

1 € (0,7) and g € (m,27) such that O(L7) C [11,12] and O(U?) C [12, ¥1]or-

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that the identity id is optimal for f;’s. First, we
show that if (f;) = m then i € L4 and if 8(f;) = 0 then i € U'Y. Suppose on the contrary
that there exists an ¢ € U4 such that 6(f;) = 7. Let g = f,0---0 f;11 then a(g) < 0 by the
definition of U. Then we have go f; > f; o g by Lemma [f and 0(g) € (0, 7), which contradicts
the optimality of id. Similarly, suppose on the contrary that there exists an i € L9 such that
6(fi;) = 0. To obtain a contradiction, we divide the discussion into two cases, whether a(f;) < 0
for some j with j > ¢ or not. If such j exists, then let j be the minimum integer which satisfies
the statement above and g = fjo---o fi11. Then we have go f; < f; 0o g by Lemma [@, which
contradicts the optimality of id, because a(f, o -+ o f;11) < 0 by the definition of L'9. On
the other hand, if no such j satisfies a(f;) < 0, then there exists j < i such that a(f;) < 0
by the assumption. Let j be the maximum integer which satisfies the statement above and
g = fic10---0 fj. Then we have f;og > go f; by Lemma [ which contradicts the optimality
of id, because a(f, o ---o f;) > 0 by the definition of L.

Next, we discuss a monotone f; such that 6(f;) ¢ {0,7}. For any ¢ € L'Y and v € U'Y, we
claim that the following two implications are satisfied.

0 < 0(f0),0(f) < 7 = 0(f)) > 0(f), (31)
T < 0(f),0(fu) < 2 = 0(f) < 0(f.).

We first consider the case £ < u. Let 1 = 0(f,_10---0 for1). By definition of L4 and U, it
holds that a(f,—1 00 frr1) < 0, which implies ¥ € (0,7). Since f, o--- o f,41 is monotone
decreasing (i.e., a(fn 00 fu,4+1) < 0), the optimality of id implies that

¢—0(fu), H(fé)—¢ S [077T]27T'

Hence we have

0 < 0(fu)
™ < 0(fr)

On the other hand, if u < ¢, let ©» = 6(f;—10---0 fu11). Then ¥ € (0,7) by the definition
of L' and U'. Since fno---0 fei1 is monotone and id is optimal, we have

¥ =0(fu), 0(fe) =¥ € [0,7]or,

which implies ([32]) and (33)).
Therefore, B1) holds for any £ € L'Y and u € U4, completing the proof. O

v < 0(fy) < if 0 < 0(f),0(fu) < 7 (32)
v+ < 0(fy) < 2w it m < 0(f0),0(fu) < 2m. (33)

Note that Lemmas 35 and B7 do not imply the polynomial solvability of optimal composition
if k£, the number of decreasing functions, is a constant, since it is not clear how to partition linear
functions with the same angle. The following lemma states that some optimal permutation o
makes linear functions with the same angle contained in the same interval I7.

Proof of Lemma[30. Let o : [n] — [n] be an optimal permutation for f;’s. Then it satisfies the
conditions in Lemmas and 37 For two integers s and ¢ with s < ¢, assume that i, € I7
and 4y € If satisfy 0(f,i,)) = 0(fou,))- Let ¢ = fou,—1)© -+ © fo@i,+1), and consider the
composition fy(;,) © g © fo(,). By Lemma [1 and the optimality of o, we must have 0(g) €
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{H(f(,(is)), H(fa(zs)) + 7T}27T @] {L}, Wthh 1mphes fo‘(it) ©cgo fo‘(is) = go fo‘(it) [e) fo‘(is)' Thus the
permutation corresponding to this modification is also optimal for f;’s. By repeatedly applying
this modification, we can arrive at an optimal permutation that satisfies (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv)
in the lemma, if no j satisfies 6(17) = {\, A + 7} for some A. If 0(17) = {A\, A + 7} for some j,
then fy(;) (i € I7) can permuted counterclockwisely (equivalently, clockwisely) by Theorem [I]
(i), which completes the proof. O

This lemma directly implies that an optimal permutation for linear functions fi,..., f, can
be computed in O(k!n*+4) time, where k denotes the number of monotone decreasing f;’s.

Assume first that no f; is identical and we utilize fl-(e)’s instead of f;’s in Lemma By
Lemma (iii), we essentially have n? possible angles 11 and 2. Based on such angles, we
partition the set of indices of monotone linear functions into Iy,. .., Ir. By Lemma Bal (i), (ii),
and (iv), we have at most n*+1 many such partitions. Since there exist k! orderings of monotone
decreasing functions, by checking at most k! n*3(= n? x nF*! x k!) permutations o, we obtain
an optimal permutation for f;’s. Note that each such permutation ¢ and the composite f can
be computed in O(n) time, after sorting H(fl-(e))’s. Since H(fs(g)) and H(ft(g)) can be compared
in O(1) time for sufficiently small ¢ > 0 without exactly computing their angles, we can sort
H(fi(g))’s in O(nlogn) time. Thus in total we require O(k!n**4 + nlogn) = O(k! n¥*+4) time, if
no f; is identical. If some f;’s are identical, then we can put them into Iy, where Iy is obtained
in the procedure above for the non-identical functions. Therefore, an optimal permutation can
be computed in O(k! n*+4) time.

In order to improve this XP result, namely, to have an FPT algorithm with respect to k, we
apply the dynamic programming approach to the following problem.

Problem LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL COMPOSITION

Input: Two sets of monotone linear functions L = {p1,...,p;)} and U = {q1,...,qu|}, and
monotone decreasing linear functions g1, ..., gr with k > 0.

Output: An optimal permutation o for linear functions in LUU U {g1, ..., gk} such that
(i) Lo =L and U = U,
(ii) the restriction of o on L produces the ordering (p1,...,pz|), and

(iii) the restriction of o on U produces the ordering (g1, ..., qu))-

Note that an optimal permutation for the original problem can be computed by solving Problem
LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL COMPOSITION O(n?) times for |L| 4+ |U| < n — k. Since the problem
can be solved in O(2¥k(|L| + |U| + k)?) time, we obtain the following result.

Theorem 38. An optimal permutation for linear functions fi, ..., f, can be computed in O(2FknS)
time if k > 0, where k denotes the number of monotone decreasing f;’s.

We first show that an optimal permutation for the original problem can be computed by
solving Problem LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL COMPOSITION O(n?) times, where the formal de-
scription can be found in Algorithm 2

Lemma 39. An optimal permutation for linear functions fi, ..., fn can be computed in O(nlogn
+n?T*) time, where T* denotes the time required to solve Problem LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL
COMPOSITION.

Proof. By the discussion before the description of Problem LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL COMPO-
SITION, we assume without loss of generality that no f; is constant and identical. In order to
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make use of Problem LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL COMPOSITION, we first arrange all monotone
functions f;,,. .., fi, by their angles, and compose f;,0---o f;. if 0(f;,) = --- = 6(f;,) by Lemmas
[ and Let fi,..., fa be the resulting monotone functions such that f; # fj for distinct ¢
and j in [i]. By Lemma [ (iii), we consider at most n? many partitions (L,U) of [n]. For
each such partition, Lemma [36] (i) (resp., (ii)) implies that L (resp., U) is permuted in at most
n counterclockwise (resp., clockwise) ways. Namely, by solving Problem LU-ORDERED OPTI-
MAL COMPOSITION at most n* (= n? X n x n) times, we can find an optimal function (f)?, from
which an optimal permutation o for f;’s can be computed. These computation totally requires
in O(nlogn + n*T*) time. O

To apply a dynamic programming approach to Problem LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL COM-
POSITION, for s € {0,...,|L|}, t € {0,...,|U|}, and G C [k], let E(s,t,G) denote the set of
permutations o for p; (i =1,...,s), ¢; (i =1,...,t), and g; (i € G) such that

(i) L7 satisfies

I — {p1,....ps} if k—|G|is even
g, oq) ifk— |G| is odd,

(il) U7 satisfies
UJ _ {qla"'aqt} if k— |G| is even
“\ {p1,---,pst if k— |G| s odd,

(iii) the restriction of o on {p1,...,ps} produces the ordering (p1,...,ps), and

(iv) the restriction of o on {q1,...,q} produces the ordering (¢1,...,q),

and let F[o] denote the linear function obtained by a permutation o € E(s,t,G). By definition,
E(s,t,G) =0 if and only if either (I) s =¢=|G| =0, (II) G =0, t > 0, and k is even, or (III)
G =10, s >0, and k is odd. Furthermore, we define v(s,t,G) by

(5.1,C) = min{Flo] | o € E(s,t,G)} if k— |G| is even
VS HEI T max{Flo] | o € BE(s,t, @)} if k — |G] is odd,

where we define v(s,t,G) = x in Case (I) of F(s,t,G) = ), and L in Cases (II) and (III) of
E(s,t,G) = (. By definition, v(|L|,|U], [k]) denotes the optimal function for Problem LU-
ORDERED OPTIMAL COMPOSITION. We note that v(s,t,G) satisfies the following recursion if
E(s,t,G) # 0.

o(s,1,G) = min({ps o v(s — 1,t,G)} U{gov(s,t,G\{g}) | g € G}) if k—|G]is even,
T I max({gov(s,t —1,G)}U{gou(s, t,G\{g}) | g € G}) if k—|G|is odd.
(34)
Algorithm [ formally describes the dynamic programming approach for Problem LU-ORDERED
OpPTIMAL COMPOSITION.

Lemma 40. Problem LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL COMPOSITION can be solved in O(28kn?) time.

Proof. As discussed above, the function v(|L|, |U|, [k]) denotes the optimal function for Prob-
lem LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL COMPOSITION. By (B4]), we can apply a dynamic programming
approach to the problem. Since v has (|L| 4+ 1) x (|U| + 1) x 2¥ = O(2¥n?) entries and each
entry can be computed in O(k) time, v(|L|, |U]|,[k]) can be computed in O(2¥kn?) time. Since
the corresponding permutation can also be computed in the same amount of time, the proof is
completed. O

Proof of Theorem [38. It follows from Lemmas B9 and 401 O
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Algorithm 1 to solve LU-ORDERED OPTIMAL COMPOSITION
1: v(0,0,0) « identical function
2: for s =0to |L| do
3: fort=0to |U|do

4: for all G C [k] do
5: if X(s,t,G) = () then
6: continue
7 end if
8: if k — |G| is even then
9: v(s,t,G) + +0o0
10: for g € G do
11: v(s,t,G) + minf{v(s,t,G),gov(s,t,G\ {g9})}
12: end for
13: if s > 0 then
14: v(s,t,G) < min{u(s,t,G),psov(s — 1,t,G)}
15: end if
16: else
17: v(s,t,G) + —o0
18: for g € G do
19: v(s,t,G) + max{v(s,t,G),gov(s,t,G\ {g})}
20: end for
21: if t > 0 then
22: v(s,t,G) + max{v(s,t,G),q ov(s,t —1,G)}
23: end if
24: end if
25: end for
26: end for
27: end for

28: return o(|L|,|U], [k])

6 Multiplication Ordering for Matrices

In this section, we consider matrix multiplication orderings as a generalization of composition
orderings for linear functions. Recall that the problem is to find a permutation o : [n] — [n]
that minimizes 'wTMo(n) -+» My(1)y for given n matrices My, ..., M, € R™*™ and two vectors
w,y € R™, where m denotes a positive integer. As mentioned in the introduction, if we set
w = <(1)>, Yy = (?), and M; = (cg bf) for any i € [n], then the matrix multiplication ordering
problem is equivalent to the composition ordering problem for linear functions f;(x) = a;x + b;.
We show that the results for linear functions can be extended to the matrix multiplication for
m = 2. Furthermore, by applying max-plus algebra, we obtain the result in [3], which is an
extension of Johnson’s rule [11] for the two-machine flow shop scheduling, as a corollary of our
result. Finally we show that possible generalizations of the problem turn out to be intractable,
unless P=NP.

6.1 Matrices in linear algebra
In order to prove Theorem [3] we assume that matrices M; in R?*? are all upper triangular, i.e.,
0 d;

the minimum multiplication problem for upper triangular matrices with nonnegative (2,2)-entry,
w'=(1 0),andy’ = (0 1).

M; = (ai bi>, and claim that the problem can be reduced in linear time to the problem of
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Algorithm 2 to solve the composition ordering problem for general linear functions
1: val + +oo and F,G + @ /*Regard F and G as multisets */

2: foreachi=1,...,ndo

3 if a(f;) > 0 and f; # x then
4: F« FU{f}

5:  elseif a(f;) =0 then

6: F+ FU{f9}

7. else

8: G+ GU{f;}

9: end if

10: end for

11: arrange functions in F' for their angles and compose functions with the same angle
/* Denote by F' the set of resulting functions */
12: for each ¢, € {0(f) € (0,7) | f € FYU {r} and 1o € {0(f) € (7,27) | f € F}U{r} do
13: L+ {feF|¢1<0(f)<tppyand U« F\L
14:  for each counterclockwise permutation 77, for L and clockwise permutation 7 for U do
15: val < min{val, Algorithm [l (L, U, G)}
/* Here functions in L and U are assumed to be arranged according to 77, and 7y */
16:  end for
17: end for
18: return wval

Let p denote the number of matrices M; with negative (2,2)-entry. For a matrix M;, define
a matrix N; by M; if d; > 0, and —M; otherwise. For a permutation o : [n] — [n], we have

(w1 wy) N7 (5;) = w1y1(N7)1,1 + w2y2(N)22 + w1y2(N7)12

= (=17 <w1y1 [T i +waya [ di + wiga (1 0) M° <(1)>> ;

i=1 i=1
where w' = (w1 wg) and y' = (y1 yg). Since p, wiyr [ 11 @i, way2 [[1-; di, and wiys are
constant, it is enough to consider the (1,2)-th entry of M7, i.e., (1 0) M (?) Moreover, if

wiye = 0 then any permutation is optimal. Therefore, we assume that wiys # 0, and by the
following lemma, we only need to examine the minimization. This completes the claim.

. a b ~ a —b
Fora2><2matr1xM—<0 d>,deﬁneM—<0 d>'

Lemma 41. For any permutation o : [n] — [n], we have

- (0 ~ ~ 0
(1 0)M <1> == (1 0) My) -+ Moy <1> :
Proof. Tt follows from the definition of M. O

We next transform the problem into the composition ordering problem for linear functions.

For M = (8 Z) and a real number € # 0, we define

M (d+0),

ME© =
M+(0 0) @0,
0 €

Similar to Lemma 23] we have the following lemma.
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Lemma 42. For n triangular matrices My, ..., M, € R**2, there exists a real number r > 0

such that (1 0) (M) <(1)> < (1 0)(MO)r (g) implies (1 0) M° (g) < (1 0)MP <(1)>

for any two permutations o, p and any € with |e| < r.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 23] and is left to the reader. O
Thus we assume that given upper triangular matrices M; = <%Z ZZ> have positive d;. We
then have
0 n Ag(n)  bo(n) ag(1)  be(1) 0
(1 0)Mm <1> = (1L ) 0 0) | oty doguy |+ | do)  doqr) <1>
i=1 0 1 0 1
= (Hdz> f(0),

i=1

where we define
a b; .
fi(z) = d—laz + Z for i € [n].

This implies that matrix multiplication for upper triangular matrices can be solved by solving
the composition ordering problem for linear functions.
We remark that our algorithm concerns the comparison of polar angles 6( f;)’s, but not of the

b; /d;
vectors (1 Z(/z ; d >, and hence we do not need to care about the case when d; = €. Therefore,
—a;/a;
we have the following lemma for 2 x 2 triangular matrices.
Lemma 43. For upper triangular matrices My, ..., M, in R?*2, we have the following state-
ments.

(i) If all matrices have nonnegative determinants, then an optimal multiplication ordering can
be computed in O(nlogn) time.

(ii) If some matriz has negative determinant, then an optimal multiplication ordering can
be computed in O(k2Fn®) time, where k denotes the number of matrices with negative
determinants.

This immediately implies Theorem [3l

Proof of Theorem[3 By Lemma (3] we only reduce the problem to the one for upper triangular
matrices.

Let My, ..., M, be 2x2 simultaneously triangularizable matrices. Since there exists a regular
matrix P € R?*2? such that P~ M;P is an upper triangular matrix 7} for any i € [n], we have

w M7y = w' P(P™ My P)(P™ My 1) P) -+ (P~ My )Py

— ’LU’TTJ /,

where w’ = PTw and y’ = P~'y. Thus we can reduce the problem to the one for triangular
matrices. ]

Unfortunately, this positive results cannot be extended to 1) the nonnegative determinant
case for m = 2, 2) the case of m > 3 and 3) the target version; See Theorems [ (i), (ii) and
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Proof of Theorem[]] (i). We show that 3-PARTITION can be reduced to the problem, where 3-
PARTITION is, given n(= 3m) positive integers ay, ..., a, with Y | a; = mT, to decide if there
exist m disjoint sets Pp,..., Py, C [n] such that |P;| =3 and Zier a; =T for all j € [m].

The problem is strongly NP-complete even if each a; satisfies % < a; < % Hereafter we
assume such condition. It follows from this assumption that ), pa; = T only when |P| = 3.
Thus we do not have to care about the constraint |P;| = 3.

Given an instance of 3-PARTITION, we construct n+m — 1 matrices M; €
w,y € R? as follows:

1 .
. C;) ifi=1,....n
1 0
M; = 0 w—<0>,and y—<_1>.
1

0 o
0 ifi=n+1,....n4+m—1,

R2%2 and 2 vectors

It is easy to see that det(M;) > 0 for all M;’s. We claim that —7" is the optimal value for the
optimal multiplication ordering problem if and only if there exists a desired partition P, ..., P,
of the corresponding instance of 3-PARTITION, which completes the proof. For a permutation
o :[n+m—1] = [n+m—1], define positive integers ¢; < --- < {,,_1 by 0(¢;) € [n+1,n+m—1],

i.e.,
0 0
Mo ;) = <1 0>

for j € [m — 1], and let £y = 0 and ¢,,, = n + m. Let
Pi={ien+m-1]| ;1 <i<{;} forje[m]
Then we have

=T (3 o) TT ey TT 20 (3 ) TT Mo

1€Pm, 1€EPy, 1 i€EPs i€ePy

Note that w My = 0 if some Pj is empty. On the other hand, if all P;’s are nonempty, then
M? can be restated as follows.

LY a4 (0 0> LY am (0 0) L) am
1 0
0

M7 = i€P, < 1€EP, i€s
m 1 m—1 1
0 1 0 1 1

1 Ao 0 0 0
= zGZPm v 1 Z asy | | 1 Zaa(z)

0 1 i€Pm_1 ieP

0
0

PR AT 0
=\ i II > H Z 20
0 1 j€[2,m—1] i€P; jE[m—1]i€EP;
H Z Qo (i H Z Qg (1)
_ JE[2,m] i€EP; jE[m] i€P;
I >wn I D
j€[2,m—1]i€P; jE€[m—1])i€P;

which implies that w ' M7y = — ] jem] Y ic P, Go(i)- Therefore, it is regarded as the problem of
computing a partiotion Py, ..., P, of [n] with the minimum — [ e Yic p, @i- By the inequality

30



of arithmetic and geometric means, we have — [ | jem] Yic p; @i > —T"™, where the equality holds
if and only if Zz‘er a; = T for all j € [m]. Since each a; satisfies T < a; < T, Zz‘er a; =T
implies |Pj| = 3. This proves the claim. O

In order to prove Theorem [B, we next consider the problem of computing a permutation o
of monotone linear functions fi, ..., f, that minimizes |3(f?) — t| for a given target t € R.

We again reduce 3-PARTITION to the problem. Given an instance of 3-PARTITION, We
construct n + m (= 4m) linear functions f; and a target ¢t € R as follows:

T+ a; ifi=1,....,n
filz) = : : o
(co+mT)x—(G—n)T)+ (i —n)T ifi=n+1,...,n+m
t=mT,

Note that all f;’s are monotone, and the following statements hold.

any i € [n + m] satisfies f;(x) >z if x > mT (35)
any j € [m] satisfies f,,4;(jT) = jT and fn4j(z) <z ifz <0 (36)

Furthermore, we have the following lemmas.

Lemma 44. Let fi,..., fntm, and t be defined as above. Then there exists a partition Py, ...,
P,, C [n] such that Zier a; = T for j € [m] if and only if there exists a permutation o :
[n+m] = [n+m] such that f,o—1(nyj)—1)° © fo1)(0) = §T for any j € [m].

Proof. To prove only if part, let {P; = {pj1,p;2,pj3} | j € [m]} be a desirable partition of [n],
ie., ap,, +ap, +ay, =T for any j € [m]. We define a permutation o : [n +m] — [n + m] by

(i) = {pjvk if i =4(j — 1) + k with j € [m], k € [3], 37

n+j ifi=4j with j € [m].
For any j € [m], we have

foay o 0 foaj—3) = fatrjo (@ +ap ) o(x+ap,)o(@+ap,,)
= fn+j ° (x + T)'

Therefore, by the induction on j, it is not difficult to see that f,y4;_1)0---o fa(l)(O) = 4T for
§ € [m], which completes the only-if part, since o~!(n + j) = 45.

To prove if part, assume that o satisfy f,,-1(nqj)—1) ©** © fo1)(0) = jT for any j € [m].
Define v; = fy(; 0+ 0 fz1)(0) for any i € [n +m] and vg = 0. Then we can see that o(i) € [n]
implies v; = v;_1 + ag(;). If 0(i) = n + j for some j € [m] then we have v; = v; 1 by ([B6) and

the assumption of o. Thus vy,...,v,4+m are nondecreasing. Let £1,..., ¢, € [n 4+ m] satisfy
o(l;) =n+jfor j € [m]. Then they are increasing, since v1,. .., Up4m are nondecreasing. Thus
again by (B8] and the assumption of o, {P; = {o(i) | {;-1 < i < {;} | j € [m]} is a desirable
partition of [n], where £y = 0. O

Lemma 45. Let fi1,..., fnym, and t be defined as above. If there exists a partition Py, ..., P, C
[n] such that Zier a; =T for j € [m], then min, |B(f*) —t| = 0 holds. Otherwise, we have

min,, [3(f?) —t| > ca.
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Proof. Assume that a desirable partition Py,..., P, exists. Then as shown in the proof of
Lemma [45] a permutation given in (87) provides the composite f7 such that 5(f7) = mT (= t),
which proves the first half of the lemma.

On the other hand, if no desirable partition exists. Then by Lemma E5 any permutation
o has some j € [m] such that f,,—1(45)-1) © - © fo1)(0) # jT. We separately consider the
following two cases.

Case 1. If f,(o-1(n4j)—1)© ** © fo1)(0) = jT + A for some A € Z, then we have

fo(e=1tm+j)) © 0 fo)(0) = fryi (5T + A)
= (ca + mT)A + 3T > mT + co.

By B8)), f7(0) > fo(o-1(n+j)) © © fo1)(0) > mT + cg, implying that |f7(0) —¢| > co.
Case 2. If f,(o—1(ntj)—1) © ** © fo(1)(0) = jT — A for some A € Z¢, then we have

fo(o=1ntj) © © fo1)(0) = fryi (T — A)
= —(02 -+ mT)A + 3T < —co.

By (B6) and fi(z) = = + a; for any j € [n], we can show that f7(0) < —ca +mT, which implies
|f7(0) —mT| > co.

In either case, we can prove |f?(0) — mT| > ¢, completing the proof. O
Proof of Theorem [3. This follows from Lemma O

Theorem @ (ii) will be proved in the next subsection since we reduce an NP-hard problem
expressed using the max-plus algebra to the problem.

6.2 Matrices in the max-plus algebra

In this section, we investigate multiplication of matrices in the max-plus algebra. We obtain the
result of Bouquard et al. in the case m = 2 as a corollary of our result, and then prove Theorem
[l

Let Rpax be the set RU{—oo} with two binary operations max and + denoted by @ and ®
respectively, i.e., for a,b € Rpyax,

a®b=max{a,b} and a®b=a+0b.

(Riax, ®, ®) is called the maz-plus algebra. We denote by 0 the additive identity —oo, and
denote by 1 the multiplicative identity 0.

Since the two operations @ and ® are extended to the matrices of Rya.x as in the linear
algebra, we can consider the problem to find a permutation ¢ that minimizes/maximizes u' ®
Non) ® -+ @ Ny1) ® v, where N; € R and w,v € Ri, . We denote Ny(,) @ -+ @ Ny(q) by
N°.

Bouquard, Lenté and Billaut [3] dealt with the problem to minimize the objective value

)

(L 0 ... 0)@Ny) @+ @ Nyy ® q:) , (38)

1

where each Nj; is an upper triangular matrix in R]’\"*. They showed that the problem in the

case m = 2 is a generalization of the two-machine flow shop scheduling problem to minimize
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the makespan, and is solvable in O(nlogn) time by using an extension of Johnson’s rule [11]
for the two-machine flow shop scheduling We show that this result is obtained as a corollary of
our result. by reducing their problem to the optimal multiplication ordering problem for 2 x 2
triangular matrices in linear algebra. The derivation can be found in Appendix They
also proved that the problem in the case m = 3 is strongly NP-hard by reduction from the
three-machine flow shop scheduling problem to minimize the makespan, which is known to be
strongly NP-hard [7]. We make use of this result to prove Theorem [ (ii).
In preparation, we show an important relation to matrices in linear algebra.

Lemma 46. Let u' = (ug,...,up), v' = (v1,...,vm), and Ni,..., N, be matrices in RTX™.

For a positive real 7y, definew ! = (y*1,...,4%), y' = (41,...,4"™), and matrices M;, i € [n],
in R™™ by (M;) ;5 = Nk, Then

wTM"y: in: Z ,yujthJrvk’

jvk‘il tGV[U]jk
where V{o|;, denotes the arguments (standard sums) of the max operation of (N?);y.

Proof. Straightforward by induction on n. O

Example 47. For u' = (uy,uz), v' = (vi,v2), and N; = (%Z ZZ> € R2X2 fori € [n], let
(2

a;

Yo AP
wh = (y"1,9%), y' = (y",74"), and M; = <

0 ’Ydi>' Then we have

i be (i dy (i ol
w My=w" [T 2O Tl <™ Ty y
0 [T
K

T [(AXia 3 APt <ido i o)
=w ? Yy
O 721 d;

n
- fym+2i aitvr Z 'YU1+ba(i)+Zjl<¢ Ao (j1)F2 2y >0 Go(jy) T02 + ,.YU2+ZZ~ ditva

i=1
On the other hand, we have
No— (0@ @an Bibo) ®jy<idoi) @jysi o)
0 di®--®d,
_ (e maxq bo(i) + 305 <i doin) T g aa(jz)] _
0 >idi

Therefore, we obtain Vol = {3, ai}, Viohs = {boq) + 22, <i do(i) T 251 Gatio) | 1 €[]},
V[O’]Ql = {@}, (md V[U]22 = {Zz dl}

6.2.1 Derivation of the result of Bouquard et al. for m = 2

We reduce the problem of (B8] to the multiplication ordering problem for 2 x 2 triangular
matrices in linear algebra.

Lemma 48. For an index i € [n], let N; = <%Z ZZ> € R2X2 with a;,b;,d; # 0, and M; be a
(2

Y% b

matriz in R**? defined as in Lemma[J6} i.e., M; = < 0

) for a positive number v. Then
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_ - (0 0\ . ) - 0
there exists an ) € R such that (1 0) M <1> < (1 O) MP <1> implies (]l (D) QN ® <]1> <

Proof. By Example 47, we have

(1 0)®N*® (g) for any two permutations o, p : [n] — [n] and any v with v > Q.
>

vl E

(1 0)®oN°® (E) = max V[o]12,

where V{oli2 = {boi) + 22, <i do(ir) T 2_jy>i o) | © € [n]}. Let us denote max Vo]i2 simply
by v(N?). If v(N?) < v(NP), then the statement clearly holds. We thus consider the case in
which v(N?) > v(N?). Define w and Q2 by

w = min{|v(N?) — v(N?)|: v(N?) # v(NP)} and Q=no.

Let us fix v > Q. Since v > n, we have 7?0 > nAv(N?) - For any two permutations o, p
such that v(N?) < v(NP), the inequality v(N?) + w < v(N®) holds. Moreover, the following
two inequalities hold:

> A <my"™) and 4 < N4

teV(o]12 teVpli2

Combining the four inequalities, we obtain

S e Y

teV o)1z teVpli2
U
Since v% > 0 for any i € [n], we have

where

filx) =% b 4P
It is guaranteed that (f;) € (=5,%),, for any i € [n]. Thus a permutation o is minimum in
both problems if % (i =1,...,n) is nondecreasing.

f\/ o1

Note that the length of M; is exponential of the length of V;. Thus polynomial solvability for
the problem in the max-plus algebra does not immediately follow from the one in linear algebra.
However, in this case, we can use the following index «, instead of computing M; explicitly. For

a max-plus matrix N = <g Z), we define
(-1,b—a,d—">b) (a>d),
K(N) = 4 (0,0,0) (a = d),
(1,d —b,a —b) (a < d).
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It is not difficult to see that the following equivalence holds for a sufficiently large ~y

di _ ~a; dj _ Aaj
Y Y <71 vy

k(N;) 2 K(N;j) = & < oy

where < denotes the lexicographic order of k(V;)’s. Therefore we can solve the problem in the
max-plus algebra by simply sorting £(N1),...,k(N,) in the lexicographic order. In fact, we do
not have to take the third entry of x into account by the following lemma.

a; b;
0 d;
operation ® is commutative on {N1,..., Ny} if and only if

Lemma 49. For an i € [m], let N; = ( ) with a;,b;, and d; in Ryax \ {0}. Then the

(i) a; > d; for any i € [m] and there exists a constant ¢ € R such that (i-1) ¢ = by, — ay for
any k with ap > dy and (i-2) ¢ > by, — a, for any k with ap = dy,

or

(ii) a; < d; for any i € [m] and there exists a constant ¢ € R such that (ii-1) ¢ = dy, — by for
any k with ay, < di and (ii-2) ¢ < dy — by, for any k with a = d.

Proof. Let N1 and Ns be commuting matrices, i.e., No ® N = N1 ® Ny. This means that
s ®by by ®di = a1 @by P by Rds. (39)
Consider the following six cases:

e Case 1: a1 > di and as > ds. Then we have a1 ® by > by ® dp and as ® by > by ® da. Hence
([B9)) is equivalent to the condition that as®b; = a1 ®by, which implies that by —a; = by —as.

e Case 2: a1 > d; and ag = dy. Then we have a1 ® by > by ® dy. Hence ([B9)) is equivalent to
the condition that as ® by = a1 ® by ® b1 ® ay. Therefore, we have a; ® by < b; ® ag, i.e.,
bz—az Sbl—al.

e Case 3: a; > dq and as < do. Then we have a1 ® by > by ® di and as ® by < b1 ® dg, which
never implies (39).

e Cased: a; = dy and ag = dy. Then (B9) is equivalent to the condition that ao®b Bbe®a; =
a1 ® by @ by ® ag, which is a tautology.

e Case 5: a1 = d; and ag < dy. Since ag ® by < by ® da, ([B9) is equivalent to the condition
that by @ d1 = dq ® ba ® b1 ® do. Therefore, we have d; ® by > by ®ds, i.e., dy — by > do — bo.

e Case 6: a1 < dy and ag < dy. Since a1 ® by < by ® d; and ay ® by < by ® do, (BY) is
equivalent to the condition that by ® di = by ® do. Therefore, we have di — by = do — bs.

This case analysis completes the proof. O

a; b

Lemma 50. For an i € [m], let N; = <® i
(3

> with a;,b;, and d; in Ryax \ {0}. If

(1) a; > d; for any i € [m] and there exists a constant ¢ € R such that ¢ = b; — a; for any
i€ [ml,

(2) a; = d; for any i€ [m)],

or
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(3) a; < d; for any i € [m] and there exists a constant ¢ € R such that ¢ = d; — b; for any
i€ [m],

then the operation ® is commutative on the set {Ny,..., Np}.

The lemma means that the third entry of x is unnecessary, i.e., the lexicographic ordering
for k* gives an minimum permutation, where

(~1,b—a) (a>d),
K*(N) = { (0,0) (a = d),
1,d—b) (a<d)

for N = (g cbl> Thus we obtain the next theorem.
Theorem 51. The problem (38) for m = 2 can be solved by computing the lexicographic order
for k*.

We remark that the permutation above is different from the one provided by Bouquard et
al. [3], which is obtained by the lexicographic ordering for kprp, where

_J(=Lb—a) (a=>d),
ReLB(N) = {(1,d b (a<d).

By Lemma [49] (1), the ordering & obtained from the lexicographic ordering for x* by sorting
N;’s with a; > d; in nondecreasing order with respect to b; — a; is also minimum. It is not
difficult to see that & is the lexicographic ordering for kgrg. orders of optimal orderings of the
minimization problem are hence optimal.

We also note that it is difficult to introduce “simultaneous triangularizability” in the max-
plus algebra because only matrices that can be obtained from diagonal matrices by permuting
the rows and/or columns are invertible.

Finally we prove Therem @ (ii).

Proof of Therem [ (ii). We first show the case of m = 3. We reduce the strongly NP-hard
problem (B8)) to the problem. For an index i € [n], let N; be a matrix in R3X3 such that

Q1D g1 0
N; = 0 a§2’2) a§2’3) )
o o o
where each a(J’ ) € Z. For a real v with v > n(n+1) , we construct n matrices M, ..., M, € R3*3
as follows: n 0o o
e T
M‘ - 0 a; ' i '
@ Y e 6
0 0 %
We note that the size of M; is O(3_; ; log(v* af ™ ) =00,k a( ") log(7)), which implies that the
sum of the size of M, ..., M, is bounded by a polynomial of n and max; ; » a(]’ ) if y = "("H) +1.
In a manner similar to Lemma 8] it is enough to show that a permutation o : [n] — [ ] that
0 0
minimizes (1 0 0) MP? | 0] also minimizes (IL 0 (D) QN7® | 0 |. For simplicity of notation,
1 1
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0 0
we write v(M?) (resp., v(N?)) instead of (1 0 0) M7 [ 0| (resp.,, (I 0 0)®N7® |0 ]).

1 1
Then we need to show that, for two permutations o and p, v(N?) < v(N”) implies v(M?) <
v(MP). By Lemma [46] we have

v(M?) = Z 7" and v(NY) = max V]o]i3.
teViolis

Note that
1 if j =k,
Violjkl =< n ifj+1=kF,

net if 42 =k,

which can be easily proved by using the induction of ¢ € [n]. Let o and p be permutations such
that v(N7) < v(N?), then we have

o o(N° nn+1) , e o(N® "
o(M7) < Vlolishy ™) = PEEL vy qpovert < o) <),

which proves the case of m = 3.
For m > 4, consider the problem to minimize the value

wTMa(n) e Ma(l)ya
where
Om—3,1 Om—3,1 Om—3m—3 | Om-33
w = 1 y Y = 0 ; MZ =

0 0 O3,m—3 MZ

0 1
The symbol Oj; stands for the j X k zero matrix. It is clear that each M; is nonnegative and
upper triangular, and the objective value is equal to v(M?), which proves the theorem. ]
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