
ar
X

iv
:2

40
2.

12
58

4v
1 

 [
cs

.D
C

] 
 1

9 
Fe

b 
20

24

OptimalMoments on Redundancies in Noisy Parallel
Computing Setup
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We consider the problem of job assignment where amaster server aims to compute some tasks and is provided

a few child servers to compute under a uniform straggling pattern where each server is equally likely to

straggle. We distribute tasks to the servers so that the master is able to receive most of the tasks even if a

significant number of child servers fail to communicate. We first show that all balanced assignment schemes

have the same expectation on the number of distinct tasks received and then study the variance. The variance

or the second moment is a useful metric to study as there could be a high variation in the number of distinct

tasks received. We show constructions using a generalization of “Balanced Incomplete Block Design”[11, 40]

minimizes the variance, and constructions based on repetition coding schemes attain the largest variance.

Both minimum variance and maximum variance attaining designs have their own use cases depending on

whether the master aims for a heavy-tailed or light-tailed distribution on the number of distinct jobs. We

further show the equivalence between job and server-based assignment schemes when the number of jobs

and child servers are equal.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: Block Designs, Repetition Codes, Coding Theory, Straggler Mitigation

and Parallel Computing

1 INTRODUCTION

A distributed computing framework where the computation is done on multiple machines has
been widely used for large-scale computations in [1–3]. This framework allows us to utilize the
computation resources and memory of multiple machines often referred to as workers. Under
a common and simple implementation of distributed computing, the master server divides the
computation tasks to multiple child servers (workers). After each worker finishes its computation,
it shares its results with themaster server. Themaster aggregates the results received from different
workers to finish its task.

However, in real noisy communication frameworks, a subset of servers (workers) can be arbi-
trarily slow (often referred to as the stragglers) compared to the rest of the workers. Lately, there
has been work to mitigate the issue of stragglers by introducing redundancies [5, 23, 25]. Coding
theoretic techniques have often been used to introduce redundancies for straggler mitigation de-
scribed extensively in [30] and used to split the data and assign different data parts to different
servers. Distributed coding framework has been used in gradient computation [43], matrix-matrix
multiplication [29, 52], polynomial computation [51] and convolution coding[18] using techniques
from coding theory namely MDS codes[19, 29], LDPC codes[31] and rateless codes[32]. The mas-
ter server aggregates the computations transmitted by the non-straggling workers to compute the
desired result.
However, as happens typically in most modern cloud computing systems like Amazon EC2,

some servers can operate with a significantly high throughput [7, 53, 54]. Statistical knowledge of
communication and computation latency of each server can be used to design better assignment
schemes and allocate the tasks more efficiently as studied in[41, 46, 49].
On a side note, there may be several scenarios where it may not be possible to split a computing

task to multiple sub-parts, and job cloning is often used for straggler mitigation in such scenarios
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as studied in [8, 13, 22, 23, 42]. This is also popular in cloud computing [23, 44, 45] where one task
is assigned to multiple servers to combat the stragglers to obtain a low compute time.
In this paper, we broadly study this problem of job assignment of multiple cloned jobs to mul-

tiple servers treating each server with identical communication latency where each server has
a significant probability of straggling. These assignment schemes may be particularly useful in
framework where there is high noise in the communication channel between the child servers
and master server.

2 RELATED WORK

Block designs have been widely used in experiment design [4, 12, 38] where experiment designs
are grouped into blocks and random treatments are applied to each block. Recently block designs
and its variants have been used to construct LDPC codes [6], gradient coding [24, 35] and error
correcting codes [39]. The most common amongst these are 2-designs or as often called balanced
incomplete block designs (BIBDs), which are designs where every pair of points occur together in
the same number of blocks [12, 15]. It has been shown that 2-designs (if exist) uniquely attain A-, D-
and E optimality for experiment design [26, 28], which was further generalized in [50]. However,
our framework is different where we study variance on the number of distinct tasks received at
the the master and show that repetition coding and a generalization of BIBDs can be utilized to
attain the largest and the least variance respectively.
In another direction, assignment policies of tasks to different servers under a distributed server

system have been studied, check [37] for a survey on the same. Typically tasks arrive to a dis-
tributed server system stochastically in real time and this system typically distributes the tasks
to various servers to minimise the response time as studied in [14, 20, 21]. Recent observations
show that the distribution of tasks follows a heavy-tailed distribution [9, 16, 17, 48], and designing
assignment policies suited for load balancing across servers becomes difficult. In many cases, it
may not be possible to recover the entire result but only partially recover the result as studied in
coding theory [10, 27]. This setup has also been studied in distributed computing setups where the
aim is not to recover the exact result but an approximation of the result suffices. This setup has
been studied for matrix computation [34] and for gradient coding [36, 47]. Our problem follows a
similar setup where the master only aims to recover a high fraction of the jobs as it may be difficult
for the server to recover all tasks in a noisy environment where a substantial fraction of servers
may straggle.

3 OUR CONTRIBUTIONS

In this paper, we study a setup where a master aims to compute = jobs and has 2 identical servers
to do the computations. In our model, the arrival and assignment of tasks are not in real-time
but instead, the set of tasks (jobs) to be computed and the set of servers is given apriori. Jobs
are appropriately replicated and can be viewed as a way to mitigate the issue of slow (straggling)
workers. We study a homogeneous setup treating all the servers as having identical computing and
stochastic properties, that is, balanced schemes with each server being assigned : jobs and each
job being assigned to A servers. We further assume that each server is equally likely to straggle. We
consider a setup where a non-straggling worker can successfully transmit all tasks to the master
as studied in [23, 33, 43]. We aim to design coding schemes where the master aims to maximise
the number of computed distinct jobs that are received. Towards this aim, we study the mean and
variance of the number of distinct jobs received in Section 5.

Our contributions can be described as follows.
a) We first show that when any set of G servers is equally likely to straggle, then for every

balanced assignment, the expected number of completed jobs that the master receives is the same
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(Theorem 1) and study the variance of the number of jobs received within the class of balanced
assignment schemes.
b) Typically, assignment schemes with the largest variance may be useful for systems where

we aim to increase the likelihood of the master receiving a large number (or all) of jobs (heavier
mass at tails), and schemes with the least variance may be useful for systems where one aims to
reduce the likelihood of the master receiving a small number of jobs (lighter mass at the tails). This
follows since every balanced assignment scheme has the same expectation on the jobs received.
c) We show that certain special balanced assignments (called proximally compact and stretched

compact designs) when they exist, are guaranteed to attain the least variance and largest variance
respectively (Theorem 3 and Theorem 4 in Section 6).
d) We show how our results generalise to the case where G is sampled from a distribution. This

would imply that results on least variance and largest variance would continue to hold when each
worker is independently and equally likely to straggle with probability ? (Theorems 5, 6 and 7 in
Section 7).
e) Finally, we show that when the number of jobs equals the number of servers, proximally com-

pact job assignments and server assignments (replacing the roles of jobs and servers) are identical
and both of them attain the least variance in Theorem 8 in Appendix A.

4 PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATION

We consider a setup where a master has= jobs to compute and has 2 servers to do the computations.
We further assume a noisy scenario where only a fraction of these servers are able to communicate
back to the master. Therefore, for increasing reliability, redundancies are introduced in the setup
by assigning each job to multiple servers. In this paper, we examine the expectation and variance
on the number of distinct completed jobs that the master receives from the servers that were able
to communicate, for various assignment schemes. In particular, we study assignment schemes that
achieve certain desired variances on the number of received distinct jobs.
Given a set of = jobs and 2 servers, we study various assignments of jobs to different servers

by the master server. More formally, let us denote the = jobs by A = {01, . . . , 0=} and 2 servers
by S = {B1, B2, . . . , B2 }. Any assignment (�) of jobs in A to servers in S, can be equivalently
represented by a bipartite graph G� where the nodes denote the jobs and the servers. The edges
of the graph exist between nodes representing job 08 and server B 9 if job 08 is assigned to server B 9 .
Alternately, for a job assignment � , we can define an assignment matrix �� ∈ {0, 1}=×2 as given
below.

Definition 1. (Construction of �� ): Given an assignment of jobs in A to servers in S, we define

matrix �� ∈ {0, 1}=×2 as follows. :

�� [8, 9 ] = 1 if job 08 is assigned to server B 9

= 0 otherwise (1)

Observe that the matrix �� represents the adjacency matrix for the bipartite graph G� .
We specifically study balanced assignment schemes where each server is assigned the same

number of jobs and each job is assigned to the same number of servers. More formally, we define
this as follows.

Definition 2. (Balanced (=, :, A ,2) assignment): Given a set of = jobs and 2 servers, we call an as-

signment scheme of jobs a balanced (=, :, A ,2) assignment if the following conditions are satisfied.

• Each server is assigned precisely : distinct jobs to compute.

• Each job is assigned to precisely A distinct servers.
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Note that this assignment scheme ensures that = × A = : × 2 .

We can equivalently define it in terms of matrix �� as follows.

Definition. (Balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment in terms of �� ): Given a set of = jobs and 2 servers, we

call the assignment scheme � of jobs to servers a balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment if each row of ��

sums up to A and each column sums up to : .

Let us look at an example of a balanced (9, 3, 2, 6) assignment scheme.

Example 1. We describe a balanced assignment scheme with 9 jobs {01, 02, . . . , 09} and 6 servers
{B1, B2, . . . , B6} in Table 1. Note that each job is assigned to precisely 2 servers and each server has
exactly 3 jobs to compute. The assignment scheme is motivated from a cyclic assignment scheme.

Jobs
Servers

B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6

01 1 1

02 1 1

03 1 1

04 1 1

05 1 1

06 1 1

07 1 1

08 1 1

09 1 1

Table 1. Assignment of jobs to various servers in a balanced (9, 3, 2, 6) assignment scheme

5 THE MEAN AND THE VARIANCE

We consider the number of distinct jobs 3 received at the master when only a subset of G servers
manage to communicate with the master. We consider any subset of S with cardinality G to be
equally likely be the set of servers that communicates with the master. Note that with this defini-

tion, if (̂ ⊆ S (with |(̂ | = G ) is the subset of servers that communicate with the master, then we
can denote the number of distinct jobs received 3 = | ∪9∈(̂ supp(�� [:, 9 ]) | where supp(E) denotes

the indices of the non-zero entries of the vector E .
Now, consider the uniform distribution over all subsets of servers of cardinality G which we

denote by DS,G i.e. a sample from this distribution returns any subset of S of cardinality G with
probability 1

( |S|
G )

.

For a given assignment � of jobs to servers, we denote the expectation of the number of dis-
tinct completed jobs received by the master when any subset of G servers is able to communicate
with master uniformly at random by E�,G [3] and the corresponding variance by f�,G [3]. The
expectation and the variance on the number of distinct received jobs 3 may be written as

E�,G [3] = E(̂∼DS,G


������
⋃
9∈(̂

supp(�� [:, 9 ])

������

and f�,G [3] = f(̂∼DS,G


������
⋃
9∈(̂

supp(�� [:, 9 ])

������


(2)
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Note that the randomness in this setup is only in the set of servers that can communicate with
the master. The assignment scheme has no randomness associated with it.
Theorem 1 states that the expectation on the number of distinct jobs E�,G [3] is the same for

every balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment. This expectation is a function of =, :, A , 2 and G and is inde-
pendent of the specific balanced assignment� we choose. Throughout the remainder of this paper,

n�
8,(̂

denotes the number of servers in (̂ to which job 08 is assigned under the assignment scheme

� . Observe that n�
8,(̂

can take any value from 0 to A .

Theorem 1. Consider any balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment � . The expectation of the number of dis-

tinct completed jobs3 received by the master when any subset of cardinality G of the set of servers S is

able to communicate with the master with equal probability is the same for every balanced (=, :, A , 2)

assignment � and is given by

E�,G [3] = = ·

(
1 −

(2−A
G

)
(2
G

)
)

(3)

We present a proof sketch below. A detailed proof is presented in Appendix B.

Proof Sketch. The number of distinct jobs 3 received by the master when servers in a subset

(̂ (with |(̂ | = G ) is able to communicate with the master is given by

3 =

������
⋃
9∈(̂

supp(�� [:, 9 ])

������ =
(
: × G −

=∑
8=1

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1

)
(4)

Note that the term
=∑
8=1

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 excludes those jobs which have been received multiple

times from various servers present in (̂ .

E�,G [3] =

∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G

(: × G −
=∑
8=1

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1)

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

1
=: × G −

=
∑

(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1

(2
G

) (5)

Observe that for every job 08 in a balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment, the quantity
∑

(̂⊂S, |(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

−

1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 is the same, i.e., this summation is independent of 8 . We now show that the quantity∑
(̂⊂S, |(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂
−1)1n�

8,(̂
>1 for any specified G , is the same for every balanced (=, :, A , 2) distribution � .

We compute this sum by counting the number of subsets (̂ ⊂ S of cardinality G which additionally

satisfies the constraint on n�
8,(̂

= C (i.e. job 08 is present in exactly C servers from (̂) for every C from

2 to A (as these cases deal with the job 08 appearing more than once in the subset (̂). Equation (46)
follows from multiplying two binomial expressions 1 and considering their coefficients.

1Detailed proof is presented in Appendix B
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∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1=

A−1∑
C=1

∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G,n�
8,(̂

=C+1

C
(0)
=

A−1∑
C=1

C

(
A

(C + 1)

) (
(2 − A )

(G − C − 1)

)

(6)A−1∑
C=1

C

(
A

(C + 1)

) (
(2 − A )

(G − C − 1)

)
= A ×

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2 − A

G

)
−

(
2

G

)
(7)

Combining equations (42), (43) and (46), we get the desired result.
�

A few comments are in order here. Note that for G = 1, the expectation (as expected) is precisely
: . Observe that for G > 2 − A , the expectation goes to =. In other words, if the number of servers
that successfully communicates with the master is greater than (2 − A ), then the master obtains at
least one copy of every job 08 ∈ A. This follows since every job is assigned to exactly A servers
and therefore for any job to be missed out, the A servers to which that specific job was assigned,
should fail to communicate with the master. Thus, if any job is missed out, then the number of
servers that manage to communicate with the master G can at most be 2 − A .
We now calculate the variance for the number of distinct jobs 3 received at the master for any

balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment � . From the comments in the previous paragraph, it is clear
that f�,1 [3] = 0 for the case G = 1, since the master always receives precisely : distinct jobs, if
only one server manages to communicate with the master. Similarly, f�,G [3] = 0 for G > 2 − A ,
as the master would receive all the = jobs if more than 2 − A servers communicate (for the sake of
completeness, we formally calculate this in Corollary 1).
For calculating the variance on the number of distinct jobs 3 received by the master, observe

f�,G (3) = f�,G

(
: × G −

∑
8

(n�
8,(̂

− 1

)
1n�

8,(̂
>1) = f�,G

(∑
8

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1

)

The above follows since f (C − - ) = f (- ) where C is a constant and - is a random variable. We
now make use of the definition var(- ) = E[- 2] − (E[- ])2. Therefore,

f�,G

(∑
8

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1

)
=

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(
=∑
8=1

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1

)2

∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G

1
−

©­­­­­
«

∑
(̂⊂S; |(̂ |=G

(
=∑
8=1

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1)∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G

1

ª®®®®®
¬

2

(0)
=

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(
=∑
8=1

=∑
9=1

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1)

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

1
−

©­­­­­­­
«

=∑
8=1

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

((n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1)

(2
G

)
ª®®®®®®®
¬

2

(1 )
=

=∑
8=1

=∑
9=1

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1

(2
G

) −

©­­­
«
=
A−1∑
C=1

C
( A
(C+1)

) ( (2−A )
(G−C−1)

)
(2
G

) ª®®®
¬

2
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(2 )
=

=∑
8=1

=∑
9=1

∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1

(2
G

) −

(
=
(2−A
G

)
(2
G

) + = ×
(AG
2

− 1
))2

(8)

In the above set of equations, (0) follows from the identity (
∑
8
18)

2 =
∑
8

∑
9
181 9 . The first term in

(1) is obtained by interchanging the order of summations, whereas the second term comes from
equation (43). Further, the second term in (2) follows using the equation (46) given in the proof of
Theorem 1.

Observe that the second term in the final expression in equation (8) depends only on =, A , 2 and
G and is independent of the specific balanced (=, :, A ,2) job assignment � . On the other hand, the
first term in equation (8) depends on the particular assignment� . We now consider the numerator
of the first term of equation (8) in more detail. We can break this expression into two parts, where
one part is dependent on just one index 8 and the other part is dependent on two distinct indices
8, 9 . Thus,

=∑
8=1

=∑
9=1

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1

=2
∑

1≤8< 9≤=

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1 (9)

+
∑

1≤8=9≤=

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1 (10)

In equation (9), the second term can be rewritten as
∑

1≤8≤=

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

((n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1)
2. For every job 08 ,

this expression calculates
∑

(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

((n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1)
2, which is independent of the choice of the job 08

in any balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment � . In fact, this second term of equation (9) is independent
of the choice of � and it depends only on the values of =, 2, A and G . We can compute this sum

by counting the number of subsets (̂ ⊂ S of cardinality G that additionally satisfy the constraint

n�
8,(̂

= C (i.e. job 08 is present in exactly C servers from (̂) for every C from 2 to A . Thus

∑
1≤8≤=

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

((n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1)
2
= =

A−1∑
C=1

C2
(

A

(C + 1)

) (
(2 − A )

(G − C − 1)

)
(11)

Note that the number of subsets (̂ ⊂ S of cardinality G such that a particular job 08 appears

C + 1 times in (̂ is given by
( A
(C+1)

) ( (2−A )
(G−C−1)

)
. As n�

8,(̂
= C + 1 for this particular (̂ , therefore ((n�

8,(̂
−

1)1n�
8,(̂

>1)
2 = C2. This explains the final expression in equation (11). A closed form expression for
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the sum
A−1∑
C=1

C2
( A
(C+1)

) ( (2−A )
(G−C−1)

)
can be obtained by considering the following binomial expressions

A (A − 1)~2(1 + ~)A−2 − A~(1 + ~)A−1 − 1 + (1 + ~)A =

A−1∑
C=1

C2
(

A

C + 1

)
~C+1 (12)

(1 + ~)2−A =
2−A∑
E=0

(
2 − A

E

)
~E (13)

Multiplying equations (12) and (13), one obtains
A−1∑
C=1

C2
( A
C+1

) ( 2−A
G−C−1

)
to be the coefficient of ~G in

A (A − 1)~2(1 + ~)2−2 − A~(1 + ~)2−1 − (1 + ~)2−A + (1 + ~)2 , thus,

A−1∑
C=1

C2
(

A

C + 1

) (
2 − A

G − C − 1

)
= A (A − 1)

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
−

(
2 − A

G

)
+

(
2

G

)
(14)

Finally, we analyse the first term in equation (9), viz.,
∑

1≤8< 9≤=

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂
−1)1n�

8,(̂
>1 (n

�

9,(̂
−1)1n�

9,(̂
>1 .

If a specific pair of jobs 08 , 0 9 appear (U + 1) and (V + 1) times respectively in some subset (̂ ⊂ S of
cardinality G , then such a pair of jobs contribute UV towards this expression that we are analysing.
One needs to add up such contributions from every distinct pair of jobs (08 , 0 9 ) and every subset

(̂ ⊂ S of cardinality G to get the final value of this expression. The strategy that we adopt to
compute this sum is as follows : we find

∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1 for any given pair

of distinct jobs (08 , 0 9 ). Observe that this expression depends on how the pair of jobs (08 , 0 9 ) are
distributed amongst the 2 servers, which in turn depends on the particular balanced (=, :, A , 2) job
assignment � that is under consideration. Now, given a particular pair of jobs (08 , 0 9 ), how they
are farmed to the servers can essentially differ only in the number of servers that are assigned
both the jobs 08 , 0 9 simultaneously. The number of servers that are simultaneously assigned both
the jobs (08 , 0 9 ) can range from 0 to A . If a pair of jobs (08 , 0 9 ) are assigned together to precisely

< servers (with 0 ≤ < ≤ A ), then the sum
∑

(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1 calculated for this

particular pair of jobs is precisely equal to the corresponding sum for every other pair of jobs that
are assigned together to precisely< servers. We use the notation

6(<,G) =
∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1 (15)

to indicate this particular sum that arises from a pair of jobs 08 , 0 9 that are assigned together to
precisely < servers. We now show that the values of 6(<,G) depends only on 2, A ,< and G . We
give the expression for 6(0, G) in Lemma 1 and give a recursion to compute 6(<,G) in Lemma 2.

Lemma 1. For a balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment, the value of 6(0, G) is given by

6(0, G) =A 2
(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− 2A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2

G

)
− 2

(
2 − A

G

)
+ 2A

(
2 − A − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2 − 2A

G

)
(16)
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Lemma 2. For a balanced (=, :, A ,2) assignment, the values for 6(<,G) are related in the following

fashion

6(< + 1, G) − 6(<,G) =

(
2 − 2

G − 1

)
− 2

(
2 − A − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2 − 2A +<

G − 1

)
(17)

We prove these Lemmas in Appendix E and F respectively using a careful application of tech-
niques from combinatorics.
Note that all the expressions for 6(<,G) depends on the values of 2, A ,< and G and is therefore

independent of which balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment � we choose. Observe further that the ex-
pression for 6(< + 1, G) −6(<,G) is an increasing function of< when G is fixed. This is clear from
the fact that only the last term in (17) depends on<. Of course, if G ≤ 2 − 2A , then we can further
conclude that 6(< + 1, G) − 6(<,G) is a strictly increasing function of<.
We now definem� (<) as the number of distinct pairs of jobs (08 , 0 9 ) with 1 ≤ 8 < 9 ≤ = that are

assigned together to precisely< servers in the balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment � . One can formally
define this number for a specific balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment� using the assignment matrix��

as

m
� (<) =

∑
(81,82)

1≤81<82≤=

1

∑2
9=1�� [81, 9 ]�� [82, 9 ]=< (18)

Given a balanced (=, :, A ,2) assignment � , the numbersm� (<) have some additional properties
A∑

<=0

m
� (<) =

(
=

2

)
(19)

A∑
<=0

<m
� (<) = 2

(
:

2

)
(20)

Equation (19) follows from the fact that there are a total of = jobs and thus the total number of
job pairs is given by

(=
2

)
. Equation (20) follows from the fact that the number of pairs of jobs that

are assigned together to a fixed server B8 is given by
(:
2

)
. Summing over all the servers in S gives

us the RHS in (20). Note that we count each pair of jobs as many times as they appear together in

a server and thus we say
∑A

<=0<m� (<) = 2
(:
2

)
.

Observe that the first term of equation (9) that we are evaluating can now be rewritten as

∑
1≤8< 9≤=

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1 =

A∑
<=0

m
� (<)6(<,G) (21)

Putting all of the discussion together, we therefore conclude the following regarding evaluation of
variance f�,G (3) :

Theorem 2. Consider any assignment � amongst balanced (=, :, A ,2) assignments. The variance

on the number of distinct jobs 3 (f�,G (3)) received by the master when any subset of servers S of

cardinality G > 1 is able to communicate to the master with equal probability, is equal to

f�,G (3) =

2
A∑

<=0
m� (<)6(<,G) +)2(=, A ,2, G)(2

G

) − ()1 (=, A , 2, G))
2 (22)

where )1 (=, A , 2, G) =
=(2−AG )
(2G)

+ = × ( AG
2
− 1) and

)2 (=, A , 2, G) ==

A−1∑
C=1

C2
(

A

(C + 1)

) (
(2 − A )

(G − C − 1)

)
(23)
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==

(
A (A − 1)

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
−

(
2 − A

G

)
+

(
2

G

))
(24)

Thus, we have shown that while the mean of the number of received jobs 3 is the same for all
balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignments, the variance of 3 is dependent on the frequency distribution of
job pairs assigned to the same server.

6 RESULTS ON EXTREME VARIANCE BASED ON [m� (<)]A<=0

It is clear from the previous sections, that while all (=, :, A , 2) balanced job assignments give the
same mean, they display different variances based on the values of m� (<) that arise in the re-
spective job assignments. Herem� (<) refers to number of pairs of distinct jobs assigned together
to precisely < servers as defined in (18). We now explore the range of variances that balanced
(=, :, A , 2) job assignments can attain.

Definition 3. Given a balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment � , we define a shape vector ℎ� ∈ NA+1

associated to the assignment � as

ℎ� = [m� (0),m� (1), . . .m� (A )]) (25)

Thus the shape vector lists the number of pairs of jobs that are assigned together to< servers,
for< = 0, 1, · · · , A and is a vector of length A + 1. Clearly, the entries of ℎ� are all non-negative
integers. Two distinct balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignments �1, �2 would have the same mean and
variance if and only if the corresponding shape vectors ℎ�1 and ℎ�2 are the same.

We first characterize all possible candidate shape vectors in NA+1.2 Since the entries of the shape
vectors are m� (<) arising out of balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment, they must satisfy equations
(19) and (20). These can be rewritten as

[
1 1 1 · · · 1
0 1 2 · · · A

] ©­­­­
«

m� (0)
m� (1)

...

m� (A )

ª®®®®
¬
= �ℎ� =

( (=
2

)
2
(:
2

) ) (26)

Here the matrix � =

[
1 1 1 · · · 1
0 1 2 · · · A

]
. Thus, two possible shape vectors differ by a vector in

the kernel of the matrix � . Therefore, if one has a particular balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment �
with the corresponding shape vectorℎ� , then all other possible shape vectors can be characterized
as vectors (ℎ� + E) ∈ NA+1 where E ∈ ker� . A basis for the kernel of the matrix � is given by the
A − 1 vectors

{ℎ1, ℎ2, ℎ3, · · · , ℎA−2, ℎA−1} =




©­­­­­­­­­­­­
«

1
−2
1
0
...

0
0
0

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®
¬

,

©­­­­­­­­­­­­
«

0
1
−2
1
...

0
0
0

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®
¬

,

©­­­­­­­­­­­­
«

0
0
1
−2
...

0
0
0

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®
¬

, · · · ,

©­­­­­­­­­­­­
«

0
0
0
0
...

−2
1
0

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®
¬

,

©­­­­­­­­­­­­
«

0
0
0
0
...

1
−2
1

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®
¬




(27)

Note that each of these basis vectorsℎ8 have only three nonzero entries. Wemake use of these basis
vectors in determining extremal values of variances that a balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment can
attain.
2In our notation, N is the set of all non-negative integers including 0.
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Based on the shape vectors, we now define certain special kinds of balanced (=, :, A , 2) job as-
signments.

Definition 4. A balanced (=, :, A ,2) assignment � is compact if the corresponding shape vector ℎ�
has at most two non-zero elements.

Under certain special conditions, there is a possibility that the shape vector ℎ� has only one
nonzero entry. Of course, in this special case, every possible pair of jobs is assigned together to

< servers, where< =
2: (:−1)
= (=−1) = A :−1

=−1 . Clearly, the dependence of< on the values of =, :, A forces

such a possibility to be rare. So in general, compact balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignments have two
nonzero entries.

Definition 5. A balanced assignment � is proximally compact if the shape vector ℎ� has either

exactly one nonzero entry or has exactly two consecutive nonzero entries.

Lemma 3. For proximally compact (=, :, A , 2) assignment � , we have ℓ =
⌊
A (:−1)
=−1

⌋
where ℓ denotes

the index of the smallest non-zero entry in the shape vector ℎ� .

Proof. For a proximally compact (=, :, A , 2) assignment � , if the shape vector has only one

nonzero entry, thenm� (ℓ) =
(=
2

)
. As the total number of job pairs at the 2 servers is 2

(:
2

)
, therefore

using (20), we have ℓ =
2(:2)
(=2)

=
A (:−1)
=−1 .

On the other hand, if a proximally compact (=, :, A , 2) assignment � , has a shape vector with
exactly two consecutive nonzero entries, thenm� (<) is zero for all< ≠ ℓ, ℓ + 1 for some ℓ . Using

(19), we havem� (ℓ + 1) =
(=
2

)
−m� (ℓ) and by (20), we get ℓ (m� (ℓ)) + (ℓ + 1) (

(=
2

)
−m� (ℓ)) = 2

(:
2

)
.

Thus we can conclude that ℓ
(=
2

)
≤ 2

(:
2

)
and (ℓ + 1)

(=
2

)
> 2

(:
2

)
(as m� (ℓ) > 0) and therefore

ℓ =
⌊
2.(:2)
(=2)

⌋
=

⌊
A (:−1)
=−1

⌋
. �

Given =, :, A ,2 it is not clear whether a balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment which is proximally
compact exists. By Lemma 3, it is clear that there can be only one shape vector inNA+1 that satisfies
the condition of proximal compactness. One can therefore conclude that there is at most only one
proximally compact balanced (=, :, A ,2) job assignment.
The special case of the shape vector having only one nonzero entry corresponds to the case of

balanced incomplete block designs (BIBD) [11, 15]. Balanced incomplete block designs is a very
well studied subject. For the sake of completeness, we give the definition of BIBD below.

Defintion 6. (BIBD (E, 1, A , :, _) scheme as in [15]) - A balanced incomplete block design (BIBD) is

a pair (+ , �) where V is a E-set and B is a collection of 1 :-sized subsets of + (blocks) such that each

element of + is contained in exactly A blocks and any 2-subset of V is contained in exactly _ blocks.

Note that we can associate the set + to the set of jobs A. Thus E is the same as = that we have
employed so far. Each : sized subset of + (or A) can be identified to the set of jobs assigned to a
server. The number A has the same interpretation as in our case. Since � is a collection of 1 :-sized

sets, we can think of the number of servers 2 being equal to 1. Finally _ =
A (:−1)
=−1 . Thus (=, :, A , 2)

in our case is the same as (E, 1, A , :, _) quoted in the definition of BIBD above.
Even in cases where =, :, A may lead to a _ which is a positive integer, it is not known whether

a BIBD always exists. However, multiple constructions of BIBD for various parameters have been
described in [11] using various techniques, like vector sub-spaces over finite fields etc. The famous
Bruck-Ryser-Chowla theorem in [40] gives some necessary conditions on =, :, A that guarantees
the existence of a BIBD.
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Proximally compact assignments may be thought of as a generalization of BIBDs that do not
insist on a unique number _, that represents the number of servers to be shared by every pair of
jobs. Instead proximally compact assignments allow every pair of jobs to be assigned to either ℓ
or ℓ + 1 servers. As remarked earlier, Lemma 3 ensures that given =, :, A , 2 there is a unique shape
vector that can be constructed and therefore at most only one proximally compact assignment can
exist. We now provide an example of a proximally compact assignment scheme that is not a BIBD.

Example 2. Consider balanced (9, 3, 3, 9) assignment schemes. In this case, A (:−1)
=−1 =

3
4 and so there

is no BIBD possible. Further, ℓ = 0 and the corresponding shape vector for a possible proximally
compact assignment should be ℎ� = [9, 27, 0, 0]) . We display an assignment scheme in Table 2
whose shape vector is indeed ℎ� . Note that in this scheme, 27 pairs of jobs are assigned together
to a server once and there are 9 pairs of jobs that were never assigned together.

Jobs
Servers

B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 B9

01 1 1 1

02 1 1 1

03 1 1 1

04 1 1 1

05 1 1 1

06 1 1 1

07 1 1 1

08 1 1 1

09 1 1 1

Table 2. Assignment of jobs to servers in a proximally minimally compact (9, 3, 3, 9) assignment scheme

Theorem 3. If a proximally compact balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment exists, then it has the least

variance amongst all balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignments.

A proof sketch is presented below. A detailed proof is given in Appendix C. Recall that in our
notation N denotes the set of all non-negative integers including 0.

Proof Sketch. Let ℎ� be the shape vector corresponding to the proximally compact balanced
(=, :, A , 2) job assignment. Thus ℎ� (8) = 0 for all 8 ≤ ℓ and 8 > ℓ + 2 for ℓ as calculated in Lemma 3.
Any balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment �1 would have a shape vector ℎ� + E where E ∈ ker�
with matrix� as defined in (26). Observe from the expression of variance in (22) that it is only the

term
A∑

<=0
m� (<)6(<,G) that varies amongst the different balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignments. Thus it

is enough to show that for every permissible E ∈ ker� mentioned above,
A∑

<=0
E (< + 1)6(<,G) ≥ 0,

in order to conclude that the proximally compact balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment has the least
variance.
We therefore first characterize E ∈ ker� that may appear from some balanced (=, :, A , 2) as-

signment. As both the shape vectors ℎ� , ℎ� + E ∈ NA+1, therefore E (8) ≥ 0 for all 8 ≠ ℓ + 1, ℓ + 2.

Further, as E ∈ ker� , therefore
A+1∑
8=1

E (8) = 0 and so if E is a nonzero vector, then at least one of
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E (ℓ + 1), E (ℓ + 2) must be a negative integer. As E ∈ ker� , therefore E can be expressed in terms of

the basis vectors {ℎ8 } listed in (27). Let E =
A−1∑
8=1

U8ℎ8 and we show 3 that all U8 ∈ N.

As a result, we get

A∑
<=0

E (< + 1)6(<,G) =

A−1∑
8=1

U8 (6(8 − 1, G) − 26(8, G) + 6(8 + 1, G))

By Lemma 2, we know that 6(< + 1, G) − 6(<,G) =
(2−2
G−1

)
− 2

(2−A−1
G−1

)
+

(2−2A+<
G−1

)
and therefore

6(8 − 1, G) − 26(8, G) + 6(8 + 1, G) = (6(8 + 1, G) − 6(8, G)) − (6(8, G) − 6(8 − 1, G))

=

(
2 − 2A + 8

G − 1

)
−

(
2 − 2A + 8 − 1

G − 1

)

=
G − 1

2 − 2A + 8 − G + 1

(
2 − 2A + 8 − 1

G − 1

)
≥ 0 (28)

Thus we have
A∑

<=0

E (< + 1)6(<,G) =

A−1∑
8=1

U8 (6(8 − 1, G) − 26(8, G) + 6(8 + 1, G))

=

A−1∑
8=1

U8 (G − 1)

2 − 2A + 8 − G + 1

(
2 − 2A + 8 − 1

G − 1

)
≥ 0 (29)

As the above is true for every permissible E ∈ ker� such that ℎ� +E is a shape vector, therefore we
conclude that proximally compact balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment has the least variance amongst
all balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignments. �

The above theorem guarantees that if a proximally compact balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment ex-
ists, then it has the least variance. Also note from (48) that for the case G = 1, the contribution
due to every permissible E ∈ ker� is zero and so all shape vectors give the same variance, which
is zero. That is consistent with what we have shown earlier. Similarly, note that for G > 2 − A ,

every
(2−2A+8−1

G−1

)
is zero and therefore from (48) we can conclude that every balanced (=, :, A , 2)

assignment has the same variance when one considers the cases of G > 2 − A .
We now provide an example of (=, :, A , 2) that does not have a proximally compact assignment.

Example 3. Consider balanced (10, 5, 4, 8) assignments. Here A (:−1)
=−1 =

16
9 and so the shape vector

must have at least two nonzero entries. Moreover, ℓ = 1 and the corresponding shape vector for
a possible proximally compact assignment should be ℎ� = [0, 10, 35, 0, 0]) . We now show that an
assignment with the shape vector ℎ� does not exist.
As every job is assigned to A = 4 servers, every job is involved in A (:−1) = 16 job pairs. Consider

the job 01 and let G be the number of other jobs with whom 01 shares only one server. So 9−G jobs
share two servers each with 01. Clearly 2(9 − G) + G = 16 which implies that G = 2. As 01 was an
arbitrary choice, we can conclude that every job shares one server with two other jobs and shares
two servers with the other 7 jobs.
LetG = {01, 02, 03, · · · 08 , 01} be a cycle of jobs such that each job shares only one server with

the jobs that are its predecessor and successor inG. One can now argue that the only permissible
lengths of these cycles can be either 5 or 10.4 Then some more work proves that it is not possible

3A detailed proof proving non-negativity of U8 is in Appendix C
4This follows since there cannot exist a cycle of size 3 i.e. there cannot exist jobs 0,1 and 2 such that pairs (0, 1 ) , (1, 2 )

and (2, 0) share a server each.
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to have an assignment with ℎ� = [0, 10, 35, 0, 0]) The actual balanced (10, 5, 4, 8) assignments that
have shape vectors closest toℎ� have shape vectors [1, 8, 36, 0, 0]) and [0, 12, 31, 2, 0]) respectively.

We now define another class of compact assignments.

Definition 7. A balanced assignment � is stretched compact if the shape vector ℎ� has non-zero

elements only in the first and the last entries.

If only the first and last entries of the shape vector ℎ� are nonzero, then by (26) it is clear that

the last entry of the shape vector is 2
A

(:
2

)
=

= (:−1)
2 and therefore the first entry of the shape vector

is
= (=−: )

2 . Of course, if = is a odd number and : is even, then these calculated quantities are not
integers and therefore for such cases, there is no possibility of existence of a stretched compact
(=, :, A , 2) assignment. Even for the other cases, there is no guarantee that a stretched compact
(=, :, A , 2) assignment exists even though the shape vector has integer entries.

Theorem 4. If a stretched compact balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment exists, then it has the largest

variance amongst all balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignments.

This proof goes along very similar lines to that of Theorem 3 and we prove in Appendix D.

Example 4. Let us revisit the earlier example of (10, 5, 4, 8) assignments. It is clear that a shape
vector corresponding to stretched compact assignment is permissible, namelyℎ� = [25, 0, 0, 0, 20]) .
Such an assignment is indeed possible. Divide the 10 jobs into two sets of 5 jobs. Assign each of
these sets of jobs to 4 servers. That results in a total of 20 pairs sharing 4 servers each and the rest
25 pairs consisting of a job each from the two sets sharing no servers. This repetition assignment
is a stretched compact assignment and therefore has the largest variance amongst all possible
balanced (10, 5, 4, 8) assignments.

It is clear that this sort of repetition assignment where multiple servers have the same set of
jobs assigned is only possible if : divides =. In such a situation, one can subdivide the jobs into =

:

groups of : jobs each. Each of these groups are repeated at A servers, thus accounting for =
:
A = 2

servers. Thus the number of job pairs that appear together A times is equal to =
:

(:
2

)
=

= (:−1)
2 . And in

all these cases, these repetition assignments would correspond to a stretched compact assignment
which has the largest variance amongst all balanced (=, :, A ,2) assignments.

7 GENERALIZATION WHERE THE NUMBER OF SERVERS THAT RETURN (G) IS

RANDOM

We now look at a scenario where each of the 2 servers is independently and equally likely to
communicate with the master with probability ? . Note that under this setup, the distribution of
the number of servers G that could communicate is given by the binomial distribution �(2, ?).
Observe that conditioned on G , every subset of G servers is equally likely to communicate with the
master. Under this setup, we can now state our results on mean and variance on the number of
distinct jobs received by the master.

Theorem 5. Consider any balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment� , where each server is independently and

equally likely to communicate with the master with probability ? . The expectation of the number of

distinct completed jobs 3 received is the same for every assignment � amongst all balanced (=, :, A , 2)

assignments and is given by

E� [3] = = − =(1 − ?)A (30)

and the variance is given by
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f� (3) =

2∑
G=0

f�,G (3)

(
2

G

)
?G (1 − ?)2−G (31)

where f�,G (3) is given by the expression in Equation (22).

Proof. Observe that under this setup, the number of servers that communicateswith themaster
G is be given by the binomial distribution �(2, ?). Also observe that under this setup conditioned
on G , any set of G servers is equally likely to communicate with the master.
We can thus say that

E� [3] =EG∼� (2,? )E�,G [3] (32)

(0)
=

2∑
G=0

=

(
1 −

(2−A
G

)
(2
G

)
) (

2

G

)
?G (1 − ?)2−G (33)

= = − =(1 − ?)A
2∑

G=0

(
2 − A

G

)
?G (1 − ?)2−A−G = = − =(1 − ?)A (34)

Note (0) follows from the expression of mean in Theorem 1. Using a very similar technique, we
can prove a result of f� (3) as well. �

We can actually generalize some of our results in Theorem 3 and 4 for a more generalized setup
where the number of servers that return is not unique but is sampled from some distribution P .
However, we ensure that the subset (1 is the set of servers that could communicate is equally
likely as the subset of servers (2 that could communicate if |(1 | = |(2 |. Formally, we study the
setup where G is sampled from a distribution P and conditioned on G , any subset of G servers is
equally likely to be the set of servers that could communicate with the master.
This precisely captures the case where every server is independently able to communicate to

the master with probability ? , in which case P would be given by �(2, ?)

Theorem 6. Let us consider G ∼ P . Conditioned on G , we study the setup where any set of G servers is

equally likely to communicate with the master. Then the proximally compact assignment (if it exists)

attains the least variance on the number of distinct jobs received at master amongst all balanced

(=, :, A , 2) assignment schemes.

Proof. Let us denote the number of distinct jobs when any set of G servers return uniformly
at random by 3 . However, in our problem G itself might be sampled from a distribution P . Let us
denote the variance in this set-up under this assignment of jobs to servers (say �) by f�,G∼P (3).
Now using law of variances(Eve’s law), we can say that

f�,G∼P (3) = EG∼P [f�,G (3)] + fG∼P [E�,G (3)]

Now consider assignments � and �1 such that assignment � is a proximally compact (=, :, A , 2)
assignment scheme and assignment �1 could be any balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment scheme.
However, we know from Theorem 3 that f�,G (3) ≤ f�1,G (3) for every G if� is a proximally com-

pact (=, :, A , 2) assignment scheme and assignment �1 is any other balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment
scheme.
We also know that E�,G (3) = E�1,G (3) from Theorem 1. Combining the two properties, we get

that f�,G∼P (3) ≤ f�1,G∼P (3) thus proving the theorem.
�

Similarly, we can prove a result corresponding to that of Theorem 4 for this setup.
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Theorem 7. Let us consider G ∼ P . Conditioned on G , if any set of G servers is equally likely to

communicate with the master, then the stretched compact (=, :, A , 2) assignment scheme (if it exists)

attains the largest variance on the number of distinct jobs received at master amongst all balanced

(=, :, A , 2) assignment schemes.

8 CONCLUSION

In this work, we study the mean and the variance of the number of distinct jobs received at server
under various assignment schemes and show that assignment schemes based on the repetition
coding and block designs attain the largest and least variance respectively. However, it is not
always known whether such designs always exist and famous Bruck-Ryser-Chowla theorem in
[40] just gives some necessary conditions. In future works, it would be interesting to see if small
modifications to designs are still close to extremal variance in case they do not exist. Another
direction of work could be to extend results beyond the second moment to the CCℎ moment and
investigate if constructions based on C-designs can attain extremal results.

9 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Most of this work was performedwhen SS was an undergraduate at Indian Institute of Technology,
Bombay. SS would like to thank Siddharth Chandak for insightful discussions on Section 7.

REFERENCES

[1] [n. d.]. Distributed Computing AWS. https://aws.amazon.com/what-is/distributed-computing/.

[2] [n. d.]. DistributedComputing Google Cloud. https://cloud2data.com/distributed-computing-on-the-google-cloud-platform/.

[3] [n. d.]. Distributed Computing Microsoft Azure. https://cloud2data.com/distributed-computing-in-microsoft-azure/.

[4] Sidney Addelman. 1969. The generalized randomized block design. The American Statistician 23, 4 (1969), 35–36.

[5] Mehmet Fatih Aktas and Emina Soljanin. 2019. Straggler Mitigation at Scale. CoRR abs/1906.10664 (2019).

arXiv:1906.10664 http://arxiv.org/abs/1906.10664

[6] Bassem Ammar, Bahram Honary, Yu Kou, Jun Xu, and Shu Lin. 2004. Construction of low-density parity-check codes

based on balanced incomplete block designs. IEEE Transactions on information Theory 50, 6 (2004), 1257–1269.

[7] Ganesh Ananthanarayanan, Ali Ghodsi, Scott Shenker, and Ion Stoica. 2013. Effective Straggler Mitigation: Attack of

the Clones. In Proceedings of the 10th USENIX Conference on Networked Systems Design and Implementation (Lombard,

IL) (nsdi’13). USENIX Association, USA, 185–198.

[8] Ganesh Ananthanarayanan, Ali Ghodsi, Scott Shenker, and Ion Stoica. 2013. Effective straggler mitigation: Attack of

the clones. In 10th USENIX Symposium on Networked Systems Design and Implementation (NSDI 13). 185–198.

[9] Martin F. Arlitt and Carey L. Williamson. 1996. Web Server Workload Characterization: The Search for Invariants.

In Proceedings of the 1996 ACM SIGMETRICS International Conference on Measurement and Modeling of Computer

Systems (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, USA) (SIGMETRICS ’96). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY,

USA, 126–137. https://doi.org/10.1145/233013.233034

[10] Balaji Srinivasan Babu and P. Vijay Kumar. 2015. On Partial Maximally-Recoverable and Maximally-Recoverable

Codes. CoRR abs/1501.07130 (2015). arXiv:1501.07130 http://arxiv.org/abs/1501.07130

[11] R. C. BOSE. 1939. ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF BALANCED INCOMPLETE BLOCK DE-

SIGNS. Annals of Eugenics 9, 4 (1939), 353–399. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1809.1939.tb02219.x

arXiv:https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/j.1469-1809.1939.tb02219.x

[12] Raj Chandra Bose and K Raghavan Nair. 1939. Partially balanced incomplete block designs. Sankhyā: The Indian
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2
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Definition 8. Given a balanced (=, :, A ,2) assignment, we call it proximally compact (=, :, A , 2) server

assignment if for every pair of distinct servers B8 and B 9 in S, the number of jobs assigned to both B8
and B 9 simultaneously is exactly ℓ or ℓ + 1 for some integer ℓ .

Lemma 4. For any proximally compact (=, :, A , 2) server assignment, we must have ℓ =
⌊
=.(A2)
(22)

⌋
This lemma can be proved in a very similar way as that of Lemma 3.
We may observe that in general, proximally compact server assignment schemes may not be

proximally compact job assignment schemes. We demonstrate that with an Example 5 below.

Example 5. We now describe a proximally compact (14, 6, 3, 7) server assignment which is not a
proximally compact job assignment in Table 3. Note that in this scheme, every pair of servers have
exactly 2 jobs in common and therefore proximally compact server assignment. However, some
pairs of jobs appear together in one server like (01, 02), some pairs of jobs appear together in 2
servers like pairs of jobs (01, 08) and some pairs of jobs like (03, 010) appear together in 3 servers
and thus it is not proximally compact job assignment.

Jobs
Servers

B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7

01 1 1 1

02 1 1 1

03 1 1 1

04 1 1 1

05 1 1 1

06 1 1 1

07 1 1 1

08 1 1 1

09 1 1 1

010 1 1 1

011 1 1 1

012 1 1 1

013 1 1 1

014 1 1 1

Table 3. Assignment of jobs to various servers in a proximally compact (14, 6, 3, 7) server assignment scheme

However, when = = 2 our subsequent result shows that proximally compact server assignment
schemes and proximally compact job assignment schemes are equivalent.

Theorem 8. Amongst balanced (=, :, :, =) assignments, every proximally compact (=, :, :, =) job

assignment is also a proximally compact server assignment and vice-versa.

To prove this theorem, we first prove Lemma 5.
We define a random variable .� as follows for balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment � as the number

of servers in which a pair of jobs chosen uniformly at random occur together. Formally, we can
say that

P[.�
= ?] =

m� (?)(=
2

) for any integer ? ∈ [0, A ] (35)
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Observe that this is a valid distribution as
A∑

?=0
m� (?) =

(=
2

)
in Equation (19).

Lemma 5. For any balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment � , the variance of .� is linearly proportional

to the variance of distinct jobs 3 received at master when any 2 servers chosen uniformly at random

return i.e. are able to communicate their results to the master. We can also state it as follows.

f�,2(3) =

(=
2

)
f (.� ) +

(
2(:2)

)2
(=2)

+ =
( (A
2

) )
− 2

( (:
2

) )
(2
2

) −

(
=
(A
2

)
(2
2

)
)2

(36)

Further for = = 2 , we can say that f (.� ) = f�,2(3)

Proof. Observe that6(0, G) =
A+1∑
8=2

A+1∑
9=2

(8−1) ( 9−1)
( (2−2A )
(G−8− 9 )

) (A
8

) (A
9

)
from equation (16) and therefore

6(0, 2) = 0. Further, using equation (17), we have 6(< + 1, 2) − 6(<, 2) = (2 − 2) − 2(2 − A − 1) +

(2 − 2A +<) =<. Therefore, 6(<, 2) = 1 + 2 + · · · + (< − 1) = < (<−1)
2 .

Consider the numerator of first term in f�,G (3) in equation (22) whichwas shown to be 2
A∑

<=0
m� (<)6(<,G)+

=

(
A−1∑
C=1

C2
( A
(C+1)

) ( (2−A )
(G−C−1)

))
. Note that here we consider G = 2 as we are considering the case when

only two servers communicate back to the master. So for G = 2,

2

A∑
<=0

m
� (<)6(<, 2) + =

(
:−1∑
C=1

C2
(

A

(C + 1)

) (
(2 − A )

(2 − C − 1)

))
=

A∑
<=0

m
� (<)<(< − 1) + =

(
A

2

)

(0)
=

A∑
<=0

<2
m

� (<) + =

(
A

2

)
− 2

(
:

2

)

(0) follows since
A∑

<=0
<m� (<) = 2

(:
2

)
in Equation (20).

Therefore,

f�,2(3) =

A∑
<=0

<2m� (<) + =
(A
2

)
− 2

(:
2

)
(2
2

) −

(
=
(A
2

)
(2
2

)
)2

(37)

Observe E[.� ] =

∑A
<=0<m� (<)

(=2)
=

2(:2)
(=2)

as
A∑

<=0
<m� (<) = 2

(:
2

)
by equation (20) and using the

definition of .� in Equation (35).

f (.� ) =E[(.� )2] − (E[.� ])2

=
1(=
2

) A∑
<=0

<2
m

� (<) −

(
2
(:
2

)
(=
2

)
)2

(38)

Thus, using equations (38) and (37), we obtain the expression (36) in the statement of the lemma.
Further, when = = 2 , then A = : and the two equations (38) and (37) become equal. �

We now prove Theorem 8.
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Proof. Consider the set of balanced (=, :, :, =) assignment schemes. Now recall.� denoted the
number of servers where a pair of jobs chosen uniformly at random occurs together and for = = 2

and : = A , we have

f�,2(3) = f (.� ). (39)

Further E[.� ] =
=(:2)
(=2)

. Also, observe from Theorem 1 (under G = 2, = = 2 and : = A ) that

E�,2 [3] = =

(
1 −

(= − :) (= − : − 1)

=(= − 1)

)
=

(
2: − =

: (: − 1)

=(= − 1)

)
= E� [2: − .� ] (40)

We first show that every proximally compact (=, :, :, =) job assignment is also a proximally
compact server assignment scheme.
Suppose not and consider a balanced assignment scheme � which is not a proximally compact

server assignment but is a proximally compact job assignment. Now let us consider the scenario
where G = 2 (exactly 2 randomly chosen servers) are able to communicate with the master. Now
if � is not a proximally compact server assignment, then 3 (the number of distinct jobs received)
can take at least two distinct integral values which are non-consecutive, hence 2: − 3 also has a
support of at least 2 distinct non-consecutive integral values. However the random variable .�

has a support of at most 2 over two consecutive indices (since it is a proximally compact job
assignment). Now observe that random 2: −3 and .� have the same expectation (shown above in
Equation (40)). Therefore the variance of 2: − 3 is clearly more than that of .� which contradicts
equation (39).
Now we consider the reverse situation where a balanced assignment scheme is a proximally

compact server assignment but not proximally compact job assignment. Again consider the sce-
nario where G = 2 (exactly 2 randomly chosen servers) are able to communicate with the master.
The number of distinct jobs received at the master 3 can take at most 2 consecutive values (as it is a
proximally compact server assignment) and therefore the random variable 2: −3 has a support of
at most 2 over two consecutive indices. Suppose the assignment scheme is not proximally compact
job assignment, .� has a support of at least 2 elements which are non consecutive. As the random
variables .� and 2: −3 have the same expectation according to (40), hence the variance of .� has
to be clearly larger than that 2: − 3 which is turn contradicts equation (39).
Thus, the set of proximally compact job assignments is identical to the set of proximally compact

server assignments. �

Thus, Theorem 8 ensures that when the number of servers equals the number of jobs, proximally
compact server assignment and proximally compact job assignments minimise the variance of the
number of distinct jobs received at the server as shown in Theorem 8.

B PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof. The number of distinct jobs 3 received by the master when servers in a subset (̂ (with

|(̂ | = G ) is able to communicate with the master is given by

3 =

������
⋃
9∈(̂

supp(�� [:, 9 ])

������ =
(
: × G −

=∑
8=1

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1

)
(41)

Note that the term
=∑
8=1

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 excludes those jobs which have been received multiple

times from various servers present in (̂ .
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E�,G [3] =

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(: × G −
=∑
8=1

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1)

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

1
=: × G −

=∑
8=1

∑
(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1

(2
G

)

=: × G −

=
∑

(̂⊂S;
|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1

(2
G

) (42)

Observe that for every job 08 in a balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment, the quantity
∑

(̂⊂S, |(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

−

1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 is the same, i.e., this summation is independent of 8 . We now show that the quantity∑
(̂⊂S, |(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂
−1)1n�

8,(̂
>1 for any specified G , is the same for every balanced (=, :, A , 2) distribution � .

We compute this sum by counting the number of subsets (̂ ⊂ S of cardinality G which additionally

satisfies the constraint on n�
8,(̂

= C (i.e. job 08 is present in exactly C servers from (̂) for every C from

2 to A (as these cases deal with the job 08 appearing more than once in the subset (̂).

∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1=

A−1∑
C=1

∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G,n�
8,(̂

=C+1

C=

A−1∑
C=1

C
∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G,n�
8,(̂

=C+1

1

(0)
=

A−1∑
C=1

C

(
A

(C + 1)

) (
(2 − A )

(G − C − 1)

)
(43)

The last equality (0) comes from counting the number of subsets (̂ ⊂ S of cardinality G that
contain precisely C + 1 servers that were assigned the job 08 . Consider the following binomial
expressions

A~(1 + ~)A−1 + 1 − (1 + ~)A =

A−1∑
C=0

C

(
A

C + 1

)
~C+1 (44)

(1 + ~)2−A =
2−A∑
D=0

(
2 − A

D

)
~D (45)

Multiplying equations (44) and (45), one observes that
A−1∑
C=1

C
( A
(C+1)

) ( (2−A )
(G−C−1)

)
is precisely the coef-

ficient of ~G in A~(1 + ~)2−1 + (1 + ~)2−A − (1 + ~)2 . Thus,

A−1∑
C=1

C

(
A

(C + 1)

) (
(2 − A )

(G − C − 1)

)
= A ×

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2 − A

G

)
−

(
2

G

)
(46)

Combining equations (42), (43) and (46), we get

E�,G [3] = : × G −
=

(
A ×

(2−1
G−1

)
+

(2−A
G

)
−

(2
G

) )
(2
G

) = =

(
1 −

(2−A
G

)
(2
G

)
)
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�

C PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Proof. Letℎ� be the shape vector corresponding to the proximally compact balanced (=, :, A , 2)
job assignment. Thus ℎ� (8) = 0 for all 8 ≤ ℓ and 8 > ℓ + 2 for ℓ as calculated in Lemma 3. Any
balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment �1 would have a shape vector ℎ� + E where E ∈ ker� with
matrix � as defined in (26). Observe from the expression of variance in (22) that it is only the

term
A∑

<=0
m� (<)6(<,G) that varies amongst the different balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignments. Thus it

is enough to show that for every permissible E ∈ ker� mentioned above,
A∑

<=0
E (< + 1)6(<,G) ≥ 0,

in order to conclude that the proximally compact balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment has the least
variance.

We therefore first characterize E ∈ ker� that may appear from some balanced (=, :, A , 2) as-
signment. As both the shape vectors ℎ� , ℎ� + E ∈ NA+1, therefore E (8) ≥ 0 for all 8 ≠ ℓ + 1, ℓ + 2.

Further, as E ∈ ker� , therefore
A+1∑
8=1

E (8) = 0 and so if E is a nonzero vector, then at least one of

E (ℓ + 1), E (ℓ + 2) must be a negative integer. As E ∈ ker� , therefore E can be expressed in terms of

the basis vectors {ℎ8 } listed in (27). Let E =
A−1∑
8=1

U8ℎ8 . We now show that all U8 ∈ N.

Consider the components of E for 8 ≤ ℓ . Let 9 be the smallest index where E ( 9 ) > 0 and 9 ≤ ℓ .
Then one can inductively argue that U8 = 0 for all 8 < 9 by starting with 8 = 1 as E (8) = 0 for
8 < 9 . Further, U 9 = E ( 9 ) > 0. Now, E ( 9 + 1) = U 9+1 − 2U 9 ≥ 0 implies that U 9+1 ≥ 2U 9 . Similarly,
E ( 9 + 2) = U 9+2 − 2U 9+1 + U 9 , which implies U 9+2 ≥ 2U 9+1 − U 9 ≥ 3U 9 as E ( 9 + 2) ≥ 0. On the same
lines, U 9+3 ≥ 2U 9+2 − U 9+1 ≥ 2(2U 9+1 − U 9 ) − U 9+1 = 3U 9+1 − 2U 9 ≥ 4U 9 . Inductively, one can show
that U 9+: ≥ (: + 1)U 9 for all : ≤ (ℓ − 9 ). Thus U8 ≥ 0 for all 1 ≤ 8 ≤ ℓ . This accounts for all E (8) ≥ 0
for 8 ≤ ℓ .
Similarly, one can utilize E (8) ≥ 0 for 8 > ℓ + 2 to conclude that U8 ≥ 0 for ℓ + 1 ≤ 8 ≤ A − 1,

by proceeding from the other end. Let 9 now be the largest index where E ( 9 ) > 0 and 9 > ℓ + 2.
If 9 < A + 1, then E (A + 1) = 0 forces UA−1 = 0. Once again, one can inductively argue that
U8 = 0 for 9 − 1 ≤ 8 ≤ A − 1 as the corresponding E (8 + 2) = 0. Further, U 9−2 = E ( 9 ) > 0.
Now, E ( 9 − 1) = U 9−3 − 2U 9−2 ≥ 0 implies that U 9−3 ≥ 2U 9−2. Using E ( 9 − 2) ≥ 0, one obtains
U 9−4 ≥ 2U 9−3−U 9−2 ≥ 3U 9−2. Reflecting the argument used before, one can conclude that U 9−2−: ≥

(: + 1)U 9−2 for 0 ≤ : ≤ ( 9 − ℓ − 3) and so U8 ≥ 0 for ℓ + 1 ≤ 8 ≤ A − 1. Thus all U8 ∈ N.
As a result, we get

A∑
<=0

E (< + 1)6(<,G) =

A−1∑
8=1

U8 (6(8 − 1, G) − 26(8, G) + 6(8 + 1, G))

By Lemma 2, we know that 6(< + 1, G) − 6(<,G) =
(2−2
G−1

)
− 2

(2−A−1
G−1

)
+

(2−2A+<
G−1

)
and therefore

6(8 − 1, G) − 26(8, G) + 6(8 + 1, G) = 6(8 + 1, G) − 6(8, G) − {6(8, G) − 6(8 − 1, G)}

=

(
2 − 2A + 8

G − 1

)
−

(
2 − 2A + 8 − 1

G − 1

)

=
G − 1

2 − 2A + 8 − G + 1

(
2 − 2A + 8 − 1

G − 1

)
≥ 0 (47)
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Thus we have

A∑
<=0

E (< + 1)6(<,G) =

A−1∑
8=1

U8 (6(8 − 1, G) − 26(8, G) + 6(8 + 1, G))

=

A−1∑
8=1

U8 (G − 1)

2 − 2A + 8 − G + 1

(
2 − 2A + 8 − 1

G − 1

)
≥ 0 (48)

As the above is true for every permissible E ∈ ker� such that ℎ� +E is a shape vector, therefore we
conclude that proximally compact balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment has the least variance amongst
all balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignments. �

D PROOF OF THEOREM 4

Proof. Let ℎ� be the shape vector corresponding to a stretched compact balanced (=, :, A , 2)

job assignment. Then ℎ� (8) = 0 for all 8 ≠ 1, A + 1. Any balanced (=, :, A , 2) job assignment �1 has
a shape vector ℎ� + E where E ∈ ker� with � as defined in (26). Similar to the proof of Theorem 3,
we now characterize E ∈ ker� that can arise from some balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignment. Note that

E (8) ≥ 0 for all 8 ≠ 1, A +1 and
A+1∑
8=1

E (8) = 0. Hence E (1) ≤ 0 and E (A +1) ≤ 0. As E ∈ ker� , therefore

E =
A−1∑
8=1

U8ℎ8 where {ℎ8} is the basis for ker� as listed in (27). Following the proof of Theorem 3,

it is now enough to show that all U8 ≤ 0 for any permissible nonzero vector E ∈ ker� since the
expression in (48) would then be rendered negative, thereby signalling a decrease in the variance
for all balanced (=, :, A , 2) assignments with shape vector ℎ� + E .
Observe that as E (1) ≤ 0, therefore U1 = E (1) ≤ 0. If A = 2, then ker� is one dimensional

and therefore E (1) = E (3) ≤ 0, while E (2) = −2E (1) ≥ 0 ≥ E (1). If A > 2, then as E (2) ≥ 0 and
E (2) = U2−2U1, therefore U2 ≥ 2U1. Now if A = 3, then ker� is two dimensional and U2 = E (4) ≤ 0.
Further, E (3) ≥ 0 implies U1−2U2 ≥ 0 and therefore U1 ≥ 2U2. Thus again, for A = 3, both U1, U2 are
negative and their values are mutually bound by the constraints U1

2 ≥ U2 ≥ 2U1 and
U2

2 ≥ U1 ≥ 2U2.
Now, we consider the cases of A > 3. In this case, E (3) ≥ 0 translates to 2U2 ≤ U1 +U3. Therefore

4U2 ≤ 2U1+2U3 ≤ U2+2U3 (by using the condition obtained from E (2) ≥ 0) which in turn translates
to 3U2 ≤ 2U3. From the condition E (4) ≥ 0, we get 2U3 ≤ U2 +U4 which can now be manipulated to
6U3 ≤ 3U2 + 3U4 ≤ 2U3 + 3U4 which gives us 4U3 ≤ 3U4. Following the steps mentioned above, one
can use the subsequent E (:) ≥ 0 to show that :U:−1 ≤ (: − 1)U: for 2 ≤ : ≤ (A − 1). Combining
all these inequalities, one gets U1 ≤

U2

2 ≤ U3

3 ≤ · · · ≤
U:
: ≤ · · · ≤ UA−1

A−1 ≤ 0. This proves that all the
U8 ≤ 0. �

Interestingly, in the proof above, one could have started from the other end and as already shown
for the case A = 3, one can get another set of constraints UA−1 ≤

UA−2
2 ≤ · · · ≤

UA−:
: ≤ · · · ≤ U1

A−1 ≤ 0.

These interwoven constraints restrict the possible values for the U8 where E =
A−1∑
8=1

U8ℎ8 .

E PROOF OF CLAIM 1

Proof. Consider a pair of jobs (08 , 0 9 ) such that no server has been assigned both 08 and 0 9
together. Therefore there are precisely A servers that have been assigned 08 and not 0 9 . Another A
servers that are assigned 0 9 but not 08 while the remaining 2 − 2A servers are assigned neither 08
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nor 0 9 . Then

6(0, G) =
∑
(̂⊂S;

|(̂ |=G

(n�
8,(̂

− 1)1n�
8,(̂

>1 (n
�

9,(̂
− 1)1n�

9,(̂
>1 =

A∑
C=2

A∑
D=2

(C − 1) (D − 1)

(
A

C

) (
A

D

) (
2 − 2A

G − C − D

)
(49)

Clearly any subset of servers (̂ ⊂ S of cardinality G that has at most only one instance of the job 08
assigned amongst its members does not contribute to the sum. Ditto for 0 9 . Therefore, one needs

to consider only those subsets (̂ of servers that contain at least two servers that are assigned 08
and at least two servers that are assigned 0 9 . In the final expression of equation (49),

(A
C

) (A
D

) ( 2−2A
G−C−D

)
counts the number of subsets of servers (̂ of cardinality G that contain C servers assigned 08 , D
servers assigned 0 9 and G − C − D servers that have been assigned neither. The summation limits
ensure that there are at least 2 servers assigned 08 and at least 2 servers assigned 0 9 . The expression

(C − 1) (D − 1) is the contribution of each subset (̂ that contains C copies of 08 and D copies of 0 9
assigned to its members. A closed form solution of the expression for 6(0, G) can be obtained by
considering

A~(1 + ~)A−1 + 1 − (1 + ~)A =

A∑
C=1

(C − 1)

(
A

C

)
~C (50)

A~(1 + ~)A−1 + 1 − (1 + ~)A =
A∑

D=1

(D − 1)

(
A

D

)
~D (51)

(1 + ~)2−2A =

2−2A∑
E=0

(
2 − 2A

E

)
~E (52)

Multiplying these three expressions (50), (51) and (52), we get
∑A

C=2

∑A
D=2(C−1) (D−1)

( 2−2A
G−C−D

) (A
C

) (A
D

)
to be the coefficient of ~G in

(
A~(1 + ~)A−1 + 1 − (1 + ~)A

)2
(1 + ~)2−2A .

A∑
C=2

A∑
D=2

(C − 1) (D − 1)

(
2 − 2A

G − C − D

) (
A

C

) (
A

D

)

=A 2
(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− 2A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2

G

)
− 2

(
2 − A

G

)
+ 2A

(
2 − A − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2 − 2A

G

)
(53)

�

F PROOF OF CLAIM 2

Proof. Let us consider a pair of jobs (08 , 0 9 ) that have been assigned together to precisely
< servers. Without loss of generality, let B1, B2, · · · , B< be the servers that are assigned both the
jobs 08 , 0 9 . Let B<+1, B<+2, · · · , BA be the servers that have been assigned 08 but not 0 9 . Assume
servers BA+1, BA+2, · · · , B2A−< are the servers assigned 0 9 but not 08 . The last 2 − 2A + < servers
B2A−<+1, B2A−<+2, · · · , B2 are the ones that have not been assigned 08 or 0 9 .

Let another pair of jobs (081 , 0 91 ) be such that they have been assigned together to precisely
< + 1 servers. We now consider a bijective map 5 : S → S described in the following fashion.
Let 5 (Bℓ ) for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ < + 1 be servers that have been assigned both the jobs 081 and 0 91 . Let
5 (Bℓ ) for< + 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ A be servers that have been assigned 081 but not 0 91 . Further let 5 (Bℓ ) for
A + 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2A −< be servers that have been assigned 0 91 but not 081 . The rest of 5 (Bℓ ) have not
been assigned 081 or 0 91 . Thus there are two special servers, namely B<+1 (which does job 08 but
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not 0 9 ) and BA+1 (which does job 0 9 but not 08 ), and whose images 5 (B<+1) (which does both the
jobs 081 and 0 91 ) and 5 (BA+1) (which does neither 081 nor 0 91 ) that we shall pay special attention to.

For any (̂ ⊂ S of cardinality G , let us compare its contribution to the sum 6(<,G) with the

contribution of 5 ((̂) towards 6(< + 1, G). Clearly, if (̂ ⊂ S \ {B<+1, BA+1}, then the contribution

of (̂ towards 6(<,G) is exactly the same as the contribution of 5 ((̂) to 6(< + 1, G). Similarly, if

B<+1, BA+1 ∈ (̂ , then contribution of (̂ towards 6(<, G) and that of 5 ((̂) towards 6(<+1, G) is exactly

the same. Therefore it suffices to only consider those subsets (̂ of cardinality G that contain exactly
one of the two special servers {B<+1, BA+1} to evaluate the difference 6(< + 1, G) − 6(<, G). Hence

we look at subsets (̂ that are formed by taking either B<+1 or BA+1 along with (̄ ⊂ S \ {B<+1, BA+1}

of cardinality G − 1.
Let (̄ ⊂ S \ {B<+1, BA+1} of cardinality G − 1 contain U > 0 instances of job 08 and V > 0 instances

of job 0 9 assigned to its servers. Then (̄ ∪ {B<+1} contributes U (V − 1) towards 6(<,G), whereas
(̄ ∪ {BA+1} contributes (U − 1)V towards 6(<,G). At the same time, 5 ((̄) ∪ {5 (B<+1)} contributes
UV towards 6(< + 1, G), whereas 5 ((̄) ∪ {5 (BA+1)} contributes (U − 1) (V − 1) towards 6(< + 1, G).
Thus, one can evaluate the contribution of (̄ towards the difference 6(< + 1, G) − 6(<,G) to be
UV + (U − 1) (V − 1) − U (V − 1) − (U − 1)V = 1. So every subset (̄ ⊂ S \ {B<+1, BA+1} of cardinality
G −1, whose servers have at least one instance each of jobs 08 and 0 9 assigned to them, contributes
a net change of 1 towards the difference 6(< + 1, G) −6(<,G). One needs to just count the number
of subsets (̄ of cardinality G − 1 that satisfy these conditions to find 6(< + 1, G) − 6(<,G).

Total number of subsets of cardinality G − 1 of the set S \ {B<+1, BA+1} is given by
(2−2
G−1

)
. If the

subset (̄ is one of the
(2−A−1
G−1

)
subsets chosen from the servers {BA+2, BA+3, · · · B2 }, then the job 08

is not assigned to any of its servers. Similarly, if (̄ is one of the
(2−A−1
G−1

)
chosen from the servers

{B<+2, B<+3, · · · , BA } ∪ {B2A−<+1, B2A−<+2, · · · , B2 }, then it does not have any instance of the job 0 9
assigned to its servers. As these subsets (̄ do not contribute to the difference 6(< + 1, G) −6(<,G),

their numbers have to be subtracted from
(2−2
G−1

)
. In the process, (̄ ⊂ {B2A−<+1, B2A−<+2, · · · , B2 } have

been subtracted twice and therefore
(2−2A+<

G−1

)
needs to added back (inclusion-exclusion principle),

thereby giving

6(< + 1, G) − 6(<,G) =

(
2 − 2

G − 1

)
− 2

(
2 − A − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2 − 2A +<

G − 1

)

�

G PROOF OF COROLLARY 1

Corollary 1. For G > 2 − A , the expression of f�,G (3) in Equation (22) in Theorem 2 goes to zero.

Proof. Recall the expression of f�,G (3) from Equation (22). Observe that expression 6(< +

1, G) − 6(<,G) from Equation (17) would be
(2−2
G−1

)
for G > 2 − A as the second and third term in

equation (17) goes to zero since ? ≤ A and G > 2 − A .

6(< + 1, G) − 6(<,G) =

(
2 − 2

G − 1

)
(54)

Let us now compute 6(0, G) using the expression in (49) and (16) for G > 2 − A .

6(0, G) =

A+1∑
8=2

A+1∑
9=2

(8 − 1) ( 9 − 1)

(
2 − 2A

G − 8 − 9

)
= A 2

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− 2A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2

G

)
(55)

Thus, from equations (54) and (55), we get
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6(<,G) = A 2
(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− 2A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2

G

)
+< ×

(
2 − 2

G − 1

)
(56)

Since, G > 2 − A , we may claim that the term )2(=, :, A , 2) in Equation (22) in Thoerem 2 goes as
follows.

)2 (=, :, A , 2) =

A−1∑
C=1

C2
(

A

(C + 1)

) (
(2 − A )

(G − C − 1)

)
=

(
A (A − 1)

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2

G

))
(57)

Also observe that since G > 2 − A the term
(2−A
G

)
goes to zero, hence not written in equation (14).

Thus the numerator of the first term in equation (22) in Thoerem 2 is given by (from equations
(55) and (56) and (57))

2.

A∑
<=0

m
� (<)6(<,G) + =

A−1∑
C=1

C2
(

A

(C + 1)

) (
(2 − A )

(G − C − 1)

)

=

A∑
<=0

(
2m� (<)

(
A 2

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− 2A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2

G

))
+ 2<m

� (<)

(
2 − 2

G − 1

))

+ =

(
A (A − 1)

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2

G

))
(0)
=

(
A 2

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− 2A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2

G

))
=(= − 1) +

(
2 − 2

G − 1

)
2: (: − 1)

+ =

(
A (A − 1)

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
− A

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
+

(
2

G

))
(1 )
=

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
(=A (=A − 1)) +

(
2 − 2

G − 1

)
2: (: − 1) −

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
(=A (2= − 1)) + =2

(
2

G

)
(2 )
=

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
=2A 2 +

(
2 − 2

G − 1

)
2:2 −

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
(=A (2=)) + =2

(
2

G

)
(3 )
=

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
=A × :G −

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
(=A (2=)) + =2

(
2

G

)
(4 )
=

(
2

G

) ((=AG
2

)2
− 2=

(=AG
2

)
+ =2

)
(5 )
=

(
2

G

) (
= ×

(AG
2

− 1
))2

(58)

We now argue for each of the steps below.

• (0) follows since
A∑

<=0
< ×m� (<) = 2

(:
2

)
and

A∑
<=0

m� (<) =
(=
2

)
in Equations (19) and (20)

• (1) follows by combining the coefficints of
(2−2
G−2

)
,
(2−1
G−1

)
and

(2
G

)
.

• (2) follows as=A
(2−2
G−2

)
+:2

(2−2
G−1

)
= =A

(2−1
G−1

)
. This can be explained by the fact that=×A = :×2 .

• (3) follows from the following set of equalities

(
2 − 2

G − 2

)
=2A 2 +

(
2 − 2

G − 1

)
2:2 =

(2 − 1)!

(G − 2)!
(2 − G − 1)!

(
2:

2 − G
+

:

G − 1

)



28 Sahasrajit Sarmasarkar and Harish Pillai

=
(2 − 1)! × =A × :G (2 − 1)

(G − 2)!(2 − G) (G − 1)
= =A × :G

(
2 − 1

G − 1

)
• (4) and (5 ) follow from the fact that = × A = : × 2

Now, observe the second term of f�,G (3) in equation (22) and we see that )1 (=, :, A , 2) = = ×(
AG
2
− 1

)
as G > 2 − A . Thus, using equation (58), we can say that f�,G (3) = 0 for G > 2 − A .

�
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