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Tail Optimality and Performance Analysis of the Nudge-M
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Recently it was shown that the response time of First-Come-First-Served (FCFS) scheduling can be stochasti-
cally and asymptotically improved upon by the Nudge scheduling algorithm in case of light-tailed job size
distributions. Such improvements are feasible even when the jobs are partitioned into two types and the
scheduler only has information about the type of incoming jobs (but not their size).

In this paper we introduce Nudge-M scheduling, where basically any incoming type-1 job is allowed to pass
any type-2 job that is still waiting in the queue given that it arrived as one of the last M jobs. We prove that
Nudge-M has an asymptotically optimal response time within a large family of Nudge scheduling algorithms
when job sizes are light-tailed. Simple explicit results for the asymptotic tail improvement ratio (ATIR) of
Nudge-M over FCFS are derived as well as explicit results for the optimal parameter M. An expression for the
ATIR that only depends on the type-1 and type-2 mean job sizes and the fraction of type-1 jobs is presented in
the heavy traffic setting.

The paper further presents a numerical method to compute the response time distribution and mean
response time of Nudge-M scheduling provided that the job size distribution of both job types follows a
phase-type distribution (by making use of the framework of Markov modulated fluid queues with jumps).

1 INTRODUCTION

First-Come-First-Served (FCFS) scheduling, where jobs are served in their order of arrival, can
be regarded as the most basic scheduling discipline that is used in many systems. It is generally
considered to be fair and is in fact known to be weakly tail optimal for class-I job size distributions
[3]. A class-I job size distribution X is a light-tailed distribution for which some mild technical
conditions hold such that the response time in an M/G/1 queue, where X represents the service
time, has exponential decay [1]. These distributions include all phase-type distributions [11] as
well as any distribution with finite support. Recall that a distribution is light-tailed if there exists
an € > 0 such that E[e~¢X] is finite. Thus for any class-I job size distribution X, we have

P[Rpcrs > t] ~ cze™%,
where Rpcrs is the job response time in an M/G/1 queue with job size distribution X under the
FCFS scheduling discipline [1, Section 5]. The fact that FCFS is weakly tail optimal means that
FCFS has the highest possible decay rate 6 of all scheduling disciplines. In fact this decay rate is
equal to the decay rate of the workload in the queue (which is the same for any work conserving
scheduling discipline).

In a recent paper [7] it was shown that the prefactor cz is however not minimal among all
scheduling disciplines (meaning FCFS is not strongly tail optimal) and a lower prefactor can be
achieved by the so-called Nudge scheduling algorithm. The Nudge algorithm in [7] was such that
the scheduler needed to known whether the size of an incoming job exceeds certain thresholds.
It was subsequently shown in [16] that similar results can be obtained in a much more relaxed
setting where jobs are partitioned into two types and the scheduler only needs to know the type of
incoming jobs. This was done by introducing the Nudge-K scheduling algorithm. Nudge-K operates
as follows: when a type-1 job arrives at time ¢ and the previous k < K arrivals were type-2, then
the incoming type-1 job is served before any of these k type-2 jobs that are still waiting in the
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queue at time t. Note that under Nudge-K a type-1 job can pass up to K type-2 jobs, but a type-2
job can be passed at most once.

Let Rnudge-k be the response time in an M/G/1 queue using the Nudge-K scheduling algorithm
and denote the Laplace transform of the job size distribution, the type-1 job size distribution and
the type-2 job size distribution as S(s), S;(s) and S, (s), respectively. It was shown in [16] that

P[RNudgefK > t] ~ CKe_GZt,

for some prefactor ck and this prefactor is minimized over K > 0 by setting K = max (0, K,,;) with

S1(=02)(S2(=02) — 1) 5
opt — 1 = = 1 — .
Kops {()g(sz(—ez)(sl(—ez)—l))/ °8(5(=0z) J @

When K,p; < 0, then cz < ck for any K > 0, while otherwise cz > ck for K = K, ;.

The objective of this paper is to study how small the prefactor can be made by a Nudge-like
scheduling algorithm that only uses job arrival types to make scheduling decisions. For this purpose
we introduce the Nudge-M scheduling algorithm. When a type-1 job arrives at time ¢ under Nudge-
M, it passes any type-2 job still waiting in the queue provided that this type-2 job was among the
last M arrivals (before time t). Rather surprisingly, we show that for the response time Ryyage-m
of Nudge-M for any class-I job size distribution:

P[RNudge—M >t] ~ CMe_HZt,

and minimizing cy is done by setting M = max (0, Myp;) wWith Moy = Kop:. This means that Nudge-
M has a lower prefactor cps than FCFS if and only if Nudge-K has a lower prefactor ck. Further the
optimal parameter value of M and K coincide and we therefore use M,,; and K, interchangeably.

More importantly we also introduce a large family ¥ of Nudge-like scheduling policies (see
Section 2) and show that Nudge-M with M = M,,,; minimizes the prefactor among all the scheduling
algorithms in this family ¥, meaning Nudge-M with M = M,,; is strongly tail optimal within 7.
Our results in the paper are presented using the asymptotic tail improvement ratio (ATIR) between
two scheduling algorithms A; and A; (as in [7] and [16]) which is defined by

ATIR=1- cA1/cA2’

where cy, is the prefactor of scheduling algorithm A;, for i = 1, 2. In our case A, will be FCES and A,
is a Nudge scheduling algorithm belonging to ¥ . Notice that minimizing the prefactor corresponds
to maximizing the ATIR of A; with A, = FCFS.

The Nudge-M scheduling algorithm only uses the type of arriving jobs and the order in which
they arrive. One may wonder to what extent it can be further improved if more information is used,
such as the exact arrival times. In a closely related paper [18] that was written concurrently to
this paper, the authors introduce the y-Boost scheduling algorithm. This algorithm minimizes the
prefactor for class-I job size distributions in an M/G/1 queue among all scheduling policies in case
the job size s of each individual job as well as the arrival time of each job is known. The idea is to
boost the arrival time of a size s job by b(s) = log(1/(1 — e~97%)) /6., thus a size s job that arrives
at time £, is served before a size s; job that arrived at time #; < #; if t, — b(sz) < t; — b(s1) provided
that the size s; job is still waiting in the queue at time t,. Moreover the authors also propose a
y-Boost algorithm in case the jobs are partitioned into several types and the scheduler only has
information about the job types and arrival time, but not the individual sizes. In this setting the
boost of a job depends on its type only. The authors of [18] prove that y-Boost achieves a lower
prefactor than the Nudge-M algorithm by exploiting the additional arrival time information. In
this paper we prove that the prefactor of y-Boost and Nudge-M coincide in the heavy traffic limit.
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This indicates that the gain offered by the additional arrival time information vanishes as the load
tends to one.
The main contributions of the paper are the following:

(1) We introduce the Nudge-M scheduling algorithm and derive simple explicit results for the
ATIR of Nudge-M as well as for the parameter M that maximizes the ATIR of Nudge-M.
These explicit results are expressed in terms of the Laplace transforms S(s), S1(s) and S, (s)
evaluated in s = —0;.

(2) We present explicit results for the ATIR of Nudge-M, with M optimized, in heavy traffic (as
A tends to one) that depend only on p, E[X;], E[X;] and show that the ATIR coincides with
that of the y-Boost algorithm in [18] in the limit.

(3) We prove that Nudge-M, with M optimized, maximizes the ATIR in a large family of Nudge
scheduling algorithms ¥

(4) We present a numerical method to compute the mean response time of Nudge-M as well as
the type-1 and type-2 job response time distribution. Numerical results show that Nudge-M
also yields significant gains for the mean response time.

The first three contributions are established for any class-I job size distribution. The final contribu-
tion is made under the assumption that job sizes follow a phase-type distribution. This numerical
method is very different from the methods used in [7] and [16], because it is on longer possible
to create a simple link between the Nudge-M queue and the FCFS queue. This forced us to use a
radically different approach.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the model as well as the family of scheduling
algorithms under consideration. Explicit results for the ATIR and optimal M for Nudge-M are derived
in Section 3, where the heavy traffic setting is studied in subsection 3.1. The optimality of Nudge-M
in ¥ with respect to the ATIR is established in Section 4. In Sections 5 and 6 the distribution of the
number of times that a type-2 job is passed and the mean response time of Nudge-M are analyzed,
respectively. A numerical method to compute the response time distribution of a type-2 job under
Nudge-M is developed in Section 7, while the same is done for a type-1 job in Section 8. Finally
conclusions are drawn and future work is discussed in Section 9.

2 MODEL AND ALGORITHMS

We consider a queuing system with two types of jobs. Arriving jobs are either type-1 with probability
p or type-2 with probability 1 — p, and consecutive types are independent. Jobs arrive following a
Poisson process with parameter 1. Denote S;(s) as the Laplace transform of a type-i job size, for
i =1,2 and let S(s) = p§1(s) +(1- p)§2 (s) be the Laplace transform of a random job size. Let
E[X;] be the mean job size of a type-i job, for i = 1,2. Without loss of generality, assume that
pE[X1] + (1 — p)E[X,] = 1 so that the load of the system is A. In Sections 3 and 4 we demand
that the job size distribution is a class-I distribution. Denote 6; as the decay rate of the type-i job
size distribution, for i = 1, 2. From Section 5 onwards we make a slightly stronger assumption by
assuming that the service time of a type-i job follows a phase-type distribution X; ~ PH(«a;, S;)
with n; phases. Define a = (pay, (1 — p)az),

st o
s=ls
s; = (=S;)1, and s* = (=S)1 for further use. A random job’s service time follows a phase-type
distribution with parameters (a, S): X = pX; +(1-p)X; and E[X] = a(=S) 11 = 1. We assume that
al = 1, meaning all jobs have a nonzero size. In this case we have S;(s) = a;(sI - S;)~'s; and S(s) =
a(sI — S)~'s*. It is well known that any general positive-valued distribution can be approximated
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arbitrary close with a PH distribution [11]. Further, various fitting algorithms and tools are available
online for phase-type distributions (e.g., [6, 10, 12]). Whenever we use a hyperexponential (HE)
distribution for the type-i jobs (with 2 phases) we match the mean E[X;] = q/p + (1 — q) /2,
the squared coefficient of variation (SCV) and the parameter f = (q/p1)/E[X;], when the HE
distribution is characterized by g, 1 and ps.

We consider the following family 7 of Nudge policies. Let ¢ be the function that counts in
number of twos in a string of any length consisting of ones and twos, e.g., 1(12122) = 3. A Nudge
scheduling algorithm belonging to %y is characterized by a function n from {1,2}™ to {0,..., M}
that obeys the following two conditions:

(C1) n(s) < t(s),
(C2) n(spsy...spm-1) < n(s)+1(so=2)

foralls = s;...sy € {1,2}M, where 1(A) = 1if Aistrue and 1(A) = 0 otherwise. The interpretation
of this function is as follows. Whenever a type-1 job arrives it looks at the types of the last M arrivals.
Assume these M types are characterized by the string s, then the type-1 job passes the n(s) most
recent type-2 arrivals if they are still waiting in the queue. For instance, if n(s) = 3, but there are only
two type-2 jobs waiting in the queue, then the type-1 job passes only these two type-2 jobs. Note
that the condition (C2) on n(s) guarantees that if a type-1 job may pass a type-2 job, all intermediate
arrivals of type-1 may also pass this type-2 job. We clearly have that ¥y C Far41, for any M, as for
any n(s) in Far, we can define n’(s) in Far41 such that n’(s;...sp1) =n'(s1...sm2) = n(sy...sm).
The family ¥ is defined as = (Jy;»¢ Fm and contains a large variety of scheduling policies that
use the last M job arrival types for some M to make scheduling decisions.
Examples of Nudge policies that are part of the family ¥ are the following:

(1) Nudge-M € Fp: Under this scheduling algorithm a type-1 job passes any type-2 job still
waiting in the queue that arrived among the last M arrivals. It is defined by letting n(s) = t(s)
for all strings s. Under this scheduling algorithm a type-1 job can pass at most M type-2
jobs and a type-2 job is passed at most M times.

(2) Nudge-K € Fk: Under this scheduling algorithm, studied in [16], a type-1 job passes at
most K type-2 jobs and a type-2 job is passed at most once. It is defined by setting n(s) as
the number of leading twos in s before encountering a one in s, for example n(22212) = 3.
This clearly satisfies (C1), and (C2) is also satisfied as n(sgs; ...sx-1)) = n(s) + 1if sp = 2
(except if n(spsy . ..sx-1) = n(s) = K), or n(sps; ...sp-1) =0 < n(s) if sp = 1.

(3) Nudge-L € 71: Under this scheduling algorithm a type-1 job can pass at most one type-2
job and a type-2 job is passed at most L times. As such the scheduling algorithm can be
regarded at the dual of the Nudge-K scheduling algorithm. In this case n(s) = min(¢(s), 1).

(4) Nudge-K, M € Fa: This scheduling algorithm is the same as Nudge-M, but we limit the
number of type-2 jobs that a type-1 job can pass to K < M. It is defined by the function
n(s) = min(t(s),K). If K = M, the scheduling algorithm coincides with Nudge-M and
setting K = 1 yields Nudge-L.

(5) Nudge-M, L € Fp: This scheduling algorithm is the same as Nudge-M, but we limit the
number of times a type-2 jobs can be passed to L < M. It is defined by the function n(s)
where n(s) counts the number of twos before encountering the L-th one in s. If L = M, the
scheduling algorithm coincides with Nudge-M, while for L = 1 it coincides with Nudge-K.

(6) Nudge-K, L € Fg41—1. Under this scheduling algorithm a type-1 job can pass up to K type-2
jobs, while a type-2 job is passed at most L times. It can be regarded as a combination
of Nudge-K, M and Nudge-M, L. For this scheduling algorithm, n(s) is defined as follows:
count from left to right the number of ones and twos in s, stopping either when K twos have
been counted or when L ones have been counted. n(s) is then the number of twos counted,
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which corresponds to at most K type-2 jobs that have been swapped fewer than L times.
As an example, with K = 3 and L = 2 we have n(2112) = 1, n(2222) = 3, and n(1122) = 0,
where the underlined type is the last one that is counted. Clearly (C1) holds, and (C2) is also
satisfied as explained next. If 5o = 1, then an extra type-1 job is counted before continuing
as in s. This means the counting is either stopped at the same time in s if K twos were seen,
or sooner than in s if L ones were seen, L — 1 of which are in s. If sy = 2, an extra type-2 job
is counted before continuing as in s. Either the counting stops when seeing K twos, K — 1
of which were also counted in s, or the counting stops when counting L ones and i < K
twos, which is an extra two compared to the result n(s) of's.

In the next two sections we present results on the ATIR. We will often make use of the final
value theorem and the properties of the Laplace transform in the following manner. Assume
Y = Y, + Y, with Y; and Y; independent, where both Y and Y; decay exponentially at rate 6,
meaning P[Y > t] ~ cye %% and P[Y; > t] ~ cy,e”%* for some cy and cy,. Then,

1 - 1 - ~ ~
¢y = lim 97ty > 1] = lim Esy(s —0z) =lim EsYl(s —02)Yy(s — 02) = cy, Ya(—62).

3 THE ASYMPTOTIC TAIL IMPROVEMENT RATIO OF NUDGE-M

As any job can either pass up to M jobs or be passed by up to M jobs under Nudge-M, it is not hard
to prove that both the type-1 and type-2 response time distribution also decay exponentially with
rate 6 for any class-I job size distribution X. In this section we start by deriving expressions for
the prefactors of ¢y (M) of the waiting time WA(/; ) of a type-i job under Nudge-M scheduling for
i=12.

THEOREM 1. Let ¢y (M) = limy o0 egth[WA(/Il) > t], then
e (M) = cz(wy +w)M, (2)
with wy = p§1(—92)/.§(—92) andw = (1 —p)/g(—Gz), which decreases in M as wi +w < 1.

Proor. The proof makes use of the coupled FCFS queue. This queue is identical to our Nudge-M
queue, except that jobs are served in FCFS order. In other words the arrival times are the same in
both queues and the arriving jobs have exactly the same type and size in both systems.

Let Z(s) be the Laplace transform of the workload of the coupled FCES queue (which is identical
to the workload in the Nudge-M queue). Note that this is also the FCFS workload seen by a type-1
arrival due to the PASTA property. Let p. be the probability that an arriving type-1 job sees at least
M jobs waiting in the FCFS queue. Let Z, (and Z, (s)) be the FCFS workload (and its transform)
seen by an arriving type-1 job when there are at least M waiting jobs in the FCFS queue. If there
are less than M jobs waiting in the FCFS queue, we denote the workload and its Laplace transform
as Z_and Z_ (s), respectively. Hence,

P[Z > t] = p4P[Z, > t] + (1 — py)P[Z_ > t].
and ) ) )
Z(s) = p+Zs(s) + (1 = p4) Z-(s).
The workload in the event that fewer than M jobs are waiting in the FCFS queue decays as
min(0y, 0,) as it is the superposition of at most M jobs. This implies that

¢z = lim e97'P[Z > t] = lim e%7tp P[Z, > 1],

as 07 < min(0y, 6,). We further note that Z, (s) can be written as

Z.(s) = Z ()8 (s)M,
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where Z~J£r) (s) is the Laplace transform of the workload seen by a type 1 job that encounters at
least M jobs in the coupled FCFS queue, except for the work belonging to the last M waiting jobs

(in the FCFS queue). Let WA(/IU (and WA(41) (s)) be the waiting time (and its transform) of a type 1 job
in the Nudge-M queue. Similarly we use the notations WA(,;) WA(/II_) , WA(,I? (s) and WA(,II_) (s) for the
waiting times in the Nudge-M queue of a type 1 job depending on whether this job encounters at
least M jobs in the coupled FCFS queue. Hence,

PIWD > 1] = p, PWE > 1] + (1= p)PWD > 1],

and
W (s) = pa Wi (s) + (1= poy W (s).

Clearly WA(/II_) also decays as min(0;, 0,) and we therefore have
— Tim o0zt (1) — i WOzt (1)
e (M) = tll)n;e ZIP[W,," > t] = tll)n;e Z'p P[W,,, > t].

The key observation now is that when a type-1 job arrives and there are at least M jobs in the
coupled FCFS queue, then we can determine the waiting time of that type-1 job by looking at
the types of the last M jobs in the coupled FCFS queue. All the type-2 jobs among these M jobs
are swapped with the arriving type-1 job, because any type-2 job waiting in the coupled FCFS
queue is also waiting in the Nudge-M queue. In other words, the waiting time of the type 1 job can
be expressed as Z+(r), which is the workload without these M last jobs, plus the work associated
to all the type 1 jobs among the last M jobs in the coupled FCFS queue. Hence, with probability
(1,\;1) (1 - p)kpM~* we need to add the work of M — k type-1 jobs, which yields (using the final value
theorem)

M

__ %z M\ ok M-k _p M-k
Cw<1>(M)—§(_GZ)M;(k)(1 PP S (-07)
Sl s
I\ k) \S(-02) S(=02)
= cz(wy + w)M. (3)

To see Ehat w+w; < 1, note that 5‘(;92), §1(—HZ), §z(—92) > 1 holds as 07 > 0. Combining this
with pS1(-0z) + (1 — p)S2(—6z) = S(—07) implies that w, wy, and w + w; are in (0, 1). )

THEOREM 2. Let cyyz) (M) = limy,e0 egth[WA(,IZ) > t], then
ey (M) = cz(wy +w)MS(=02)", (4)
with wy = pS;(=02)/S(=02) and w = (1 — p)/S(=0), which increases in M as (w1 + w)S(—07) =
(1=p) +pSi(=62) > 1.
Proor. When determining the prefactor ¢y, (M) of the waiting time of a type-2 job, we may
assume that the next M arrivals occur while the tagged type-2 job is still waiting. This can be
seen as follows. Pick any s > 0. We can distinguish between type-2 jobs that see w > s work

upon arrival and type-2 jobs that see w < s work. For the latter jobs their waiting time decays as
min(6,, 6,) > 6. Therefore,

lim eaZtP[WA(/IZ) > t|Z; <s] =0,

t—o0
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where Z, is the workload seen by a type-2 arrival. Further, for any € > 0 we can pick s such that
the probability of having M or more arrivals in (0, s) is at least 1 — €. Hence, we may assume when
computing lim,_,, %! P[WA(,IZ) > t] that at least M arrivals occur while the type-2 job is waiting.

With probability (1;;[) (1= p)M=kpk there are k type-1 jobs among the next M arrivals and these k
jobs pass the type-2 job. The waiting time of the type-2 job therefore equals the FCFS workload
plus the work associated with k type-1 jobs. Hence, by the final value theorem we find

M

ey (M) =cz Z (];j)(l = )M EpRS1(=02)F = cz(wi + w)MS(-02)M. (5)
oy
o

The next theorem given an explicit expression for the ATIR of Nudge-M over FCFS, denoted as
ATIRy(M).

THEOREM 3. For Nudge-M we have
ATIRy (M) = 1= wy(wy +w)M — (1 = wy) (wy + w)MS(=62)M, (6)
with w; = p§1(—92)/.§(—92) andw = (1- p)/SN(—GZ), Further, ATIRy; (M) is concave and achieves

a unique maximum in Mop; = Kop; defined by (1).
Proor. Given the expressions for ¢y, 1) (M) and ¢y, (M) we have
M)S; (-0 2 (M)S,(—0
CW<1>(~) 1( Z)_(l_p)cw(z)(~) 2(=02) @
czS(=0z) czS(=0z)
=1—wi(w + W)™ = (1= wp) (wy + w)M5(-0,)™ (3)

This implies that the derivative with respect to M is given by

ATIRy(M) =1-p

(w + wi)™ (S(=02) (wi = 1) log((ws +W)S(=02)) = wi log(ws +w)) .

and equals zero when
—wy log(wy + w)

S(-0)M = - .
(1 —w1) log((wy +w)S(=02))
The second derivative of ATIRy (M) with respect to M can be written as

(wi + W)™ (S(=02) (wi = 1) log((ws +W)S(=02))* = wi log(ws +w)?),

which is negative as 0 < w; < 1, proving that ATIRy (M) is concave in M. This proves that the
ATIRy (M) has a unique maximum.
Define AATIRy (M) = ATIRy (M + 1) — ATIRy (M), then we have

AATIR(M) = (wi+ )" (wiw($2(=02) = 1) = (1= w)3(=02)"p(Si(=02) - D). ©)

The maximum of ATIRy(M) is located in the ceil of the value of M for which AATIRy (M) = 0.
Rewriting this equality yields (1). O

It is easy to see that M,,; < 0 whenever S1(=02) > S,(=07). In such case one can reverse the
role of the type-1 and type-2 jobs. The optimal M for this reversed system is simply given by
_(Mapt + 1)'

In the next section we prove that Nudge-M with M = M,,,; maximizes the ATIR in ¥ To illustrate
that the gains over Nudge-K, studied in [16], are often substantial we look at the ATIR of Nudge-M
over Nudge-K in Figure 1a with K = M = K,,; when both job sizes are exponential. The ATIR of
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(a) Plot of ATIR for Nudge-M over Nudge-K (b) Plot of ATIR for y-Boost over Nudge-M

Fig. 1. The asymptotic tail improvement ratio of Nudge-M over Nudge-K (left) and y-Boost over Nudge-M
(right) with optimized parameters for p = 0.9 with exponential type-1 and type-2 jobs. Nudge-M yields
a much higher ATIR than Nudge-K, especially for high loads A. y-Boost improves Nudge-M by exploiting
arrival time information, but the gains vanish as the load tends to one. The flat white area in the first plot
corresponds to an ATIR of zero which occurs when Myp; < 1.

Nudge-M is clearly much higher, especially under high loads A. We further note that even higher
ATIR values can often be achieved for Nudge-M, for instance by making the type-2 job sizes more
variable. Figure 1b shows the ATIR of y-Boost over Nudge-M. While y-Boost further improves
the ATIR over Nudge-M, the gains are less pronounced compared to the gains of Nudge-M over
Nudge-K (especially at high loads). Further, in Corollary 1 we show that the ATIR over FCFS of
Nudge-M and of y-Boost converge to the same quantity when A tends to one.

3.1 Heavy Traffic Regime

In this subsection we study the ATIR for A tending to one and present simple explicit results.

THEOREM 4. For Nudge-M with E[X,] > E[X;], we have

. E[Xi] (1-p)E[X] E[X,] PE[X1]
lim ATIRy(Myy:) =1 p [ it —(1- ,
A AT IR (Wope) = 1= (E[Xz]) @2\ B
1 \PEXl 1 \(-pElXe]
il (e
E[X4] E[Xz]
where
log(E[X:]/E[X1]) log(E[Xz]/E[XiDE[X?]
Mopr = 1 ~ (11)
og(1+06z) 2(1-2)
for A close to one. Moreover, this limit is increasing in E[X3] /E[X1] on (1, ), equals 0 in 1 and
lim lim ATIRy(Mop:) = p. (12)

E[X;]/E[X1]—>00 A—>1~
Proor. The expression for M, for A close to one is immediate from [16, Theorem 11] (and
its proof) as Myp: = Kops. To compute the limit of the ATIRy;(M,p;) we make use of the fact that
S(=02) =1+ 07 + 0(6%) and similarly that S;(—07) = 1+ E[X1]0 + 0(6%). Note that 0 tends to
zero as A tends to one.
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We first look at the limit of S(—07)Mert as A tends to one:
. " log(EDXR1/ELX; 1)
lim S(=0z)"°rt = lim (1+46z) Te(+0z)
A—1- 0,—0*
= PEERIERD = EG]/EX], (13)

as lim,_o(1 + ax)?/1080+%) = ¢ which we apply with a = 1 and b = log(E[X,]/E[X1]). Next
consider the limit of (w + w;)Mert as A tends to one. First note that w; ~ p(1+ E[X;]62)/(1+ 67)
andw =~ (1-p)/(1+0z), meaning w; + w =~ (1 + pE[X;]02)/(1 + 02). This yields

log(E[X51/E[X 1)

(1+pE[X,]67)\ " etz
0, 0% (1+62)
— ePE[Xdlog(E[Xz]/E[Xd)E[Xl]/E[XZ]

Mopt —

lim (w; +w)
A—-1-

= (E[X1]/E[X,]) ' PE, (14)

where we applied limy_,o(1 + ax)?/1080+%) = ¢ twice. The result now follows by noting that
PE[Xi] + (1 -p)E[Xz] =1 and

ATIRM(Mopr) =1 — wi(wy + w)Mert — (1= wy) (wy + w)Mort §(=07)Mor,

where w; tends to p as A goes to one.
To compute the limit as E[X;]/E[X;] tends to infinity, denote E[X;]/E[X;] asx. As 1 = pE[X;i] +
(1 - p)E[Xz], we can express both E[X;] and E[X;] in terms of x, leading to

-(1-p) P
Alim ATIRy (Mopy) = 1 = pxT-px+p — (1 = p)x TP+,
—1-
The derivative of this function in x factorizes as

1 —
lim ATIRy(Mypt) = _p-p)

~(1-p)x
- 1 (1-p)x+
dx A—1- 1-p)x+p 0g(x)x =77,

which is positive for x > 1. Further,

~(1=p) p
lim lim ATIRy(M,p:) = lim 1 — px TP — (1 — p)xT-pixip = p,
X—00

X—00 )1~

as the second term tends to zero and the last to 1 — p. O
CoROLLARY 1. Let ATIR, denote the ATIR of y-Boost, then
lim ATIRy(Myp:) = lim ATIR,,
A—>1- A—1"
meaning the ATIR of y-Boost and Nudge-M coincide in the heavy traffic limit.

Proor. By simplifying the expression for the tail constant Cgyos in [18] in the setting of two
job types one finds:

5 . Ap(81(=67)-1) . A(1-p)(55(=02)-1)

S(-6z) -1 ( 51(=0z2) ) oz ( S2(=02) ) oz
S(-07) \Si(-02) -1 Sa(=07) —1

Wherl A tends to one, 67 goes to zero, while Si(=6%) ar~1d S(=07) converge to one. For A close to

one, S;(—07) can be approximated by 1+ 02E[X;] as S;(—-0z) = 1 + 0zE[X;] + 0(0z) due to the

ATIR, = 1-

(15)
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ATIR
ATIR

(a) Exponential type-1 jobs and type-2 jobs (b) Exponential type-1 jobs, Hyperexponential
(SCV =2, f =1/2) type-2 jobs

Fig. 2. The asymptotic tail improvement ratio of Nudge-M over FCFS with M = Mop; and M = Mpeqy,, for
p =2/3 and E[X1]/E[X2] = 4. Setting M = Mpqy, yields most of the gains even when 1 is not very close to
one.

Taylor series expansion of S;(—6). In the same manner S(—0) approaches 1 + 0 for A close to
one. Hence,

lim ATIR, =1— lim

A—1- 0,—0* 1+ 0 07E[X1] 07E[X5]

1+6,E[X] )PE[XI] (1 +0,E[X;] )“‘P)E[le

6z (1 +0,E[X,] )PE[XJ (1 +0,E[X,] )(1—p>E[x21

>

=1- ez‘ﬁ}r( E[Xi] E[X:]

which equals (10). O

Theorem 4 has two more important consequences:

(1) It shows that the heavy traffic limit of the ATIRy (M, ;) is insensitive to the shape of the
job size distributions X3, X; and X.
(2) It further shows that for any € > 0 there exists an X, X; and X, such that for A sufficiently
close to one we have cy;/cz < €, that is,
lim %2'P[Wy > t] < ecz.

t—o00

To see this, one can set p = 1 — €/2 and use the optimal M such that

lim lim (1 — lim %2'P[W); > t]/cz) =1-¢/2.
E[X:]/E[X1]—e0 A1 t—o0

We further note that the optimal M for the heavy traffic regime given by (11), which we denote

as Mheqoy, is expressed in terms of A, E[X1], E[X;] and E[X 2] only and may therefore be easier to

estimate in practice than (1). We therefore also compare the ATIR of Nudge-M with M = M,,; and

M = Mpeqoy in Figure 2. The figure illustrates that using Mpeqoy is also effective when the load is

high, but not necessarily very close to one.
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4 OPTIMALITY OF NUDGE-M WITHIN A FAMILY OF NUDGE POLICIES

We first present an expression for cy,1) and ¢y 2y of any scheduling algorithm in Fy;.

THEOREM 5. Consider a scheduling algorithm belonging to Far characterized by the function n,
then the prefactor ofthe type-1 and type-2 waiting time can be expressed as:

D (=p) O pMOIS (—0) M5y (=07) 1)) (16)

Cwy =
M
( GZ) se{1,2}M

and

¢z ( )t(s)pZM t(s)
Cy) = ——————
M S(— M 2 (1-p)

sef{1,2}M
SM+1=2

Sl( GZ)M 1=t(sM42-- SzM)S( QZ)t(SM+z .SaM)

5( 0 )1(Sk LAR(Sk1---Sk+M ) > E(Skt1 - SM)) (17)

:]z

o~
N

Proor. By repeating the arguments in the proof of Theorem 1, we may assume that a type-2 job
that arrived among the last M arrivals seen by a tagged type-1 arrival is still present in the queue
when studying the prefactor ¢y, (). A tagged type-1 job sees the string s as the string of the last M
arrivals with probability (1 — p)*®) pM~*() In this case the type-1 job passes n(s) type-2 jobs, such
that its waiting time equals the FCFS workload minus the work of the last M arrivals plus the work
of M — t(s) type-1 jobs plus the work of ¢(s) — n(s) type-2 jobs. Summing over s € {1,2} yields

Z ( )t(s)pM—t(s)Sl(_QZ)M—t(s)S‘Z(_ez)t(s)—n(s),

se{1,2}M

C 1
WS- 92)M

where ¢z /S(—02)M covers the work without the last M arrivals, the factor S; (—02)M~t() adds the
work of the type-1 jobs in the last M arrivals and S (—62)*(*)="(5) the work of the type-2 jobs in
the last M arrivals that are not passed.

As in the proof of Theorem 3 we may assume that the next M arrivals occur while a tagged type-2
job is still waiting when considering ¢y, ). The expression for ¢y is somewhat more involved to
determine as a tagged type-2 job can be passed by multiple type-1 jobs that do not necessarily see
the same string s, but do see overlapping strings. We therefore look at a sequence of 2M arrivals
where the tagged type-2 job is the M + 1-th oldest of the 2M arrivals. Further, as the arrivals in
position M + 2 to 2M in s already occurred when the tagged type-2 job arrives, we need to condition
the FCFS workload on the types sps42 - . . Somr of the last M — 1 arrivals before the tagged type-2 job.
Note that the type-1 jobs that may pass the tagged type-2 job are among the most recent M arrivals
(with types s; ... spm). A type-1 job in position k < M passes the tagged type-2 job in position M +1
if (St - - - Skam) > E(Ska1 - - SM)), yielding:

Cyw =Cz Z

se{1,2}M
SM+1=2

(1 _p)f(s)pZM—f(S) _§1(_QZ)M—l—t(3M+2---SzM)52(_92)t(SM+2-»-SzM)
(1-p) S(-0,)M-1

S (_QZ)1(skzl/\n<3k+1~-3k+M)>t(3k+1~--5M)),

—=

k=1

where the second fraction in the sum is due to the conditioning on the FCFS workload. O
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THEOREM 6. Lets € {1,2}M selected at random, if we increase n(s) by one such that the conditions
(C1) and (C2) on the function n remain valid, then this leads to an improved ATIR if and only if the
position of the n(s) + 1-st two in s is in the first Mp; positions.

Proor. If n(s) is increased by one such that the conditions (C1) and (C2) on n remain valid, one
finds that c,,1) changes by

Acym = NC—Z(l — )t M=t (g M=), (—9,)t =)+ (1 _§,(~9,)),
S(=0)M
as when a type-1 jobs sees the string s upon arrival it now passes n(s) + 1 type-2 jobs as opposed
to n(s), which results in the correction of a single term in ¢y, ).

We now focus on the change to ¢;,(» . By increasing n(s) by one, the power of $; () needs
to be increased by one for some of the length 2M strings. The strings s = 5] .. .s,,, that require a
change are such that

® s=s., ...5,, forsomek € {1,..., M},

e the tagged type-2 job is in posmon M + 1 and a type-1 job is in position k, that is, s,’C =1,

o the tagged type-2 job is the n(s) + 1-st type-2 job in the string s.
Notice that in such case the type-1 job that is in position k of s” did not pass the tagged type-2 job
in position M + 1 of s’ before increasing n(s) by one, but it does pass this tagged job due to the
increase of n(s) as the tagged job is the n(s) + 1-st type-2 job in the string s seen upon arrival by the
type-1 job in position k of s”. The value of k is fully determined by noting that if the n(s) + 1-st two
is in position k” > n(s) +1 of s, then k = M + 1 — k’. There can clearly be several strings s’ of length
2M for which the above listed 3 requirements hold. The change to ¢y, will be (S1(=02) —1) >0
times the sum of all the terms associated to these strings s’. For these strings s’ the entries in
position k to k + M contribute a factor equal to

( )t(s)pM t(s) 51(_QZ)M—k'—(t(s)—(n(s)+1))§2(_ez)t(s)—(n(s)ﬂ)

S(Q)Mkn(s) —

p

1-p S(~-0,)M-K
(1 _p)t(s)pM—t(s) 51(—Gz)M_t(s)§2(—ez)t(s)_(n(s)ﬂ) ( )
= 18
P 1-p S(~0,)M-F

as there are M — k — n(s) type-1jobsins,  ...s), which all pass the type-2 job in position M + 1 of
s’ as increasing n(s) would otherwise violate condition (C2). The second fraction takes care of the
conditioning on the types of the jobs after the tagged type-2 job up to position k+M. There are M—k’
such jobs and t(s) — (n(s) + 1) of them are type-2. We divide by (1 —p) as we condition on having a
type-2 job in position M+ 1. The entries in position k+M+1to 2M in s’ can be of any type and do not
affect the value of (18). A type-1 job contributes a factor pS; (- GZ)/S( 0z) and a type-2 job a factor
(1-p)S,(— QZ)/S( 62). They can therefore be safely ignored as pS; (=0)+(1—p)S;(—62) = S(—6z),
meaning (pSl( 07)+ (1 —p)Sz( 0,)MFK/S(—0)MK = 1.

Finally, if we look at the factor contributed by one of the first k — 1 entries in s’, we note that any
type-1 job among the first k — 1 cannot pass the tagged type-2 job in position M + 1 as the type-1
job in position k could not pass the tagged job either (before increasing n(s) by one) and condition
(C2) holds on n. This means that the jobs in the first kK — 1 positions either contribute a factor 1 — p
or p. Further (18) does not depend on s{ to s, _,. Summing over the different possibilities for the
types of these k — 1 jobs simply yields a factor 1 as ((1 — p) + p)¥~! = 1. Combining the above
yields the following expression for Acyy ) :

(l _ p)t(s)PM—t(s) S"l(_QZ)M—t(s)gz(_gz)t(s)—(n(s)ﬂ)

Acyy = czp = p 5’(—92)M—k' (S1(-0z) - 1),
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The ATIR improves when increasing n(s) by one if and only if

PS1(=02)Acyy) + (1= p)So(=02)Acyy) < 0.

Using the expression for Acy,a) and Acyy 2, we have

W(l _ p)t(s)pM—t(s)pg1 (_GZ)M—t(s)SZ(_ez)t(s)_(n(s)H)
—Vz
1 o g ~ ~
Wsl(_HZ)(l = 82(=02)) +S2(=02)(5:1(-02) - 1)| <0, (19)

which can be restated as the ATIR improves if and only if
1 51(=02)(S2(=02) - 1) -
S(=02)F S3(=07)(S1(=07) - 1)

where k’ is the position where the n(s) + 1-st two appears in s. By definition of M,; the above
condition holds if and only if k" < M, ;. |

(20)

THEOREM 7. The Nudge-M scheduling algorithm with M = My, > 0 has the highest ATIR in .
Further, Nudge-M maximizes the ATIR in Fpr for M < Mop;.

Proor. We first prove the optimality of Nudge-M in ¥y for M < M, ,;. This follows from the fact
that any scheduling algorithm in #as can be transformed into Nudge-M by a sequence of operations
that increase n(s) by one for some string s without violating the conditions (C1) and (C2) on the
function n. More specifically, we repeatedly pick s such that the following three conditions hold
(until n(s) = t(s) for all s):

e n(s) < t(s),

o n(s) is minimal among all strings s with n(s) < t(s),

o the position k’ that holds the n(s) + 1-st two is minimal among all strings satisfying the
previous two conditions.

Condition (C1) is clearly preserved during this procedure. To see that condition (C2) remains true,
pick s such that the above three conditions hold and define 7i(s’) = n(s’) for all s" # s and let
ii(s) = n(s) + 1. To show that 7 satisfies (C2), given that n satisfied (C2), we must check two cases:
the case where s appears on the left in (C2) and the case where s appears on the right. First, assume
s =s5p...5m-1 and we need to check (C2) for 7i. This means

Aa(s) =n(s)+1 < a(sy...sm—15m) + 1(sg = 2),

must hold. As n(s) was minimal, the only problem that can occur is when 7(sy...spy—15pm) =
n(sy...spy-15m) = n(s) and sy = 1. However, in such case s; ...sy would have been selected
instead of s = ¢ ... spr—1 as it has the same n value, but its n(s) + 1-st two appears in position kK’ — 1.
The second case we must verify is whether

i(so...spm-1) < A(s) + 1(sg = 2),

holds where s = s; ... sy The left hand side equals n(sy . .. sp—1) and the right n(s) + 1 + 1(so = 2),
so this clearly holds as (C2) was valid for n. As k’ < M,,, this change to n(s) increases the ATIR
due to Theorem 6.

We can then prove that Nudge-M with parameter M, is optimal in ¥y with M > M,,; using
a similar transformation. Any scheduling algorithm in #y( with M > M,,; can be transformed
into Nudge-M with M = M,,; by a sequence of operations where n(s) is either incremented or
decremented and where each operation improves the ATIR. We first repeat the previous part of
the proof to increase n(s) for some strings s such that all twos in positions k¥’ < M,,; can be
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passed by an arriving type-1 job. This improves the ATIR and preserves conditions (C1) and (C2) as
shown above. Secondly, n(s) needs to be decreased for some strings s to make sure no twos beyond
position M,,; can be passed by an arriving type-1 job. This can be done by repeatedly picking
s =51 ...y such that the following three conditions hold (until no more strings satisfy them, i.e.
n(s) = t(s1...sm,,) forall s):

n(s) > t(s1...5m,, ), as this implies a type-2 job beyond position M, can be passed,
n(s) is maximal among all strings s with n(s) > t(s1...sm,,,),

the position k” that holds the n(s)-st two is maximal among all strings satisfying the previous
two conditions.

As n(s) stays the same for some s while decreasing for other strings, condition (C1) clearly stays
preserved. To see that condition (C2) also remains true, pick a string s satisfying the previous three
conditions and define 7i(s”) = n(s’) for all s’ # s and 7i(s) = n(s) — 1. We can again show that 7
satisfies (C2) given that n did by checking the two cases where s either appears in the left-hand
side of (C2), or in the right-hand side. For the first case, assume s = s . .. sp—1. This means

i(s) < (sy...spm) +1(sp = 2)

must hold. Clearly this is the case given that n(s) < n(s;...sy)+1(so = 2) holds, as ii(s) = n(s) — 1
while the right-hand side is the same in both equations. The second case assumes s = sy ... sy and
we must verify whether
ii(sy...sm-1) < A(s) + 1(so = 2)

holds. When sy = 2, this inequality simplifies to ii(sp . . . sp-1) < 7i(s)+1 = n(s), which holds as n(s)
was maximal. When sy = 1, the inequality can be rewritten as 7i(sp...sy—1) = n(1sy...Sp-1) <
i(s) = n(s) — 1, or n(1sy...sp-1) < n(s). As n(s) was maximal, this can only cause a problem
if n(1s;...spm-1) = n(s). However, in that case the string 1s; ...sy—; would be selected before
s = $1...Sy as it has the same n value while its n(s)-st two appears in position k’ + 1. Note that
n(s) > t(s1...sm,,) and n(s) = n(1s;...sy-1) imply that n(1s;...sp-1) > t(1s1...5m,,,-1) as
t(S1 - SMpe) 2 E(1S1 o SMp—1)-

As n(s) > t(s1...5m,,,), the position k" of the n(s)-st two in s is beyond M,,;, which implies
this change from n to 7 improves the ATIR due to Theorem 6.

O

Theorem 6 also allows us to establish the following structural results for the Nudge-K, M, Nudge-
M, L and Nudge-K, L scheduling algorithms:

e For Nudge-K, M or Nudge-M, L with M < M,,; increasing K or L always improves the
ATIR. Given a K fixed, the best value for M is max(K, M,,;). The same holds with respect
to L.

e For the Nudge-K, L scheduling algorithm denote the optimal K and L as (K*, L"), then
K*+L*—1 € [Mops, 2Mop: — 1]. The lower bound is due to the fact that otherwise increasing
K or L improves the ATIR and the upper bound follows from noting that K*, L* < M,,;.
Explicit results for K* and L* appear hard to obtain.

Figure 3 illustrates Theorem 7 when both job sizes are exponential. It compares the ATIR of five
different scheduling algorithms with optimized parameters (for Nudge-K, L the optimization was
done by brute force). The figure shows significant gains in the ATIR for Nudge-M over Nudge-K
and Nudge-L when the load is sufficiently high. Note that four of the five scheduling algorithms
coincide when M,,,; < 1. The difference between Nudge-K, L and Nudge-M is small in case K and L
are optimized. Finally the y-Boost algorithm outperforms Nudge-M as proven in [18] by exploiting
arrival time information, but the gain tends to zero as the load tends to one (see Corollary 1).
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Fig. 3. The asymptotic tail improvement ratio of Nudge-K, Nudge-L, Nudge-K, L, Nudge-M, and y-Boost
(with optimized K, L, M, and boost), over FCFS with exponential job sizes. Nudge-M outperforms the other
Nudge algorithms, but the difference with Nudge-K, L is small. y-Boost outperforms the different Nudge
algorithms by exploiting the arrival time information.

5 NUDGE-M SWAP DISTRIBUTION FOR A TAGGED TYPE-2 JOB

In this section we determine the distribution of the number of swaps for a tagged type-2 job that
sees a workload of s on arrival, which we denote as X4y (s). For this section onwards we assume
type-1 and type-2 jobs follow a phase-type distribution as stated in Section 2. This distribution is
not simply binomial as fewer than M arrivals may occur while the tagged type-2 job waits. Further,
even if fewer than M jobs arrive in time s, there can be additional type-1 arrivals that occur during
the service of a type-1 job that passed the tagged type-2 job. This significantly complicates the
computation of the distribution of Xs,sap (s). Only when M = 1 the computation is easy as there
should be a single type-1 arrival by time s that occurred before any type-2 arrival in order to have
a swap with the tagged job.

We first introduce a simple Markov chain (MC) that is used to count the number of type-
1 and type-2 arrivals among the first M arrivals in (0, s). The states of this MC are given by
Wy ={(,j)|0<i,j<Mi+j<M}and |["Wy|=(M+1)(M+2)/2as we have k + 1 states with
i+j=kfork=0,...,M.Letireflect the number of type-1 jobs and j the number of type-2 jobs.
The transition rate matrix of this MC is denoted as W) with

Ap P=it+1,) =],
Wa)ijygny =1 AA=p) ' =ij =j+1, (21)
0 otherwise,

for (i, j) # (i, j') and (Wu) (i j),(i,j) = —A if i+ j < M and zero otherwise. The states with i+ j = M
are thus absorbing states.

We first compute the state at time s of this Markov chain (as ee"™* if (0,0) is the first state).
If the state is of the form (0, j) at time s, no type-1 arrivals occurred and X;.,qp(s) equals zero. If
instead the state (i, j) at time s is such that i > 1, a type-1 job arrived among the next i+ j < M
arrivals and this type-1 job is swapped with the tagged type-2 job. Notice that it does not matter in
which order we perform (a) the work s that was present when the tagged job arrived and (b) the
work of the type-1 job that passed the tagged job. In other words we can continue running this
Markov chain for a time equal to the service time of a type-1 job. When doing so, we first decrease
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i by one, as this type-1 job is no longer relevant for what happens next and also reduce M by one
to take into account that one type-1 job was already accounted for. In other words we now use
the Markov chain with rate matrix Wy,_; where the initial state is determined by the state of Wy,
at time s, that is, we start in state (i, j) if the state of the Markov chain corresponding to Wy is
(i +1,j) at time s. Next we compute the state of the Markov chain corresponding to Wys_; a time
Xj, which is the random variable representing the type-1 job size. There are again two possibilities:
either the state is of the form (0, j) and we conclude that a single swap occurred, or we need to
repeat this process with the Markov chain with rate matrix Wjy,_,. Clearly this process is repeated
M — 1 times in total.

If we order the states of the MC with rate matrix Wy, in lexicographic order, the states of the
form (0, j) are the first M + 1 states and the matrix Wj;_; is the submatrix of Wy, located in the
lower right corner. This implies that we get the initial vector for the MC with rate matrix Wy,_;
by removing the probabilities of the first M + 1 states from the state of the MC with rate matrix
W)y at time s. We therefore define the matrix Uy (of size (M + 1)(M +2)/2 X M(M + 1)/2), which
removes the first M + 1 values from the state:

0
Unm = Ty |
2

We also define the vector Fy; which accumulates the removed probability mass by summing over
the first M + 1 values: Fy is a size (M + 1) (M + 2) /2 vector with its first M + 1 entries equal to one
and zeros elsewhere.

Using the above matrices and Markov chains we can now express P[X;,4p(s) = k] in the
following manner as explained below:

k-1

l_[(UM—[ ® a1) (=(Wt—¢-1 ®51)) " (I ® s7)
=0

fork =0,...,M—1and P[Xswap(s) = M] = 1—P[Xap(s) < M]. Notice that (I®a;)(—(Wpr—¢-1®
51)) "' (I®s}) indicates how the state of the MC with rate matrix Wj;_,—1 evolves during the service
time of a single type-1 job. The matrix Uy;_, takes care of the transitions of the states in between the
Markov chains and Fy;_j accumulates the probability mass after the MC with rate matrix Wy is
finished, which corresponds to having exactly k swaps. The expected number of swaps E[Xsyqp(s)]
for a type-2 job can be expressed as

P[Xswap(s) =k] = e;F Wit Fy—k (22)

M-1 (k-1
E[Xswap(s)] = efems Z l_[(UM—t’ ® a1)(—(Wy—-1 ®51) "I ® ST)) (1= Fy-x),  (23)
k=0 \{=0

as E[Xsyap(s)] = 224:51 P[Xswap(s) > k]. For further use we define

M-1 (k=1
Uy = Z ]_[(UM—{’ ® o1) (=(Wy-r-1 ®51)) ' (I ® 31*)) (1= Fm-), (24)
k=0 \ =0

such that E[ X4 (s)] = e;‘eWMSUIS\;mp . Regarding the computation time of the distribution of
Xswap(s), note that ei‘em‘/’S times the product in (22) can be reused when we increase k by one,
which speeds up the computation time. Moreover as Wy is a block triangular matrix with Wy, in
its lower right corner all the inverse matrices are submatrices of (—Was_4 ®S51)~1. As such the overall
computation time is O(Mﬁni’) with n; the size of S;. By exploiting the structure of (-Wy—1 & S)
when computing the inverse, it is possible to reduce the computation time to O(M?°n?).



Tail Optimality and Performance Analysis of the Nudge-M Scheduling Algorithm 17

6 MEAN RESPONSE TIME OF NUDGE-M

Using the results from the previous section, the expected number of swaps for an arriving type-2
job can be calculated. For further use we also restate the following result:

THEOREM 8 (FROM [16]). Let Z be the workload in the system (for any work conserving scheduler),
then

P[Z > t] = daeT'(=S)™'1 = Apel ' (-T) 11, (25)
withf=(1-A)aandT =S + AMa.
THEOREM 9. Let E[Xy,qp] be the mean number of swaps for a tagged type-2 job, then
E[Xowap] = —A(B @ e)(T & Wiy) ™' (1 @ v},
with U;;V“p given by (24).

Proor. As the workload observed by a tagged type-2 job is the same as the steady state workload
in an M/G/1 queue, we have by Theorem 8

E[Xswap] =/ AﬁeTle[Xswap(S)]dszf AﬁeTsle;‘eSWMU]sv}mpds
0 0
~1 [ (Boee T (186 )ds = AP ) (T 0 W) (1 853, )
0

where 1Be”*1 is the density of the workload in s. The probability that the workload is 0 (i.e. the queue
is empty) is 1 — A, but with this probability the arriving type-2 job goes into service immediately
and is never swapped. O

THEOREM 10. The mean response time of Nudge-M can be expressed as
E[Rnudge-m] = E[R] + (1 = p)E[Xswap | (E[X1] = E[X;])
where E[R] = 1+ ABT ™21 is the mean response time of FCFS.

ProoOF. An arriving job is type-2 with probability 1 — p, and is swapped on average E[Xsap]
times. This means per arriving job of any type, the average number of swaps is (1 — p)E[Xswapl,
and as each swap moves a type-1 job in front of a type-2 job, the response time of the type-1 job
decreases by E[X;] while that of the type-2 job increases by E[X;]. O

In Figure 4 we plot the mean response time improvement ratio (MTIR) of Nudge-M and a non-
preemptive priority scheduler [14] over FCFS. The MTIR is defined as 1 — E[R4]/E[Rpcrs] for a
scheduling algorithm A. The non-preemptive priority scheduler serves as an upper bound here as
it minimizes the mean response time when the server only knows job types (and E[X;] < E[Xz]).
We first note that Nudge-M with M = M,,; achieves a significant gain in the mean response time
over FCFS. It also captures a substantial part of the gain achieved by the priority scheduler. The
priority scheduler however has a poor tail performance as its tail only decays exponentially fast for
sufficiently small loads [2]. We further note that Nudge-20 acts as a priority scheduler for small
loads, but it does not have the same guarantees in terms of the tail behavior of the response time as
Nudge-M with M = M.
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0.35 |- |—*— Priority queue 1 0.35 ||+ Priority queue
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MTIR
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A A

(a) Exponential type-1 and type-2 job sizes (b) Exponential type-1 jobs, hyperexponential

(SCV =2, f =1/2) type-2 jobs

Fig. 4. The mean response time improvement ratio (MTIR) of Nudge-M with M = M,,;, Nudge-M with
M = 20, and a priority queue over FCFS with p = 2/3, and E[X2]/E[X1] = 4. For low loads, Nudge-M with a
high parameter coincides with the priority queue. This plot also shows how Nudge-M improves the mean
response time without making the tail worse than FCFS.

7 RESPONSE TIME DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE-2 JOBS

In this section we develop a numerical method to compute the response time distribution of a
type-2 job under Nudge-M. This is considerably more involved than in [16] for Nudge-K as in
Nudge-K at most one jobs can pass a tagged type-2 job and this type-1 job must arrive within time
s, where s is the workload observed by the tagged type-2 job upon arrival.

Although we have the probabilities that a tagged type-2 job is swapped k times with a type-1 job
given that it observed a workload of s upon arrival, we cannot directly use these to compute the
waiting time distribution of a tagged type-2 job. This is due to the fact that these k arrivals do not
necessarily occur in time s, meaning the waiting time of a tagged type-2 job is not simply given by
s plus a sum over k of P[X;.,ap(s) = k] times the convolution of k type-1 jobs. For this reason we
need to introduce a more involved method to compute the distribution of the extra waiting time
Wextra(s) that a type-2 job experiences that sees a workload of s upon arrival.

We will show that the distribution Wex;r4(s) is a phase-type distribution characterized by
(y(s), Q). It is based on the approach used to compute the distribution of the number of swaps
Xswap(s) that a type-2 job experiences. The main difference is that when computing Xg,.qp (s) we
did not measure time. We can nevertheless make use of the same Markov chains with rate matrices
W;, for i = 1,..., M, and matrices U; to construct the following block bidiagonal subgenerator
matrix Q:

Wy-1©S1 Uy-1® s’fal
Wai—2 & 1 Upm-2 ® STO(l
0= (26)
Wl (%) 51 U1 ® ST 24}
S

This subgenerator Q consists of M block rows, where the phases belonging to the k-th block row
correspond to work that is added by the k-th job that passed the tagged type-2 job. The matrix S;
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captures the evolution of work added by the type-1 job. The matrix Wy;_; counts the number of
type-1 and type-2 arrivals, using the counters i and j. As we are adding the work of the k-th type-1
job, (i, j) is such that i + j < M — k, which is why we make use of Wj,_x instead of W), in block
row k. When the work of the k-th type-1 job is added (which occurs at the rates given by s7), we
move on to block row k + 1 provided that counter i > 0. This is exactly what the matrix Uy;_x does:
it changes the counters (i, j) to (i — 1, j) if i > 0. When the counter i = 0 there is no transition to a
phase belonging to block row k + 1 and the underlying Markov chain of the phase-type distribution
moves to the implicit absorbing state. Note that when we are adding the work of the M-th type-1
job, the counters i and j are both zero and cannot change, so we only need to keep track of the
phase of the work of the type-1 job.

The initial phase vector y(s) depends on the arrivals that occurred in the first interval of length
s. If at least one type-1 arrival occurred (among the first M), the initial phase is such that we start
in the first block row (i.e., k = 1) and the counters i and j are such that j matches the number
of type-2 arrivals among the first M arrivals in (0, s) and i is one less than the number of type-1
arrivals among the first M arrivals in (0, s). We can therefore use the Markov chain with rate matrix
W) and the matrix Uy to determine the initial phase vector as follows

y(s) = (eje"™*Up) ® a1, 0),

where the number of padded zeros is such that y(s) has the same length as the size of Q. The vector
a1 is used to determine the initial phase of the work offered by the first type-1 job that passes
the tagged type-2 job. Notice that the vector y(s) does not sum to one, meaning the phase-type
distribution (y(s), Q) has a mass in zero, corresponding to the probability that the tagged type-2
job is not swapped. Given the above discussion it should now be clear that the extra waiting time
for a type-2 job that sees a workload s on arrival is given by the following formula:

P[Wextra(s) > t] = y(s)e<'1 (27)
THEOREM 11. Let W?) be the waiting time distribution of a type-2 job, then
PIW® > 1] = (e} ® AB,0)eMl0, (28)
where 1y is a column vector with the same size as Wy,

WyoeT Uy®1la; 0
Ty = 0 0

Proor. The waiting time for a type-2 job is larger than ¢ if the workload is larger than ¢, or if the
workload is s < t and the extra time Wey;rq(s) > t —s. The workload is 0 with probability 1 — A, but
in that case, the job goes into service immediately and so the waiting time is never larger than t.

and vy =

1y ® ((-T7)"11)
e

PIW® > ] =P[Z>t]+ /Ot/lﬁeTslP[mxtm(s) > t—s]|ds
=P[Z >t]+ /Ot/lﬂeTsl(efeWMsUM ® ay,0)eL 91 ds
=P[Z>t]+ /Ot ABeT*1(ele™™%) (Uy ® a1, 0)e2 ™)1 ds
=P[Z>t]+ /Ot(/w ®@e) (el ® ") (1® (Uy ® a1,0))e "9 1ds

t
=P[Z>t]+ / (e @ AB)eM™M®Ds (Upr @ a1, 0) @ 1)e2 91 ds
0
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Using Lemma 1 from [16] we get

PIW®) > ] = P[Z > t] + (¢} ® AB, 0)e™" [‘1’] ~ (¢} @ AR, 0)eT" [IW ® ((;T)”)] ,

where the last equality holds as
(e] ® 4B)e™ D! (1 ® ((-T)7'1)) = (eje"™ 1) (e (=T) ')
= Apel'(-T) M =P[Z > 1],

Wy

as W)y is the rate matrix of a Markov chain, meaning eje"""" is a row vector of probabilities that

sum to 1. ]

TaEOREM 12. Let R®) be the response time distribution of a type-2 job, then
P[R® > ] = P[W® > t] + (1 = Dee®'1 — (e ® AB,0)eD! m (30)

where

B= [TM TMvzag]

oS, (31)

PROOF. A type-2 job’s response time consists of its waiting time combined with its service time.
The response time is larger than ¢ if the waiting time is. If the waiting time is s < t, the response
time may still be larger than ¢ if the job’s service time is longer than ¢ — s. The waiting time is 0 if
the queue is empty with probability 1 — A.

P[R? > 1] =P[W® > ]+ (1 - )P[X, > t] + /tfww (s)P[X, > t —s]ds (32)
0

t
=P[W® > t] + (1 - Dae™'1 + / (e} ® AB,0)e™ (=Ty)vy) (cre% "9 1) ds (33)
0
This gives the desired formula using Lemma 1 from [16]. |

8 RESPONSE TIME DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE-1 JOBS

This section focuses on the computation of the response time distribution of a type-1 job under
Nudge-M. In [16] the response time of a type-1 job under Nudge-K could be computed by creating
a coupling with the FCFS queue. To illustrate that this approach can no longer be used, consider
the following example with M = 2. A type-2 job is in service and the queue is empty at time 0. Next
a type-2 job arrives followed by a type-1 job. In Nudge-M the type-1 is swapped with the type-2
job. Suppose the type-2 job now completes service. In Nudge-M the type-1 job enters the server,
while in the coupled FCFS system the type-2 job starts service. Assume the next arrival is another
type-1 job, call it job J. In Nudge-M there are 2 cases: (1) the type-1 job was small and already left
the system and the type-2 is in service, in this case job J is not swapped, (2) the type-1 job is still
in service, in this case job J is swapped. When we look at the FCFS system when job J arrives, it
simply has a type-2 job in service and a type-1 waiting (if the type-2 job is large enough), so it
is unclear how one could determine which of the two cases occurred under Nudge-M simply by
looking at the FCFS state. We therefore need to develop a radically different approach compared to
one taken in [16].

We proceed by showing how a Markov Modulated Fluid Queue (MMFQ) with jumps [5, 15] can
be used to model the waiting time distribution of a type-1 job. A fluid queue without jumps consists
of a non-negative fluid that evolves over time depending on a background CTMC’s state [4, 9]. This
background process’ states are partitioned into two sets when the fluid is non-zero. The first set
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S~ makes the fluid decrease at rate 1, while the second set ST makes the fluid increase at rate 1.
When the fluid is exactly zero, the set S~ is replaced by another set S°, in which the fluid remains
at zero until a transition to S* is made. The difference with a MMFQ with jumps is that the time
intervals in which the fluid increases at rate 1 are replaced by instantaneous upward jumps. In
other words the MMFQ with jumps is identical to the one without jumps, except that we censor
out the time intervals in which the fluid increases, that is, when the background process’s state is
in 8*. This implies that we can compute the stationary distribution of the fluid of the MMFQ with
jumps from the stationary distribution of the MMFQ without jumps.

The MMFQ without jumps used in this section is defined using three matrices: a rate matrix T
that captures the evolution of the background process when the fluid is nonzero, a second rate
matrix T* for the background process when the fluid is exactly zero, and a transition probability
matrix P which allows for the background process to make a transition when fluid reaches zero.
The matrix P is of size |S™| X (|S°| + |S*|) as the fluid can reach zero only from states where
the fluid decreases. The matrix T* is of size |S°| X (|S°| + |S*|) as the fluid can only stay at zero
from states in S°. The matrix T is clearly a square matrix of size |[S~| + |S*|. These matrices are
partitioned as

T= [;: YT:] , T'=|T;, T;]. and P=[P., P_] (34)
in the obvious manner. Notice that if P_, is nonzero, the fluid immediately starts to increase again
when hitting the zero boundary in some cases. The idea is to let the fluid level of the MMFQ with
Jjumps represent the waiting time of a virtual type-1 arrival. We first illustrate this with two simpler
scheduling policies before moving on to Nudge-M.

Before doing is, we briefly explain how the stationary distribution of the fluid with jumps can be
found using these matrices (see [9] for more details). Let ¥ be the smallest non-negative solution
to the algebraic Riccati equation

Too + VT _ +To, ¥ + YT, ¥ = 0, (35)

which can be solved efficiently using the Structure-preserving Doubling Algorithm (SDA) [8],
the computation time of which can be slightly improved upon by the ADDA algorithm [17].
Alternatively, one can also construct a Quasi-Birth-Death Markov chain to compute ¥ as explained
n [13]. Define two matrices

P=P_, - P o(Ty) 'Ty, (36)
K=T,+9YT_,, (37)

and 7, as a non-zero solution of 7, ¥P = r,. The normalizing constant 7 is then calculated as:
n=-m(K"¥1+¥P_(Ty) '1). (38)

Normalize 7, so that 5 is equal to 1. Finally, the probability mass ¢, that the fluid is exactly 0 (which
is the probability that the queue is empty), the density of the fluid (i.e. the density of the waiting
time distribution for a type-1 job), and its complementary distribution function are given by the
following formulas:

co = —m ¥P_o(Tg) 11 (39)
fw (t) = meXtw1 (40)

Pw > ] = /oofww (x) dx = m e (-K) ' P1 (41)
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8.1 FCFS scheduling:

In case of FCFS scheduling the waiting time of a virtual type-1 arrival is simply the workload
in the queue, so the fluid level should reflect the workload. Thus whenever a job arrives (of any
type), its workload is added to the fluid of the MMFQ via the states S*. This implies that T_, = Aa,
T,. = Sand T._ = s*. In between arrivals, the fluid decreases at rate 1 as the FCFS scheduler is
work-conserving. The set S~ contains only one state and is equal to S, so T-_ = —A. If the fluid is
at 0, it remains at 0 until the next arrival occurs. Hence, P_, = 0,P_, = 1, Tj; = ~A and T/, = Aa.
This can summarized as follows:

-A ‘ Apal /1(1 —p)(Xz

T=| si | S 0 , T'=[-A|2 ], and P =[1]|0] (42
S; 0 52
In this particular case the solution ¥ to (35) is a column vector of ones as |[S™| = 1and A < 1.

This implies that K = T4 + ¥T_, = S + Ala, which is the T matrix of the workload process, and
7y = AM(1 = Na = A so that P[W D) > ¢] = ABeTt(~-T) "1 = P[Z > t].

8.2 Nudge-1 scheduling:

In the second example, we show how a MMFQ can be used to model the virtual waiting time of a
type-1 job in Nudge-1, which is Nudge-K with K = 1, but also Nudge-M with M = 1. In this case,
an arriving type-1 job may skip ahead of a single type-2 job at the end of the queue, but only if the
type-2 job has not been swapped before. Such a type-2 job should not have its workload added to
the fluid yet as it does not add to the virtual waiting time of an arriving type-1 job. This indicates
that we need more than one state in S~ as we have to remember whether such a type-2 job exists at
the back of the queue, the workload of which has not yet been added to the fluid. More specifically
S~ now has two states: one state for when there is no type-2 job at the back of the queue that has
not been swapped (and workload of which has not been added), which we denote as 0, and one
state for when there is such a type-2 job, which we denote as 1. S° still has only one state denoted
as 0, as it is only possible for the fluid to remain at zero when there is no type-2 job in the state.
When a new arrival occurs, one of the following 4 cases occurs:

(1) If the current state is 0 € S~ and the arrival is type-2, the state remains within S~ and
simply changes from 0 to 1. So contrary to the FCFS case, we refrain from adding the work
to the fluid at this stage as the type-2 job can potentially be passed by a later type-1 arrival.

(2) If the current state is 0 € S~ and the arrival is type-1, the state transitions to S* to add the
workload of the arriving type-1 job. After adding this work, the state returnsto 0 € S™.

(3) If the current state is 1 € S~ and a type-2 arrival occurs, we end up with a queue ending
with two type-2 jobs that have not been swapped. As an incoming type-1 job can only
pass one of these, we do not need to remember both. We therefore add the workload of
one type-2 job to the fluid before returning to state 1. In other words, in this case the state
changes to S* to add the work of a type-2 job and then returns to state 1 € S™.

(4) Finally, if the current state is 1 € S~ and a type-1 arrival occurs, this type-1 job passes the
type-2 job stored in the state 1 € S™. As a result it can no longer be swapped again and its
workload should be added to the fluid, as well as the type-1 job’s workload. After adding
the workload of both jobs the state should transition back to 0 € S~.

To accommodate these 4 types of events, the set S* is partitioned into four subsets. The first subset
covers case (2) and adds the workload of a type-1 job before returning to state 0 € S~. The second
subset covers case (4) and first adds a type-2 job, then transitions to the first set to add a type-1 job
before returning to state 0 € S~. The third and fourth subset add a type-2 job after which they
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transition to state 1 € S~ and 0 € S~, respectively. The third subset covers case (3), so the fourth
subset may seem redundant at this point. However, its use will become clear when discussing the
matrix T* and P. This results in the following T matrix:

-1 A1 -p) | Apy 0 0 0

0 -A 0 Apag /1(1 - p)az 0

| s 0 S1 0 0 0
=1 0 ssa1 Sy 0 0 (43)

0 S5 0 0 S; 0

S5 0 0 0 0 S

In the case where the fluid reaches zero from state 1 € S~, the stored type-2 job goes into service
and so its workload must be added to the fluid. After the work has been added, the state is changed
to 0 € 87, this explain the use of the fourth subset of S* introduced above. This indicates that P_,
is nonzero. While the fluid is zero (which can only happen in state 0 € S°), any incoming job’s
workload is added to the fluid as it immediately goes into service, i.e. no type-2 jobs are added to
the state. This yields the following expressions for T* and P:

T*=[ -A|Apay 0 0 A1-p)az | and P =[ (44)

8.3 Nudge-M scheduling:

This whole idea can then expanded for Nudge-M. As before, the state keeps track of type-2 jobs
at the end of the queue which have not been added to the fluid thus far, as these are the jobs that
would be passed by an arriving type-1 job. While for Nudge-1 the state was a number k € {0, 1}
representing whether or not the queue ends with a type-2 job that can be passed, this now becomes
an M-dimensional vector of zeroes and ones. For (at most) the last M arrivals, we need to remember
which ones were type-2 jobs as well as their positions among the last M arrivals. For instance,
if M = 6 and the state equals (1, 1,0, 1, 0, 0), it means the last four arrivals were (from newest to
oldest) type-2, type-2, type-1 and type-2 and the workload of the three type-2 jobs is not yet added
to the fluid. The zeros in the back of the state, being the last two zeros in our example, do not imply
that the fifth and sixth last arrivals were type-1. For instance, it could also be that the fifth last
arrival was a type-2 job that is in service or that already left the system.

As such the state s = (s1, 52, . ..,sm) € {0, 1}™ is an M-dimensional vector where entry i is one
if and only if the i-th last arrival was a type-2 job that is still waiting in the queue, meaning its
workload was not yet added to the fluid. These states make up the set H = {0, 1}M.

Define two functions to manipulate states:

dec: H—>H
shift: H x{0,1} - H

dec removes the oldest type-2 job that is being remembered in the state: it decrements the rightmost
non-zero entry of s. For instance, dec((1,1,0,1,0,0)) = (1,1,0,0,0,0). shift is used when an
arrival occurs and moves all the waiting type-2 jobs stored in the state and adds a 0 or 1 in front:
shift(s,0) = (v, 51,82, . ..,SM-1) such that sy is dropped from the state.

The set of phases in S~ is therefore denoted as

S ={(s,0) | seH}.

As in Nudge-1, the fluid can only remain at zero from one state which denotes that there are no
type-2 jobs in the last M arrivals that are still waiting in the queue: S° = {{0,0)} € S~.
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When a new arrival occurs in state (s, 0) with s = (sy, ..., Sp), one of the following 4 cases occurs,
depending on sy and the type of the new arrival. These 4 cases are similar to those for Nudge-1.

(1) If spy = 0 and the arrival is type-2, the state simply changes from (s, 0) to (shift(s, 1), 0).
This change indicates that the arrivals stored in the state are shifted over by a new type-2
job. The requirement s); = 0 means that this new arrival does not move a stored type-2 job
out of the last M, as in such case its workload must be added to the fluid.

(2) If spr = 0 and the arrival is type-1, the workload of the arriving type-1 job is added via a set of
states that we will denote as S;. After adding this work, the state returns to (shift(s, 0),0)
as the stored arrivals are shifted over by a new type-1 job.

(3) If spy = 1 and a type-2 arrival occurs, we end up with a queue that includes a type-2 job
followed by M arrivals. This type-2 job was stored in s, but can no longer be passed by
arriving type-1 jobs. As a result, we add the workload of one type-2 job (via a set of states
defined further as S7) to the fluid before returning to state (shift(s, 1), 0), which no longer
includes this type-2 job.

(4) Finally, if spr = 1 and a type-1 arrival occurs, we again have a type-2 job that is now safe,
like in the previous case. This means the workload of one type-2 job must be added to the
fluid, as well as the type-1 job’s workload. Afterwards, the state changes to (shift(s,0),0).

To accommodate these 4 types of events, the set S* is partitioned into three subsets S,S; and S
The first subset

S ={¢i,1) | seHAs;=0Ai€{L,....,n1}}

adds the workload of a type-1 job to the fluid, transitioning to state (s, 0) € S~ afterwards. This
covers case (2) and happens when a type-1 job has arrived, and so there is a type-1 job at the end
of the queue, explaining the extra condition s; = 0.

The second subset

Sy={(s,2) | seHAs;=0Ai€{l,...,nz}}

is used to cover case (4), where the workload of a type-2 job followed by the workload of a type-1

job is added to the fluid. The set S is used to add the type-2 work, then a transition is made to the

set S to add the work of the type-1 job, before finally transitioning to state (s,0) € S~. This set

has the same requirement that s; = 0 as the set S} because case (4) also involves a type-1 arrival.
Finally the third subset

St={(si,3) | seHAie{1,...,n}}

adds the workload of a type-2 job to the fluid and then transitions to (s, 0) € S™. This subset covers
case (3).

These three subsets are similar to the four subsets in the Nudge-1 example. In particular, subsets
1 and 2 have the same purpose as the first two subsets in the Nudge-1 example, while S can be
regarded as the union of the third and fourth subset, as this set adds the workload of type-2 jobs to
the fluid before transitioning to some state in S~.

We now define all the necessary transitions between states, based on the four cases when an
arrival occurs. Transitions from S~ are for the four cases that were previously described, depending
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on the type of the arrival and sy;.

-1
(T-)sopis.0) = A(1=p)
0
(Apay);

Apay) i
(T )(s,0),(s7, k) = (Apac)

0

s’ =s,

sm = 0,8 =shift(s, 1),

otherwise.
s =0,s" =shift(s,0),k =1,
sm =18 =shift(s,0),k =2,

(A1 =plaz); sm =18 =shift(s,1),k=3,

otherwise.

25

(45)

(46)

In S}, a type-1 job’s workload is added to the fluid before returning to S~. This gives two sets of
transitions:

(Sl) s’ = S,k =1

(T )(s,i1),(s7,70k) = { Y otherwise. @)
8 =5,

(h-)(s.iny(s70) = { v otherwise. “8)

In S5, a type-2 job is added to the fluid after which the state moves to S; to add one type-1 job.

(s;1)ij 8" =sk=1,
(G )sinpisiky =93 (S2)iy  s'=sk=2, (49)
0 otherwise.

(- )(si2)(s,0) = 0 (50)

In 87, only a type-2 job is added:

(52)1 s’ = S, k= 3,

(T34)(s,i3),(s7,j.k) = { / otherwise. 1)
(i ¥ =s

(T3-)(s.i3).(s70) = { otherwise. 2)

We also need to define T*, which gives transitions when the fluid level is exactly zero. This
can only happen in state (0,0) € S°. With fluid level 0, any arriving job is immediately added to
the fluid. There’s also the matrix P which gives transition probabilities to immediately move to a
different state when reaching fluid level 0. In state (0, 0) no transition is made, while in other states
the oldest type-2 job is added to the fluid and removed from the state.

(T50)(0,0),(0,0) = (53)
(Ap(xl)] s =0k=1,
(To)(0,0).(5".jk) = (/1(1 -plag)j s’ =0k=3, (54)
otherwise.
(P-0)(s0).(0.0) = { otherwzse (55)

(Pos)(s0)5'k) = otherwise. (56)

{ (a2)j s#0,8 =dec(s),k =3,
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With the definition of the matrices T, T* and P, the stationary distribution of the fluid can be
calculated as shown before, yielding the density f;,;o) (¢) and complementary distribution function
P[W® > t] of the waiting time of a type-1 job using 7, and the matrices K and ¥.

TraEOREM 13. Let R be the response time distribution of a type-1 job, then

mmﬂ>ﬂ=mwm>ﬂ+u—m%ﬁﬁ+mwmmﬁ] (57)
where
_ K ‘I’lal
s [l -
(59)

PRroOF. A type-1 job’s response time consists of its waiting time combined with its service time.
The response time is larger than ¢ if the waiting time is. If the waiting time is s < t, the response
time may still be larger than ¢ if the job’s service time is longer than ¢ — s. The waiting time is 0 if
the queue is empty with probability 1 — A.

t
mw“>ﬂ=ﬂwm>ﬂ+u—mmx>ﬂ+/ mm@mm>t—ﬂm (60)
0
t
=P[W®D > ]+ (1= Daes?1 +/ 7 e W15 (7)1 ds (61)
0
This gives the desired formula using Lemma 1 from [16]. O

We end this section by comparing the tail improvement ratio in ¢t (TIR(¢)) over FCFS, defined
as 1 — P[R4 > t]/P[Rpcrs > t] for scheduling algorithm A, of Nudge-K, Nudge-L, Nudge-M and
Nudge-K, L. In all cases the parameters K, L and M were set such that the ATIR was maximized. To
compute this ratio for Nudge-K, L we also developed a computational approach for Nudge-K, L
similar to the one for Nudge-M presented in Sections 7 and 8. The numerical results show that the
asymptotic improvement often corresponds to a stochastic improvement, though examples as in
[16, Figure 3] can be constructed where this is not the case.

9 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

The Nudge-M scheduling algorithm was introduced in this paper in a setting where jobs are
partitioned into two types and the scheduler only knows the type of a job (but not its size) upon
arrival. Nudge-M was shown to be strongly tail optimal within a large family # of Nudge scheduling
algorithms. A computational method to evaluate the response time distribution of Nudge-M (and
its mean) was developed. Interesting future directions for research include the case with a more
general arrival process or when the jobs are partitioned into more than 2 types.
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A NUDGE-K, M VERSUS NUDGE-M, L

In this section we compare the ATIR of Nudge-K, M and Nudge-M, L when K = L. Let ATIRk »(i)
denote the ATIR of Nudge-K, M when K = i, ATIRy 1.(i) the ATIR of Nudge-M, L when L =i and
define AATIRKM(I) = ATIRKM+1 (l) —ATIRKM(I) and AATIRML(I) = ATIRM+1L(Z) —ATIRML(I)

THEOREM 14. ForanyM e {i+1,... . Mop: }, we have
ATIRg p(i) > ATIRy 1 (i),
if and only if $;(=0z) > (1 — p)/p, which always holds if p > 1/2.

Proor. Consider Nudge-K, M with K = i and assume we increase M by one. In terms of the n
function, this implies that we need to increase n(s) by one for all the strings s of length M + 1 with
a two in position M + 1 and at most i — 1 twos in the first M positions. As the n(s) + 1-st two is
located the in last position, the order in which we increase these n(s) values has no impact on
the change in the ATIR. Further for these strings s we have t(s) = n(s) + 1 and k = 1 in (19). This
implies that for a specific string s, we get a change of

czpM ) (1-p) 1S, (~0)M)p ( S1(=02)(1 = S5(=02)) + S2(~=02) (51 (~0z) - 1)) ,

S(=07)M+
in pS‘l(—@Z)AcW(l) +(1- p)gz(—QZ)Acwm according to (19). Given that we have (Aj/[) choices to
place j twos in the first M positions, the change due to all the strings s for which n(s) increases by
one can be expressed as
i-1
M o y
2 (j )(1—p>f“<psl<—ez>>”’ ’p (

Jj=0

o

Wi(—%)ﬁ = $2(=02)) + S2(=02) (81 (=02) - 1)) ~
The same reasoning can be applied for Nudge-M, L with L = i when we increase M by one. The
main difference is that the strings s for which n(s) increases are those with at most i — 1 ones in
the first M positions (and a two in position M + 1). This results in the following change

i=1 ' i _
cz Y (j )(l—p)M‘f+1 (pS1(=02))'p (

Jj=0

ng(—(‘)z)(l — S5(=02)) + S2(=02)(S1(~02) — 1)) )
-0z

in pgl(—Gz)AcW(l) +(1- p)gz(—GZ)Ach). This implies that

i—1 My, M—j_
AATIRg (i) Xijmo (G)wy 7w )
~N . M _ i
NATIRw () 323 (M)wh-in]
M-j_
(wy +w)M — Z;Vii (]Efl)wl Twd
= (63)

(wy +w)M — 33 (M)wM=iw]
Fori < M/2, each term j € {0,...,i — 1} in the numerator of (62) is larger than term j in the
denominator if wiw_j wl > wM=J w{ which can be rewritten as wiw_zj > wM=2 As j < M/2, the
exponent is positive and the inequality holds if and only if w; > w. This implies that the ratio is
larger than 1. For i > M/2, each term j € {i,..., M} in the summation in the numerator of (63) is
smaller than term j in the denominator’s summation if wiw_j wl < wM=J w{ which can again be

rewritten as wiM*Zj < wM=2/ The exponent is now negative so that the inequality holds if and only
if w; > w, which is the same condition as before. Therefore, the numerator in (63) is larger than
the denominator when this condition holds. This implies that the ratio is larger than 1 if and only

if w; > w which can be written as $;(—6%) > (1 — p)/p. As Nudge-K, M and Nudge-M, L coincide
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when K = L = M and have a positive AATIR for M < M,;, this gives a necessary and sufficient
condition for when ATIRg (i) is larger than ATIRy 1 (i), for 1 < i < M < My,
O
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