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Abstract

The weighted-workload-task-allocation (WWTA) load-balancing policy is known
to be throughput optimal for parallel server systems with heterogeneous servers.
This work concerns the heavy traffic approximation of steady-state performance for
parallel server systems operating under WWTA policy. Under a relaxed complete-
resource-pooling condition, we prove that WWTA achieves a “strong form” of state-
space collapse in heavy traffic and that the scaled workload for each server converges
in distribution to an exponential random variable, whose parameter is explicitly
given by system primitives. Various steady-state performance measures are shown
to be approximated from this exponential random variable. Instead of proving
a stochastic process limit followed by an interchange of limits — a method that
dominates the literature, our method works directly with a pre-limit basic adjoint
relationship (BAR) that characterizes the stationary distribution of each pre-limit
system.

1 Introduction

Parallel server systems model data centers that are ubiquitous to support cloud comput-
ing; see, for example, Wang et al. (2014); Xie et al. (2016) and Chapter 11 of Dai and
Harrison (2020). In such a system, there are multiple servers processing jobs in multiple
classes. Servers are heterogeneous in that a server can be more efficient processing one
class of jobs than another. An arriving job is immediately routed to one of the servers
following a load-balancing algorithm, also called a routing policy. If the server is busy,
the arriving job waits in the buffer for its class. Otherwise, the server processes the job
immediately. Once the processing is completed, the job departs the system. See Figure
1 for an example of a parallel server system with two servers processing two job classes,
known as the N-model. In Figure 1, server 2 processes jobs in two buffers, buffer “B2”
that holds class 1 waiting jobs and buffer “B3” that holds class 2 waiting jobs. In addition
to employing a routing policy, a scheduling policy is needed for server 2 to decide the order
in which jobs in these two buffers will be processed. To be concrete, in our simulation
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studies, we employ the shortest-mean-processing-first scheduling policy. It is one of the
static buffer priority scheduling policies.

In this paper, we study the performance of a parallel server system under the weighted-
workload-task-allocation (WWTA) routing policy, which will be formally defined in Sec-
tion 2. There are several reasons to focus on the WWTA routing policy. First, WWTA
has been proved to be throughput optimal; see Corollary 11.7 of Dai and Harrison (2020).
Next, WWTA is robust to the varying arrival rates; it dynamically routes jobs to various
servers, without using arrival rate information of each job class. The join-shortest-queue
(JSQ) routing policy is a popular one that also does not use the arrival rate informa-
tion. However, this seemingly attractive routing policy can be unstable because of class-
dependent service times; see Appendix A for a simulation study of the X-model example.
Third, the WWTA routing policy will be proven mathematically to enjoy many desired
properties in heavy traffic; see the third last paragraph of this introduction.

In Figure 1, each arriving job is immediately routed to one of the servers following
a routing policy. Suppose that the system has an option to delay the routing of jobs
to servers and each job class has an infinite-capacity buffer to hold arriving jobs. For
future reference, we call the system with delayed routing “in Architecture 2”7, and the
system with immediate routing “in Architecture 1”. For a system in Architecture 2, a
scheduling policy is needed to operate the system. The MaxWeight scheduling policy has
been studied in literature extensively and is proven to be throughput optimal. Figure 3
shows that, in terms of mean completion time, WWTA routing policy in Architecture 1
dominates MaxWeight scheduling policy in Architecture 2. Clearly, an optimal scheduling
policy in Architecture 2 should dominate the WWTA routing policy combined with any
scheduling policy. However, optimal policies in either architecture are difficult to obtain.
Again in this paper, we focus on the WWTA routing policy in Architecture 1 and to
understand its asymptotic performance in heavy traffic.

For more than 20 years, parallel server systems in Architecture 2 have been exten-
sively studied. For example, Bell and Williams (2005); Harrison (2000); Harrison and
Lépez (1999) design various scheduling policies, and the authors in these papers prove
that these policies are asymptotically optimal in heavy traffic under a complete resource
pooling (CRP) condition. The notion of heavy traffic is defined through a static allocation
problem, a linear program (referred to as the LP throughout the paper) that minimizes the
utilization of the busiest server. Stolyar (2004) studied MaxWeight scheduling policies in
generalized switch models that include the discrete-time version of parallel server systems
as special cases.

In this paper, we focus on parallel systems in Architecture 1 operating under the
WWTA routing policy together with any non-idling scheduling policy. When such a
system is in heavy traffic, we provide simple explicit formulas for its steady-state analysis.
Specifically, we prove that the vector of weighted steady-state workload has a strong-form
state space collapse under a relazed heavy traffic and CPR conditions, and the scaled
steady-state workload of each server converges to an exponential random variable with the
mean given explicitly through system parameters. In Bell and Williams (2005); Harrison
(2000); Harrison and Lépez (1999); Stolyar (2004), the LP is assumed to have a unique
solution and their heavy traffic condition and the CPR condition are defined through this
unique solution. In this paper, we do not assume the LP has a unique solution, and the



resulting conditions are referred to as the relaxed heavy traffic condition and the relaxed
CRP condition. A recent work Atar et al. (2024) also assumes non-uniqueness of the LP
and introduces the notion of “extended” heavy traffic condition.

The proof of our results uses the basic adjoint relationship (BAR), which has been
used extensively under the name “drift method” in the literature for discrete-time versions
of stochastic models Eryilmaz and Srikant (2012); Maguluri and Srikant (2016); Hurtado-
Lange and Maguluri (2020). The parallel server systems in this paper and in Bell and
Williams (2005); Harrison (2000); Harrison and Lépez (1999) are all continuous-time
models. Unlike Bell and Williams (2005); Harrison (2000), this paper stays within the
continuous-time Markov chain (CTMC) framework by assuming Poisson arrival processes
and exponentially distributed job sizes. In a future research, we plan to extend our results
to parallel server systems with general arrival processes and general job size distributions,
utilizing the BAR approach advanced recently by Braverman et al. (2017, 2024).

Recall that the LP defining the static allocation problem utilizes the system parameters
including the arrival rates of job classes. The LP may have multiple solutions. Each
solution provides a nominal plan prescribing the fraction of time that each server allocates
to classes. Following Bell and Williams (2005); Harrison (2000); Harrison and Lépez
(1999), a combination of a server and a job class is called an activity. Thus, each LP
solution prescribes the fraction of time that each activity should be activated. When
an activity receives zero allocation from any LP solution, this activity is called a non-
basic activity. Intuitively, a non-basic activity should not be activated. Thus, a good
routing policy should not route any class jobs to a non-basic server. However, such a
routing policy is highly non-robust to the changing arrival rates because the LP is highly
sensitive to the arrival rates of job classes. As stated earlier, the WWTA routing policy is
robust to changing arrival rates. As part of the proof of our main results, we prove that
(a) the WWTA routing policy routes a “negligible” fraction of jobs to non-basic servers,
(b) each server spends a “negligible” fraction of time processing non-basic job classes, (c)
the steady-state number of jobs in non-basic buffers is negligible under the heavy traffic
scaling. These corollary results mathematically establish the appealing features of the
WWTA routing policy. In particular, the WWTA routing policy, being LP-blind, is able
to achieve the performance prescribed by the LP.

The rest of the paper has the following structure. Section 2 formally introduces the
WWTA policy. In Section 3, we outline the assumptions and present the main result.
Section 4 introduces two types of service policies and implements an example ”W” model
with specified scheduling policies to provide the performance comparison. Sections 5
through 7 offer supporting results, with Section 6 delving into state-space Collapse. The
proof of the main result is provided in Section 8.

2 Parallel server systems with heterogeneous servers
and policies
This paper deals with parallel server systems with heterogeneous servers, as illustrated

in Figure 4. In such a system, there are K servers that process I classes of jobs. Let
Z ={1,...,1I} be the set of classes, and L = {1,..., K} be the set of servers. For each
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Figure 4: General parallel server system

class 7 € Z, its job arrival process is assumed to be Poisson with rate ;. Each class ¢ job
is processed by one of the servers, determined by a load-balancing algorithm. After being
processed by the selected server, the job leaves the system. Each server k£ € K may be
cross-trained, able to process jobs in multiple classes. The processing times for server k to
process class ¢ jobs are independent identically distributed exponential random variables
with mean my,. We call it a type j = (i, k) activity when server k processes a class ¢ job.
We set pr = 1/myx to be the service rate for type j = (i, k) activities. The total number
of activities is denoted by J, which is at most I x K. We denote Z(k) c Z as the set of
classes that server k can process, and K (i) c K the set of servers that can process class i
jobs.

Each class ¢ arrival is immediately routed to one of the servers in K(7), say, server
k € K(1), following a load-balancing algorithm. If server k is free, the job enters processing
immediately. Otherwise, it waits in buffer j = (¢, k) until the server is ready to process the
job following a service policy to be specified below. Server k maintains multiple buffers,
one for each type j = (i, k) with i € Z(k). It is known that join-shortest-queue (JSQ) load-
balancing algorithm is sometimes not throughput optimal; see the example in Appendix A.
In this paper, we focus on the weighted workload task allocation (WWTA) load-balancing
algorithm, also known as the WWTA routing policy, which we now formally introduce
below.

Weighted workload task allocation (WWTA) routing policy. It is aload-balancing
routing policy first proposed by Xie et al. (2016). Unlike JSQ routing policy, which sim-
ply compares the queue lengths among servers in its routing decisions, the WWTA policy
compares workloads among servers in its decisions. In literature, the workload of a server
at time t is defined to be the virtual waiting time at time ¢, which is the waiting time
of a fictitious job arriving at the server at time ¢. In this paper, we assume the mean
processing times are observable, but not the actual processing times. Thus, the virtual



waiting times are non-observable quantities for the load-balancing algorithm. For our
purpose, we define workload for server k to be

Wk(Z)Z Z Mk ik
1€Z(k)

where z = (z,) is the vector of queue lengths in the system. Here, component z;, is the
number of jobs in buffer j = (i, %), including possibly the one in service. We assume at
each time t, the queue length vector z is observable. The WWTA policy routes an arriving
job from class ¢ to server k which achieves

in mpWi(z).
Iy ot (2)

Service policy. We further specify the service or scheduling policy that dictates, for
each server, from which buffer to choose a job to process next. It is known that under the
WWTA routing policy, any non-idling scheduling policy is throughput optimal; see, for
example, Section 11.8 of Dai and Harrison (2020). By non-idling, we mean each server
must be busy processing jobs whenever there are jobs waiting in its buffers. Throughout
the paper, we use a general notation P = (Py;(2)) to represent such a non-idling scheduling
policy, with Pi(z) indicating the fraction of effort that server k spends on class i jobs when
the queue length vector is z. The limit results do not depend on the specific scheduling
policies, we therefore delay the discussion of eligible scheduling policies by replacing Pix(z2)
with specific expressions in Section 4.

3 Assumptions and main results

In this section, we will formally introduce two critical assumptions and main results. One
assumption is the heavy traffic and the other is the (relaxed) complete resource pooling.
These two assumptions are formulated through solutions to a linear program (LP), which
was first introduced in Harrison and Lépez (1999). For that, it is useful to adopt the
compact notational system in Harrison and Lépez (1999). Central to that system is the
concept of activities. In the setting of a parallel server system introduced in Section 2,
an activity j corresponds to a buffer (i, k) for a certain job class i and a certain server k.
We assume J is the total number of activities.

Define a I x J constituency matrix C' and a K x J resource-consumption matrix A as

follows.
1, if activity j processes class ;

Cij :{ 0, otherwise.

A = 1, if server k performs activity j;
71 0, otherwise.

Given these two matrices, each activity j € J is uniquely associated with a class ¢ and a
server k, allowing us to write j = (i,k). We assume J activities are ordered from 1 to J.
We denote the service rate vector of J activities by

p=(pa,p)t
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All vectors are envisioned as column vectors and the symbol T" denotes the transpose.
Define output matrix
R = Cdiag(p),

where R;; is the job departure rate from buffer (4, k) when j = (4, k) and server k devotes
all its effort on the buffer. We consider the following LP, which is known as the static
allocation problem:

min p
s.t. Rz =)\,
3.1
Ax < pe, (3:1)
x,p>0.
where A\ = (A\q,..., AT, & = (zq,...,25)7, e = (1,...,1)T € RE. The vector x can be

regarded as a processing plan, with each element z; being interpreted as the long-run
proportion of time that activity j is processed by its server and p being interpreted
as the long-run utilization of the busiest server. As explained in Harrison and Lépez
(1999), the minimization problem (3.1) aims to minimize the utilization of the busiest
server, producing a relatively even processing plan of allocation among servers. Following
Harrison and Lépez (1999), we define the following notion of balanced heavy traffic: even
under the most efficient processing plan, all servers are 100% utilized. Formally, we state
the following assumption.

Assumption 3.1 (Heavy Traffic). The parallel server system is assumed to be in (bal-
anced) heavy traffic, namely, the static allocation problem (3.1) has an optimal solution
(z*, p*) that satisfies

p*=1 and Ax*=e. (3.2)

Remark 3.1. We do not assume linear program (3.1) has a unique solution. The
uniqueness is assumed in Bell and Williams (2005); Harrison (2000); Harrison and
Lopez (1999). Analysis in these papers utilized the uniqueness property critically. Non-
uniqueness of the LP solutions means that there might exist multiple plans to allocate
servers with all servers being 100% busy. In a recent paper Atar et al. (2024), the authors
also did not assume uniqueness in their definition of heavy traffic. They coined the term
“extended heavy traffic condition” when p* =1 and x* is not unique.

Following Harrison and Lépez (1999), we define basic activities, with possible non-
uniqueness of LP solution (x*, p*). Activity j = (i, k) is called a basic activity associated
with some x* if x* satisfies (3.2) and x} > 0. Otherwise, it is called non-basic activities
associated with z*. We consider the communicating servers using similar definition as
Harrison and Lépez (1999):

Definition 3.1. Servers k and k' are said to communicate directly, if there exists some
x*, such that both j = (i,k) and j' = (i,k"), for some class i, are basic activities associated
with x*. Server k and k' are said to communicate, if there exist a sequence of servers
k1, k. such that kv = k, k., = k" and k, communicates with k.., directly fora=1,---,w-1.

Then we introduce our second assumption as follows:



Assumption 3.2 ((Relaxed) Complete Resource Pooling). There exists an optimal so-
lution (x*, p*) that satisfies (3.2) and all servers communicate.

Remark 3.2. Assumption 3.2 contains Assumption 3.1. Under Assumption 3.2, when
we search for basic activities to communicate among all the servers, we are allowed to
utilize different optimal solutions x*.

Now we state two lemmas related to the dual of LP (3.1). The dual LP to the static
allocation problem (3.1) is defined as follows:

max v
st. vR<uA,
(3.3)
ue <1,
u >0,
where v = (vy,...,v7), u=(ug,...,ug).

Lemma 3.1. Under Assumption 3.1 with x* satisfying (3.2), the dual LP (3.3) has an
optimal solution (v*,u*), satisfying

(i) i Aivj =1,
(i1) YSrqui=1,u; >0,
(iii) If x} >0, then pyv} =u;.

Lemma 3.2. If Assumptions 3.1 € 3.2 holds, then

(i) The optimal dual LP solution (v*,u*) is unique.
(i) ;> 0,07 >0, VkeK,iel

Remark 3.3. Lemma 3.2 is crucial in bwilding up the explicit performance results, es-
pecially under the condition of non-unique optimal solutions of static allocation problem
(3.1). Under Assumptions 3.1 € 3.2, if the primal solution of static allocation problem is
further assumed to be unique, our lemma is fully covered by Harrison and Lopez (1999);
indeed, our Lemma 3.2(i) is one of the equivalent statements of the complete resource
pooling, and our Lemma 3.2 (ii) is a corollary in their paper. In the proof of Lemma
3.2, we provide a new analytical way to obtain the optimal dual solution, which does not
depend on the uniqueness of primal solution.

Remark 3.4. We directly derive the unique dual solution via Lemma 3.2. Atar et al.
(2024) argued differently by first assuming the dual LP solution is unique, then looked
for this dual solution by assuming the decomposable service rates: there exist oy, Py s.t.

Wik = ;B for any (i,k) € J.
Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 will be proved in Appendices B.1 and B.2, respectively. Through-

out the following discussion, we consider the system for which the Assumptions 3.1 & 3.2
hold, i.e. the heavy traffic system that satisfies the CRP condition. We have proved in
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Lemma 3.2 that optimal dual solution (v*,u*) is unique, therefore, from now on, we will
always use this unique dual solution, and we omit superscript “*” for simplicity.

In the discussion of the heavy traffic, we consider a sequence of parallel server sys-
tems indexed by r € (0,1). To keep the presentation clean, only the arrival rates are
parameterized by r. That is, each system in the sequence has an arrival rate

A N(-r),0<r<1

for class i, with other system parameters not depending on r. With A(") replacing ),
the LP (3.2) has optimal value p™* = 1 —r. Thus, the load of the sequence of systems
approaches 100%, as r goes to zero. When 0 < r < 1, the parallel server system with the
WWTA policy is proven to be throughput optimal Dai and Harrison (2020); Xie et al.
(2016). Thus, for each r € (0,1), the queue length process, as a continuous-time Markov
chain, has a unique stationary distribution. For each r € (0,1), we use Z(") be the queue
length vector that has the stationary distribution. We call Z(") the steady-state queue
length in the rth system. Throughout the paper, all of the results will be discussed based
on this steady-state queue length Z("). We adopt the convention that f(r) = O(g(r)) and
f(r) =o0(g(r)) mean, respectively,

f(r)
g9(r)

Theorem 3.1 (Limit distribution for Individual Workload). Assume Assumptions 3.1
& 3.2 hold. Under the WWTA policy and any non-idling scheduling policy P, the limit
distribution of scaled workload for each server is one-dimensional exponential distribution.
Furthermore,

_f(r) _
< 00, lhr(r)lg(r)—o.

lim sup
r0

i (r) ORI
17}?8r(W1(Z )WK(Z )) (ur,. .. ux) X,
where X is a random variable that follows exponential distribution with mean

I
izl )‘ivi2

K 2
ko1 Ug,

In Theorem 3.1, the limit distribution only depend on the arrival rates A;,7 € Z and
unique optimal dual solution (v,u). It does not depend on the specific scheduling policy
P. The proof of Theorem 3.1 is provided in Section 8. The key ingredient for proving The-
orem 3.1 is state-space Collapse, which will be presented in Section 6. Other supporting
results for proving the theorem will be introduced in Section 5 and Section 7.

4 Service Policies and an Example

Recall each server k € I can process different jobs in buffers j = (i,k) for i € Z(k). A
scheduling (service) policy is needed to decide which buffer jobs to process next. Here
we introduce two types of scheduling policies to accompany with WWTA. Later in this
section, one will see the performance difference between these two types in an example.



Free choice of service policy with WWTA will be shown to have more flexibility than the
MaxWeight policy.

The first service policy is the head-of-line proportional processor sharing (HLPPS)
scheduling policy studied in Bramson (1998). Under HLPPS, all nonempty buffers receive
service simultaneously. For each server k£ € K, the proportion of effort that server k
allocates among classes Z(k) at any time is given by

Zik .
P; =", Z(k), 4.4
«(2) DieT(k) Zik ieZ(k) (4.4)

when the queue length is z = (z;;). Here and later, we adopt the convention that 0/0 = 0.
Thus, when ¥,z zix = 0, server k idles. Therefore, the dynamic service rate for activity

Furthermore, the allocation in (4.4) can also be generalized to

Pik(z):M, iel,kek, (4.5)
Yiez (k) CikZik

where ¢ = (¢;) > 0 is a given vector of positive numbers. We call the service policy using
allocation (4.5) a generalized HLPPS policy with weight ¢ = (¢;;). The implementation
of HLPPS policy does not require the knowledge of system parameters, such as arrival
rates and service rates. It also does not depend on the routing policies, but only on the
proportion of the queue sizes at each buffer of the servers.

The second type of service policies is the static buffer priority (SBP) scheduling policy.
Each SBP policy corresponds to a ranking among buffers. Given a ranking, we use
(i',k) < (i,k) denotes that buffer (i’,k) has a (preemptive) higher priority than buffer
(i, k). Formally, we define the SBP service policy for server k by specifying its utilization

Rk(Z):ﬂ( Z Zi’k:O;Zik>0)-

(k)< (i,k)

Later in this section, by ranking buffers according to the shortest meaning processing
time first, the corresponding SBP service policy is shown to have superior performance in
some cases.

Now we present a simulation study. We compare performances of the system operating
under three policies. The first two policies are the WWTA routing policy together with
one of the two service policies introduced above; they are operated under Architecture 1.
The third one is the MaxWeight scheduling policy operated under Architecture 2. The
simulated system is called the W model since it has W-shaped system with three classes
of jobs and two servers. Figure 5 describes W model under Architecture 1. Architecture 2
has same parameters but the different structure; see Figure 2 for reference. We set activity
(3,1) and (1,2) as non-basic activities in the W model. The performance measure we
focus on is the average completion time, starting from job arrival to the system until
service completion and exit.

We perform a simulation study on the W model for eight system load levels, ranging
from 96.0% to 99.5%. For each combination of a load level and a policy, we run discrete-
event simulation of the system for 50000 time units, starting from an empty system.
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We run 30 independent replications to obtain the 95% confidence interval of the average
completion time. As we see in Figure 6, WWTA with SBP scheduling and WWTA with
HLPPS have shorter average completion time than the MaxWeight. Their 95% confidence
intervals almost do not have any overlap, which shows significant differences among the
three policies.

5 Preliminary Results I

In this section we will introduce the main technical tool, known as the basic adjoint
relationship (BAR) approach. We also use the BAR to establish a few preliminary results
that will be used to prove Theorem 3.1. Recall that under the WWTA routing policy
with queue length vector z, each class 7 arrival is routed to a server, denoted as L (z),
that is in the set

argming ;) MW (2).

To be concrete, when more than one server achieve the minimum, we assume the job is
routed to the server that has the smallest index. Our results do not depend on how the
tie-breaking rule is used. It is clear that for each class i € Z,

> 1(k=LW(2))=1.

kek(4)

Recall that Py (z) is the fraction of effort that server k works on a class i job when the
queue length is z under a generic non-idling scheduling policy P. In addition, recall that
for server k € IC and class i € Z, we use j = (i,k) to denote the activity j for server k
processing a class ¢ job. For activity j = (i,k), we let e 2 ¢ = (0,...,1,...,0)T e R/ be
the unit vector with only the jth element being nonzero.

For the rth parallel server system in the sequence operating under the WWTA routing
policy and a service policy P, the queue length process is a continuous-time Markov chain

11
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Figure 6: Mean completion time in W-model

with generator

I =Y ¥ [1+ea) - £ (b= 19(:)
i=1 kek(4) (5.6)

+§: >, MikPik(Z)[f(Z—eik)—f(Z)] zeZ?,

k=1ieZ(k)

for any function f :ZJ - R. The following lemma supports the main tool that we will
use throughout the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Lemma 5.1. Under Assumptions 3.1 & 3.2, with the WWTA and scheduling P, let
f(2):Z] - R be a function. Suppose there exists n € N* and some constant C' > 0 such
that |f(2)| < O Xy WiH(z2) for z € ZJ (i.e. f(z2) is dominated by a polynomial function
of workload). Then the vector of steady-state queue length Z( 0 < r < 1 satisfies the
following basic adjoint relationship (BAR):

]E[Gf(Z(’")>] = 0. (5.7)

Each function f that satisfies (5.7) is called a test function. It was argued in (Glynn
and Zeevi, 2008, Proposition 3) that each bounded function f:ZJ — R is a test function.
The proof of Lemma 5.1 is provided in Appendix B.3, utilizing a similar argument as in
Lemma 1 of Braverman et al. (2016).

In Lemma 3.1, we have established that if (v, u) is the optimal dual solution, then each
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activity j = (i, k) satisfies uy > p;v;, and each basic activity satisfies uy = pv;. Denote
dik = Uk — WigUs- (58)
This section ends with the following preliminary result.

Lemma 5.2. Under Assumptions 3.1 € 3.2, with the WWTA and scheduling P, for each
re(0,1),

i ukIP’( A o) + fj S dpE[Pr(Z0)] =, (5.9)

ieZ(k) k=1ieZ (k)

NOP(k = LO(20)) = pul| Pi(20)]. (5.10)

Equation (5.9) implies that each server’s idle probability is at most O(r) asr — 0. This
means that the WWTA routing policy is “efficient” in that it indeed drives each server to
100% utilization under the balanced heavy traffic condition and complete resource pooling
condition. Equation (5.9) also implies that

E[Px(Z2™)]=0(r), if dy >0. (5.11)

When d;, > 0, activity (i,k) is necessarily non-basic. For such a non-basic activity, the
long-run fraction of time that server k processing class ¢ jobs is negligible (of order O(r)).
Equation (5.10) is a flow balance equation: rate into buffer (i,%) must be equal to rate
out of the buffer. These two equations together conclude that WWTA dynamic routing
policy is “smart”: for a non-basic activity with d;;, > 0, the fraction of class ¢ jobs routing
to server k is negligible, namely,

P(k=L0(27))=0(r), if di >0. (5.12)

Proof of Lemma 5.2. To prove (5.9), we let f(2) =YL, Ykerc(i) Vizik- Applying the gener-
ator G in (5.6) to this test function, one has

I K
GI(2) =Y A0 =3 S pav; P (2)
i=1

k=11ieZ(k)

K K
:—7"+Zuk]l( Z Zik20)+z dikpik(z)a
k=1

ieZ(k) le=14cZ(k)

where the last equality follows from Lemma 3.1 and (5.8). Then (5.9) follows from (5.7).
To prove (5.10), we take f(z) = zjx. Then,

Gf(2) =M1 (k = LO(2)) = pix Ps(2)

and (5.7) implies
AE”P(!{; = L(i)(Z(T))) = ﬂikEI:Pik(Z(T))]a

which proves (5.10). O
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6 State-space collapse

In this section, we establish the following state-space collapse (SSC) result, which plays a
critical role in proving Theorem 3.1. Recall u € RX is the vector defined in optimal dual
solution. For each k € K, denote

Th(z) = uikwk(z),

and given z = (2;), denote T(x)(2) the kth smallest value among {7}(2),k € K}.

Proposition 6.1 (State-space collapse). Assume Assumptions 3.1 € 3.2 hold. Under the
WWTA policy and a scheduling P, for each n € Z,, there exists a constant M, > 0 such
that

n

E|T(x)(2M) - Ty(Z7) | < M,,  forre(0,r), (6.13)

where o € (0,1) is some constant independent of n.

Inequality (6.13) implies that a weighted workload is balanced among all servers. Tt
actually provides a much stronger state-space collapse than what we need in the proof of
Theorem 3.1, which only requires (6.13) holds for n = 2. Throughout the paper, we adopt
the convention: for a sequence {a(i)},

b nb

>, a(i)= > al@), Y a()= > a(i),

i€Z(k) 1€Z(k):d;,=0 i€Z(k) 1€Z(k):d;>0

where the terms in the first sum include both the basic activities and possibly some
non-basic activities (i, k) having d;;, = 0.

Inspired by pinoeering paper Eryilmaz and Srikant (2012), before proving Proposition
6.1, we start with the following preparation. Denote (-,-) by the inner product and |ul| by
the /5 norm on the Euclidean space. Denote by the unitized vector of u = (uy,...,ux )7 as

Cu:(u1 u_K

g eeey

Jul

The projection of workload vector W (z) on this unitized vector ¢, is

1

(W(z),cu)cu = (||U||2 i uka(Z)) N = W”(Z).

k=1 uK

where the dependency of W;(z) on u is omitted when u is defined in the background.
Then denote

Wi (z) - 1 Tiy weWi(2)
Wi(z) =W (z) - W)(2) = 5 ‘
Wk (z) - “zfﬁ S up Wi (2)

14



One can observe that when a class ¢ job routing to server k, the incremental change on

W, is

Siw = W(2) +mpe® - [W” (2) + (mge®, cu)cu] -[(W(z)-W(2)] = mae™ + (mie® ¢, )e,.
(6.14)

Furthermore,

SEW L (2) = mipe W, (2) = (mue® e, )l [W(2) = Wy(2)] = mue®D W, (2) = my W, 1 (2),

(6.15)
where W, (z) denote the kth element of vector W, (z). Similar observation applies for
service completion on server k for a job from class 7. For nth moment state-space collaspe,
n € N*, we set the test function as

n+l

)= Wi(=z)|" = {kz_:l [Wk(z) - ”Z%;WWz(z)] } . (6.16)

Then we obtain the following lemma, whose detailed proof will be provided in Appendix
C.1.

Lemma 6.1. Given the test function set in (6.16), we have the following inequalities:
n-1
fQz+em) = f(z) < (n+ DmaWok(2) [Wo(2) "7+ 3 CRIWL(2)]f
=0
n-1
f(z=en) = f(2) <=(n+ DmugW_ ()W, (2)|" " + Z CHW.L(2)]*
=0

where C and C7 denote the constants associated with arrivals(A) and service(S) for each
l<n+1,leZ.

With Lemma 6.1, one can upper bound the generator as follows:

G =Y A Y [fGeren) - F@[L(k=LOE)) + Y ¥ maPal2)|f(z-en) - (2)]

T kek(i) k=1 icZ(k)
I K
s<n+1)[zx$” S malWir()1 (k= LO()) -5 ¥ Bk(z>wl,k<z>]uwl<z)u“
i=1 kek(7) k=14eZ(k)

LA Z)[fc;‘nwl(z)nﬂ (F=1O()+3 Y [’fcﬂm(zwl

=1 keK(2) L €=0 k=14eZ(k) L £=0

e D) TN T Va1 (= LOG) - S W) I

=1 keK(i) k=1

P DL YA Y maW k()L (k= LO(2)) + z oW (=),

=1 keK(i)
(6.17)
where Cy = CA Y, /\ET) +I-K-C7, and in the last inequality we apply

- Z Rk(Z)WJ_k(Z) = —WL’k(Z) + WJ_’k(Z)]l( Z Zik = 0) < —WL’k(Z).

ieZ(k) ieZ(k)

15



Lemma 6.2. Denote Ay, = ], i, then one has

I ) b
Z;Aik;.)mikwl’k(z)ﬂ(k = L(Z)(z)) I;Wl p(2) < - m}vnvzx\,k[T(K)(z) T(l)(z)]

(6.18)

[T (2) - Ty ()] (6.19)

I
- \i AW 1(k=L® <
' ; ke%%i) il ()1 (2)) <7 B = dy

where the minimum in (6.18) is taken only among the basic activities having Xy, > 0.

The proof of Lemma 6.2 will be provided in Appendix C.2.

Proof of Proposition 6.1. With Lemma 6.2, the generator can be further upper bounded:

GF(2) = (n+ 1) {minvida[ T (=) - T ()]} W 1

6.20)
U n-1 (
+r(n+1) {maX b [T(K)(z) - T(l)(z)]} (W™t + > Co WL,
ik Up — dg, =0
2
Note that HWJ_H < \/Zkelc Uk(T(K) - T(l)) = (T(K) - T(l)), and
2 ' 2
[ \lZuk( T, — 2ZW ) \lmlnukZ( QZW )
s Jul® & fek Jul® @&
>\ fmin (T - Toy)),
where the last line is by triangle inequality, (6.20) becomes
b n
GF(2) <= (n+ 1), frigen - (min i) [T (2) - T (2)] .
6.21

+7r(n+1)( max ?fkdik )Ty (2) =Ty (2)]" + :Z;) Col Ty (2) - Ty (2)]

In the end, we will apply Lemma 5.1 and utilize the induction procedure to conclude
our proof. For Vn € N* | taking expectation on both sides of (6.21), by choosing rq s.t.

Vmingex uk(minzk Vidik) — TO( max; uk‘ﬁ’jik) =0, for any r € (0,79), one has

' < Yo CeB[ Ty (Z20)) - T(l)(Z(T))]K
- V mlnk‘e/C uk(mln?,k Ui lk) - T( max; g u,:i]Zl,k ) .

Therefore, starting with n = 1, any moment of T(x)(Z)) - T(1)(Z()) can be proved by
induction. O

E| T (27) =Ty (27)

Eryilmaz and Srikant (2012) did not use mathematical induction on n. The authors
prove an exponential version of the state space collapse. They are able to achieve this
strong result in a (discrete-time) join-shortest-queue system when the stochastic primitives

16



are assumed to have bounded support, an assumption stronger than the usual “light
tail” assumption. The proof technique in Eryilmaz and Srikant (2012) as well as many
subsequent papers adopts the drift analysis and results developed in Hajek (1982); see the
bounded support assumption in Lemma 1 of Eryilmaz and Srikant (2012). Our induction
proof technique has the potential to prove moment state-space collapse for stochastic
systems with only moment assumptions on stochastic primitives. See, for example, recent
papers Dai et al. (2024) for the (continuous-time) join-shortest-queue systems and Guang
et al. (2023) for the generalized Jackson networks.

7 Preliminary Results 11

In this section and the next section, whenever state-space Collapse Proposition 6.1 is
used, it is used for n =1 and 2.

Lemma 7.1. Under Assumptions 3.1 € 3.2, with WWTA routing policy and a scheduling
policy P, for each server k € K,

E[(I:; uk,Wk’(Z(T)))]l(ieIZ(:k) Z’i(’:) - 0):| =0(r'’*)  asr—0.

Proof.

E[( iuk,ka(Z(’")))]l( Sz = 0)]

k'=1 €Z(k)
LS 1 1 1

K
Youw Y 20 = Y up— 3 7

k=1 ieZ(k) Mk’ k=1 Uk jez(k) Mik

1 1 1
2

(2]

1€Z(k)

(5

i€Z(k)

o)
” i T .
k' ez (k') Hik! Uk ez (k) Mik

1
a )Y _ o (r) ()~
<E (maXTk(Z ) I]glélTk(Z ))1( > Zy 0):|

(r)
Zz’k

kek i€Z(k)
. 241/2 1/2
MY~ mi (r) (r) _
SE[(I?EE}CXTk(Z ) Ill;lellélTk(Z )) ] P(iezz(:k) Z;, O)

1/2

(©) ,

3M21/2P( 2 Zik):o) Lo,
i€Z(k)

where (a) is by Lemma 3.1, (b) is by Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality, (¢) is by Proposition
6.1, and (d) is by Lemma 5.2. O

Lemma 7.2 (Negligibility for non-basic activities). Under Assumptions 3.1 & 3.2, with
the WWTA and scheduling P, for any non-basic activity (i, k) with dy >0, we have

E l( i uk,Wk/(Z(”))Mk = L(“(Z(T)))] = 0(r'?), (7.22)

k'=1
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E lpi,g(zﬁ“))(ki1 uk/Wk/(Z(T)))] = O(r'/?). (7.23)

Besides, the scaled first moment of sum of non-basic activities is also negligible:

rE[(Z Z v; (r)):|:0(7’1/2). (7.24)

1=1 keK (7)

The proof of Lemma 7.2 is provided in Appendix D.1.

Lemma 7.3 (First moment boundedness). There exists a constant M >0,

TE[(Z 3 vzz“))]ngu).

=1 keK (z)

The proof of Lemma 7.3 is provided in Appendix D.2.

8 Proofs for Theorem 3.1

We first introduce Proposition 8.1, and Corollary 8.1. Then the presentation of the
subsections is planned as following: we introduce two lemmas in Sections 8.1 and 8.2
which provide crucial ingredients in proving Proposition 8.1, In Section 8.3 we prove
Proposition 8.1, followed by the proof of main result Theorem 3.1 in Section 8.4.

Define the exponential test function fy(z): 2 - R
fo(2) = e?(Tia Thexy vizie) 4 <. (8.25)
Define the Laplace transform ¢(") as following:
900 =E[fo(2)], 0<0,
o0 -l azom( ¥ 70-0)]. ker, 5.26)

1€Z(k)
0% (0) =E[Pu(ZD) fo(2))], i€ kek.

Proposition 8.1 (Limit distribution). Assume Assumptions 3.1 & 3.2 hold. Under the

WWTA policy and scheduling P, for each 6 <0,
lim ¢ (0) = —
rlo 1-0 %1 Av?

that is, the szzt is the Laplace transform of an exponential random variable with mean
m=Y N 2. Therefore, if we denote by X ~ exp(1/m) an exponential random variable
with mean m, the scaled sum of queue length, weighted by optimal dual solution, converges
in distribution to X :

I ~
r(z > )viZi(,:)) L% ~exp(1/m), asr]0.

i=1 kel (4
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Corollary 8.1 (Workload Version of Limit Distribution). Under the same conditions of
Proposition 8.1, the scaled sum of workload, weighted by optimal dual solution, converges
i distribution to random variable X, i.e.

K 4~
7’( Zuka(Z(T))) =X, asrl0
k=1

where X ~ exp(1/m).

Remark 8.1. The equivalence between Corollary 8.1 and Proposition 8.1 is nontrivial.
It is straightforward if all the activities are basic or having di = 0 as in (5.8). However,
if there exists non-basic activities with d;, > 0, then

SN =3y el

i=1 keK (i) k=liczZ(k) Mk

K
LY A Zuka(ZO“)) Z s Gtz (g07)
k=1ieZ(k) Hik

where the additional term due to non-basic activities (d; > 0) needs to be handled further.

The proof of Corollary 8.1 can be found in Appendix E.1.

8.1 Ingredient I for Proposition 8.1

Lemma 8.1. Under the condition of Proposition 8.1, V0 <0,

Zu ¢(7") Z Z dlk¢(T)

k=114eZ(k)

= i“kp( >z = 0) + i > dikEle'k(Z(T))] +O(r%?),

ieZ(k) k=1ieZ(k)

where dy, comes from (5.8). Furthermore, by Lemma 5.2,

i ukdy” (0) + f) > dudS) (0) =7+ O(r%2).
k=1

k=1ieZ(k)

Proof.

k=1

1€Z(k) k=11ieZ(k)

k=1 k=1 i€Z(k)

(?rléliuﬂ[(ium(zm))ﬂ( S Z0) = )

k=1icZ(k) k=1
b
(S)O(r3/2)

where (a) follows from the inequality 1 —e™® < x for > 0 and (8.27), (b) is by Lemma
7.1 and Lemma 7.2, where either d;; = 0 or d;;, > 0 for non-basic activities. O
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8.2 Ingredient II for Proposition 8.1
Lemma 8.2. Under the condition of Proposition 8.1, for each i € Z, V0 <0,

e ()
)\iviliﬁ)ub()(e)— > i lim ¢y (9) (8.28)

kek (i)

Remark 8.2. Fquivalently, lemma 8.2 reflects the flow balance:

ima () - im o™
Ailime ™) (6) ke%%i)mk lim ¢;,"(9) (8.29)
The equivalence of (8.28) and (8.29) is straightforward because of (5.8) and Lemma 5.2
that
dixd ) (0) < dyE [Py (27)] = O(r) (8.30)

Proof of Lemma 8.2. In the following proof, (i) will be the trivial case with 6 = 0. In case
(ii) with 0 < 0, we will first show the following

)
i (/\“fr > usz'k(Z(r)))fo(Z(T))ere(tz’“’“””“Zi’k) =0
0 kek (i)

is true for any ¢ > 0, then we use Moore-Osgood Theorem(Graves (1946)) to perform the
interchange of limits to prove the case holds with ¢ = 0, which is (8.28) that we intend to
prove.

(i) Trivial case: 6 =0. Welet f(2) = Xyexc(i) Ziks Vi € 1. With Lemma 5.1, the generator
(5.6) becomes

5 i [Pa(Z0)] <X,
kelC(7)

Taking limit and multiply v; on both sides, by (5.8), we have

Avi=lm Y (wp = di)E [Py (Z2)] @ 1y S wE[Pu(Z0)],
0 ke (i) ™0 k()

where (a) is by Lemma 5.2.

(i) When 6 < 0, we let the test function be fy(z) = e"(Zia Zeec ©i#ik) ¢; > 0, then the
generator (5.6) becomes

Gfo(2) = ; )\gr) (ecir@ - 1) fo(2) + > MPik(Z) (e‘c“’e - 1) fo(2).

k=1ieZ(k) (

By applying Lemma 5.1, with second order Taylor expansion and 0 < fy(2) < 1, we
have

S erbi (@) + > Y mew(”)(e)—ixicweds(”(e)

-1 k=lieZ(k) Vi

L 2,202 3(r) 1 & U — dig 2,292 5() 3
fy SNEPEIOE)+ 53 T U (22050 (6) = 0(r),
i=1

k=1ieZ(k) Vi

(8.31)

l\DI»—l S
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where ¢, &m are defined similarly as (8.26) by replacing f by f and we apply
)\ET) = \i(1-7). For the moment we only focus on the first order terms w.r.t r, then
(8.31) can be rewritten as

di,

Z)\ im0 )(6) + Z Z f(—cirﬁ)égg)(e) =0(r?). (8.32)
k=14eZ(k) i
Now for each fixed i’ € Z, we set
co=vp(l+t), t>0,
ci=v;, Vieli+i.
Then (8.32) becomes
Aivirt ) (0) + ZI: A g™ (0) = > (up - di )05, (0)
i=1

keIC(i)
K _ K ~
=S g™ (0) + S ud” (0) + Z S dud) (0) = O(r).
k=1 k=1 k=1ieZ(k)

We then further have
Aot g (0) = S wtdl) (8) = O(r), (8.33)

kel (i)

by applying Lemma 3.1 and the following via Lemma 5.2:

(’>(9)<P( A ):()(r),

1€Z(k)
K B K
> Y dud (0)<Y Y dxE[Pi(Z)] = O(r).
k=14eZ(k) k=1ieZ(k)

That is, to write (8.33) explicitly, one has

)\i"Uz”t]EI: Te(tzke’c(l’)”ﬂzz'k) (Z(r))]

_ Z uitE [ ’k(Z(T))eTG(tZ’“’C(“)U 7 ,k) (Z(T)):I O(r) (834)

kek(3")
There are two cases w.r.t ¢t >0 in (8.34):

(a) If t > 0, divide ¢ on both sides of (8.34), and take r | 0. For V¢ > 0, we have
proved for each i € Z,

(1)
13{51E[(Aivi— 5 ukak(Z“)))e’“@(tzkeW)”ZZik ) 1,20 | =0 (8.35)

kel (3)

(b) When ¢ = 0, we need to prove the following lemma:
Lemma 8.3. Suppose (8.35) holds for t >0. Then it also holds when t=0.

We put the proof of Lemma 8.3 in Appendix F.2, where we use Moore-Osgood
Theorem(Graves (1946)) to perform the interchange of limits.

]
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8.3 Proof of Proposition 8.1
Proof. Let fo(2) = er0(Zia Zeexn vizin) @ < 0. With the second order Taylor expansion with

0 < f(2) <1, and applying Lemma 5.1 on fy(z), we obtain the following BAR after
dividing rf on both sides:

Zu o (0) + i S dio(0) me)(”(e)

k=114ieZ(k)
L1 1 &
~ Z Av2rfp (0) + = Z Z UkUﬂ”@Cb(r)(e) +0(r?) = 0.
T3 iz 2 (= ieTth)

Plugging in the result of Lemma 8.1, the BAR becomes

r+0(r3?) - ZA v (0) + = ZA Voo (0) + & i > wwirfgl) (0) = 0.

i=1 =1 2 k=11ieZ(k)
By 25:1 Av; =1 in Lemma 3.1, and rearranging some terms, one has

r—r¢™(0) + ZI: \ivZre (0) + % ZI:UZ'TQ( > w (T)(H) \ivio™ (0 )) = O(r%?).
i1 i=1

kek(3)

Dividing 7 on both sides above, taking r | 0, and plugging in the result of Lemma 8.2
makes the last term on the LHS goes to 0. Therefore, one has

I
(1-03 \v?) lim o (h) =1
i=1 "

The proof of Proposition 8.1 is therefore complete. O]

8.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. Denote
~ K K
X 2 7”( Z uka(Z(T))) = 'r( Z usz(Z(T))),
k=1 k=1

then as shown by Corollary 8.1, and recall that e = (1,...,1)7, we have

XMe 4 Xe, asrlO0. (8.36)

Now denote

VAR Z Wkr(Z(’"))—rZuiTk/(Z(T)) ke K,

k=1 Uk’

and Y() = (Yl(r)7 . ,YI((T))T, then one has

v

Z |X(7~) (r)

kz r [i ug |Tk(Z(T)) - Tk/(Z(T))‘]

k=1

K K
2 (MY _mi (r) (™Y — mi (r)
<y g (Iilea;chk(Z ) IlglellélTk(Z )) <rK (IESCXTk(Z ) I&%Tk(Z )),
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where in the last inequality we utilize Zf:l ui < 1. By Proposition 6.1, it then follows
from Markov Inequality that

HX(T’)G - Y(’")H 20, asrlo. (8.37)
Combining (8.36) with (8.37), by Billingsley (1999) (Theorem 3.1), one has
y ™ kit Xe, as 0,
le.

(i )( Wi(Z™),.. iKWK(Z“)))TiXe,

where X ~ exp(1/m) = exp <ﬁ> Then by scaling property of exponential distribu-
i=1 MU;
tion, one has
h?on»(Wl(Z(T)), W (ZO)N) S (uy, - uk) X,

where X ~ exp( L v ) O

T
Tic1 Xivy
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A Simulation on X-model

In X model simualtion, we set the same parameter as N model introduced in Figure 1,
except a new activity (2,1) is added with py = 1 to make it X shape. That is

AM=13p, X=04p, pr=pzs=ps=1, po=0.5.

Recall for policies using ”priority”, we set shortest-mean-processing-first scheduling. In
this simulation, jobs from class 2 will be processed first, if both classes have available jobs
to be served immediately. JSQ with priority scheduling policy under Architecture 1 turns
out to be unstable. Besides, simply implementing priority scheduling under Architecture
2 without routing policy is unstable. We also reveal that either MaxWeight scheduling
policy with Architecture 1 or WWTA with priority scheduling policy with Architecture 2
is stable.
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Figure 9: Stability comparison
B Proofs in Section 3 and Section 5

B.1 Proof of Lemma 3.1

Proof. Under Assumption 1, by strong duality, the dual LP also has optimal solution
(v*,u*), and the duality gap is zero. Therefore

I
Z)\iv; =p" =1

i=1

For the second constrain in dual LP, complementary slackness gives

K
Youp=1.
k=1
Furthermore, complementary slackness also gives
(Az*)p=1 or wu;=0, kek,

v;=0(x,=0) or (vR);=(uA);, jeJ,
where (VR); = vy, (uA); = uj. O
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B.2 Proof of Lemma 3.2

Proof. Starting with any one of the servers, k, denote u; = a > 0, and Assumption 3.2
guarantees that we can find at least one communicating server for it. Here suppose server
k has two communicating servers ki, ko, as illustration, that communicate directly with
server k through some classes 71,75 via basic activities:

class 11
server k - server kq

»l'class i

server ko

In other words, server k communicates with k; via basic activities (i1,k) and (i1, k1), k
communicates with ko via basic activities (io, k2), (iz, ko).

By Lemma 3.1(74i), each basic activity z, > 0 in the optimal solution z* implies an
equation ju,v; = uy. Therefore, we have

. up a (I a

vil = = y
itk Hik

*

v, = = :
12 Y
Hiske  Misk

* % Mgk % Mgk
U’k’l - Uill’l’ilkl =a ) ukz - Uizll'LiQka =a :
i1k Mgk

That means uy , u;, for server ki and ks can be expressed as u; = a multiplied by the
ratio of some mean service rates.

Similarly, starting with server k; and ks, we can also find other communicating servers,
respectively, via the basic activities to obtain wj ,uy, ..., and derive them as u; = a
multiplied by ratios of some mean service rates. Continuingly, by Assumption 3.2, we will
go over all the servers and obtain such expression for each server. As the last step, we
can solve u; = a uniquely by Lemma 3.1: ) . u; = 1. Then tracing back each element in
(v,u) can also be solved explicitly.

In the discussion above, we pick one possible i; in each step to obtain the solution
(v*,u*). Each choice of i; might not be unique due to the multiple choices of basic
activities for communication. Therefore, it is likely that there are some unused equations
due to unused basic activities. While since Lemma 3.1 already guarantees the existence
of optimal dual solution, this (v*,u*) should satisfy the unused equations, otherwise it is
not an optimal solution. Therefore, the optimal dual solution is unique.

For proving Lemma 3.2(7), it is obvious that a > 0, then from the equations utilized
above, u; >0, v} >0, Vke K,Viel. O

B.3 Proof of Lemma 5.1

Proof. Assume f(z2):Z{ - R satisfy |f(2)| < C Sy W7 (2) for some C > 0. As discussed
in Lemma 1 of Braverman et al. (2016), a sufficient condition to ensure

Ele(Z(”))] =0

27



is given by Glynn and Zeevi (2008); Henderson (1997), which requires
EHG(Z(T),Z(T))f(Z“)) ] < o0,

where G(z,z) is the diagonal element of the generator matrix G corresponding to state

z. First, we have

1ieZ(k)

zzl k=14eZ(k)

Therefore, by assumption, it is sufficient to show that Zszl E[WQ(Z(’”))] < oo. Now

Consider a binomial expansion. Ya,b € R, one has

n+l
(CL + b>n+1 — Z (Tl + 1)bf . an+1—€

= 14
=0 X (B.38)
& (n+l n+1-¢
+(n+1)ba+2( ) -a :
Then by binomial expansion, the generator becomes
(r) L (& n+ 1\ )
GV (=) - 1Z>\ > (2" o)) u (- 19)
n+ keic(i) W \ =1
K ; R > n+1 n+1
> 3 Ll )( (") —mik)fwlz””(z))
Tl imliez(k) Uk =1
! (r) mik ;
=2 AT Y W) (k= LY(2))
i=1 kelC(i)u
—z W) Y Pal) +o(Wi(2))
i€Z(k)
(@) (r) 1 n (2) S 1 n n
SZ)\Z- > (maWi(2))" L (k = LO(2)) = 3 = () +o(Wi(2))
i=1 keIC(z’) i =1 Ug
®) o Lo, 0
; T kﬂ}g(n) (W) = 22 g Wi () + o(Wi(2)),

where (a) is by (5.8), (b) is by the definition of WWTA policy. According to Dai and
Harrison (2020) (Lemma 11.2), there exist a set of )\g,:) such that parallel server system un-

der WWTA policy satisfies )\Zm = Yhek (i) )\g,:) and Y;ezr) Agz)mik < 1. Then the generator
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becomes

GV (z) < | > )\(")(LWk(z))n—i ! ”(z)+0(Wg‘(z))
iAo A\ i o
b () I nb (™)
© A1 ik 1
Wi (z) + Wiz
;ke%%z) fik up”! £(2) ;k;e%%z) pi (up = dig)" ™! ¢
- Z Wk (z) + O(Wk (z))
I /\(r) 1 K
(z2)— )Y — Wl (z)+ol W] (z
DRl CR T E LS (W)
I b )\(7") 1 Ionb )\ 1
Wi (z) - ik "z
Z 6%2,) ik (Uk—d )n ! k( ) ;ke%i) ik UZ_l ( )
K /\(]:)
= = 1 IWH(2) +o| W (2
> Pyl LECREUHC)

I nb )\Z(]:) iy
+Z Z (Uk(uk_dik)

i=1 kekC(i) Hik

) W),

where (¢) is by considering basic and non-basic activities separately using (5.8) again.
Now we discuss the last term above from non-basic activities. We will further show that
there exist a set of )\Z(,:), s.t. )\g,:) = 0 if activity (4,k) is non-basic activity. By our
Assumption 3.1, under the heavy traffic (equivalently, the model is critical as defined in
Dai and Harrison (2020)), non-basic activity satisfies =, = 0 under any (if not unique)
optimal solution of static allocation problem 3.1. This means the parallel server system
can achieve the heavy traffic without working through any non-basic activities. Denote
Aik = T} ik, then in Dai and Harrison (2020) (Lemma 11.2), A satisfies i = ¥yeici) Ain
and Yezky Aikmar = 1. Suppose 2(") satisfying the constraints in the static allocation
problem (3.1) with \; replaced by A" = \;(1-7), and A} = Ay (1-7). Then A} satisfies
all the subcritical condition in Dai and Harrison (2020) (Lemma 11.2), and )\g,:) =0 for
any non-basic activity. Furthermore, ¥ ;7 )\E;)mik = (1-7r) < 1. Therefore, we use this

constructed set of /\Ez), and the generator becomes

GV (2) = Z _ (Z

U, i€Z(k)

(r)
)\ikk - 1) Wi (z) + O(W,?(Z))

< —

— kz Wi(2) +o(Wi(2)),

where @ = mazyecuy, > 0. Then there exists some constant ¢ > 0, such that for Y1, Wi(z) >

Cus k €IC,
Z Wi (z) + O(Wk (z)) < chWk

un n-1
Then 3d > 0,
K K
GV (z) <—cr Y Wi (z) + dIL( Y Wi(z) < cw),
k=1

k=

[y

29



invoking [Meyn and Tweedie (1993), Theorem 4.3], we have

él@lwg(z“))] < 0.

C Proofs in Section 6

C.1 Proof of Lemma 6.1

Before proving Lemma 6.1m we first present the following lemma.

Lemma C.1. For any p,x € R, if p> 0,z > -1, then the following inequality holds:
x x

— <
(1+x)p+1" 2

Proof of Lemma C.1. If x = 0, the equality holds; if > 0, then (1+2)P+1>2;if -1 <z <0,
(1+ )P +1 < 2; the inequality therefore holds for any = > —1. O

Proof. With the test function (6.16) and incremental change (6.14), one has

flz+ew) = f(2) =[Wi(2) + 0™ = W)™
_IWL(2) + G [P+ — WL (2) 20D (C.39)
[Wi(z) + it + [We(z) |t

In the numerator, with (6.15) and binomial expansion (B.38), one can obtain
n+1
W aalfo =W 28, s [5u?| = [0 2t s o
AL+ o ) 2V )+ Ll [

where A, = Y% (”zl)[lekWLk(z) + |\(5ik||2]€||Wl(z)||2(”+1‘Z). Plugging this back into
(C.39), one has

foreny - 1y < DRI I A,
' WL (2) + 0|t + [Wo(2) |+ WL (2) + 0|t + [Wi(2) [+
(D) [2ma Wk (2) + |62 [ WL (2) ]! N A
- 2 W g (2)+ 102 1 25* W, (2) + |7t + [|[W, (2) | +!
(Lo b Chal P W) =6 + WG]
2m W i (2)+[165k |2
_(”+1)[ kuwf(z)”; - ]||Wl(z)||"+1+ Ay
- 2ma W (2)+ 82 1 5+ W (2) + 8|41 + W (2) ]!
SRS R L AC RN R L AG]
[2mikWJ_ K(z) + H5zkH2] Ay
<(n+1 i W, ()™ +

[WL(2) + a1 + [Wo(2) [+
(C.40)

30

n+1



where in the second equality, we divide both the numerator and denominator by ||W,(2)]*!;
in the last inequality, we apply Lemma C.1. Note that

n+ n+ ¢ B
Ay Z 1( gl)[Qmik|WL,k(2)| + H%Hﬂ W, (2) |2+1-0
[Wo(2) + 07t + W, ()] WL
i+ 1 . Lol . n-1 , . n-1 , g
< / [szkHWL(Z)” + || G| ] IW.(2)] = S W) Y w2
- f=—(n+1) =0

where the triangle inequality means we rearrange the polynomials w.r.t the power of
IW.(2)|| and denotes the corresponding constants as ¢, > 0; in the last inequality we
slightly assume |W_ (z)| > 1, since the overall proof of state-space collapse given by
W, (2)| <1 is trivial. Therefore, (C.40) becomes

[QmikWJ_,k (Z) + Hélk ” 2]

f(z+en) = f(2) <(n+1) 2[W.(2)]?

n-1
LACTERS WAAOI
£=0
~ 52 2 . n-1 ,
(- DmaWos I + e DD S g o)1
=0

n—1
£(n+ Dma Wi () [Wo ()" + 3 e WL ()],
=0
(C.41)

where in the last equality, we only keep the first term, and all the other terms are treated
as the polynomials w.r.t the power of |W,(z)| and denotes the corresponding constants
as ¢! > 0 for each (. Therefore, the first inequality in this Lemma has been proved. The
second inequality regarding f(z —e;) — f(2) can be proved similarly. ]

C.2 Proof of Lemma 6.2

Proof.

i Ao Y maWo(2)L(k = L9(2)) - iWL,k(z)

=1 kek(4)

ﬁ%%om““(w’f(z)‘HuHQZWWe(z)) (k= L0()) - ;;(W‘“(Z)‘iuuzz“m Z))
:ZI:AZ- > mika(z)Il(k::L(i)(z))—iWk(z)

=1 kek(i) k=1

|| H =1 ke (i) Mik k=1

I K
<SON > maWe(2)1(k = LW (2)) - Y Wy,
=1 kek(i) k=1

(C.42)
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where in the last inequality, we utilize Lemma 3.1, (5.8) to obtain ¥°_; \v; Y kek (i) l(k =
L(i)(z)) =Y u, =1, and

YA Y

1 kek(i) Mik k=1

gy e

=1 kek(i) Mik

Uk 1(k=LD(2)) - u = ;)\i Y (vi+ dik)]l(k = L1(2)) —kz_:luk

kek (i) ik

1(k=L%(z))>0

Note that by the definition of the WWTA policy,

Z mika(z)]l( L(Z)(z)) = IIllIl maWie(2),
kek(4) ek (4)

then by adding and substracting a term, and replacing A; = ¥ jcc(;y Air, the last line in
(C.42) becomes

I
Z( Z )\Zk) min mlk/Wk/ Z) ZWk(Z)
=1 keK (i) krek(4) k=1
K K
Z Z ik min mzk/Wk/(z) Z Z zkmika(z) + Z Z )\zkmszk(z)— ZWk(Z)
=1 kek(i) Rk i=1 keK(3) k=1 ieZ (k) k=1
I I
=0 > A min mgWie(2) =30 > ApmaWi(2),
i=1gerc(i)  FERO) i=1 ke (i)

where in the last equality we apply ¥ ez Aikmir = 1 for each k € K. Since Ay = 0 for
non-basic activities, then one has

ZI: Z )‘ik(mm M Wi (2) - mika(z))

=1 k(i) \FKE@
I b

:Z Z )\ikvl( min Wi (z) - Wk(z))
i=1 kekK (i) K'ek(i) ik Vs ik Vg

£ $ run i - L)

i=1 kekC(i) k'elC(i) Ugr — dik’

where d; denotes the activity (i,k’), k" € K(4), which achieves the minimum value, could
be either basic (dj = 0) or non-basic (d;x # 0), since WWTA policy does not restrict the
routing decision based on the information of basic or non-basic activities. If we take the
minimum value only among the basic activities, one has

1

b
min ———— Wy/(2) < min
kel (i) Upr — dipr E"eK (i) Upn

Wi (2).
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Then by substracting and adding the minimum over the set of basic activities, one has

b 1 1

Z Azkvz( min ——— Wy (2) - —Wk(z))
keK(3) k'elC() Ugr — dzk’ (7

b

M~

7

I
—_

I b 1 b 1 1

= ik Vi ( min ——— Wy (2) - min Wi (2) + min Win(2) - —Wk(z))
i=1 keK(3) k'elC(3) Ugr — Zk’ E"elC(i) Ugrr k"ekC(1) Uprr Uk
I b

< Z Niks Vs ( min Wku(z) - —Wk(z))
i=1 kekC(4) k"ekC(1) Ugrr

b
Wk(z) - min Wku(Z)

k:"EIC(’L) uk‘"

I
<-— mln(/\zkvz Z Z

i=1 keK(4)

(C.43)
where the last inequality is by observing for any k € () such that (7, k) is basic activity,

b
min —Wn z ——W z) <0.
kel (3) Uperr K ( ) k( )
Now we consider T{1)(2), T(k)(z). By Assumption 3.2, one can always find a way for
server (1) and (K) to communicate, by probably several direct communicating servers.
Therefore, without loss of generality, we can assume server (1) and (K) communicates
by following link by a set of basic activities:

(1)—>k1—>k2—>k3—>(K),

In the last line of (C.43), we then only pick up this set of basic activites and upper bound
all the other basic activities by zero:

I b
—Z Z Wk(z)— IIlbln —Wkn(z)

i=1 kek (i) | Uk ke (@) U

b b
< - |7 - " —W i Win
)~ i Wi ()] W ) - Wi ()
W i W ! W, i W
—|— Z)— min — m\(Z)| —|— z min n\ 2
Uk, kl( ) kel (i2) U F ( ) Uk, k2( ) k" elC(i2) Upr k ( )

1 b 1 1 b
—|— W, (2) — min n(2)| = |—Wi.(z min —Wn z
Uy (2) kel (iz) Upgn Wi (2) Uk w(2) K"eK(i3) U erl2)
L W(2) - min —— Wi ()] - [T (2) = min —Win(2)
— | — Z)— min n(Z2)| — Z)— min n\ 2
Uz s k"ekC(ia) Upr " (K) k"ek(ia) Upn g

1 1
_Wk'l (Z) - _sz(z)
u u

1 ko

1
- ‘—Wkg(?«“) =Ty (2)
Uks

1
<= [ Wi (2) = Ty (2)] -
Ukl

| Wan(2) = — Wi ()

~(Tiey (2) = Ty (2))

where we apply the triangle inequality repeatedly in the last two inequalities. Therefore,
we have proved (6.18). For (6.19), one has
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1

-ry AN Y, mikWL,k(z)]l(kzL(i)(z))

=1 keK (i)
! u 1 ,
=r > v Y. —k 5 ZWWZ - —Wi(2) |1(k = LO(2))
i1 ke (i) Uk ~ Hu” Uk
I
STZ)\,’% Z — [T(K)(Z) T(l)(z)] (k’:L(l)(Z))
i=1 kek (i) Uk d
<rmax Z)\ v Y. [T(K)(z)—T(l)(z)]]l(k:L(i)(z))
ko —dig ikl
:TIIzl%X W — d [T(K)(Z) T(l)(z)]
[
D Proofs in Section 7
D.1 Proof of Lemma 7.2
Proof. 1. In (7.22), for non-basic activity (i, k), we have
E dikiWk(zm)ﬂ (k= L(i)(Z(T)))] (D.44)
YE |4, Wk(Z(T))Il (k= L@(Z(’")))] (D.45)
3 Uk -
B T ,
E i (Z(’”))IL (k= L@)(Z(’”)))] : (D.46)
L U

where (a) is due to 0 < dy, < ug. For (b), when (i,k) is non-basic activity, there
must exist a basic activity (¢, k") according to complete resource pooling assumption.

When k = LO(Z(™), following the definition of the WWTA policy, - Wk(Z ) <
WWk,(Z(T)) If we divide both sides by v;, it becomes

We(Z0) < —Wk/(Z(T)) < _sz’(Z( ).

U = di Uy — Qifr
Therefore, (D.45) — (D.44) < (D.46) — (D.44) implies

0<E|d; d—Wk(Z(’"))]l(k L(”(Z(’")))]
(uk_ zk)uk

1 .
<E|dy, (u—,Wk,(ZO")) - u—ka(Z(’“))) 1(k= L(’)(Z(T)))]
k

[ 1 1 .
4 LW ZDY — min —W (2™ N IOYSAG!
SE-dlk[rilgCXUk L (ZM) min w(Z )]Il(k LWO(z ))]
(©) 2] 1/2
| (s T2 - pip ) | 10(200)

(i)O(rl/Z).
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where (¢) is by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (d) uses Proposition 6.1 and (5.12).
Therefore, we have proved for non-basic activity (i, k) with d, > 0,

E[Wi(Z)1 (k=LD(Z2M))] = 0@r?). (D.47)

Furthermore, for non-basic activity (i, k),

][ £ vz i (- 1020)|

k=1
K
S
k'=1

+ i ui'uiE [(Wi(ZON1 (k= LD(Z"))]

Wk/(Z(T)) _ —Wk(Z(’"))) (k; - L(i)(Z(r)))]

(%

(?iuk’ l(max_w'f(Z(’) mm—Wk<Z<”>) <k=L<i><z<r>>>]+ow2>

K 211/2

(f) Z Uk' [(maX—Wk(Z(r)) mln—Wk(Z(T))) ] P(k — L(i)(z(r)))1/2 +O(7‘1/2)
kel U, U

@0@1/2),

where (e) uses (D.47), (f) is by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (g) uses Proposition
6.1 and (5.12). The proof of (7.22) is complete.

. (7.23) and (7.24) will be proved together:
Let f(2) = (XL, Ykekc (i) ViZik)?, then the generator (5.6) becomes

Gf(z)=2zI: > /\Er)vi(zj: >, UiZik)ﬂ(kZ=L(i)(Z))+zI: >, Agr)vfl(kzl)(i)(z))

i=1 keK (i) i1 keR (i) i=1 keK (i)
K I K

-2 > Mikvipik(z)( >y Uizz’k) + 30 Y i Pr(2).
k=1ieZ(k) i=1 ke K (i) k=1ieZ(k)

It follows from Lemma 5.1 that

i D MikviE[Pik(Z(r))(zI: S 12(”)]

k=14eZ(k) 1=1 keK (1)
I 1 I
3 5 g8 5wl i 0@ |+ % 5 A (- 10(20)
i=1 ke K (i) i=1 ke K (7) 21:1keK(i)
1E
A3 5 eE[pazo]
1ieZ(k)

(D.48)

Let f(z) = (Zle Ziem) vizik)z, i.e., we consider only the basic activities. Then the
generator (5.6) becomes

f(z)= 22 Z )\(T)UZ(Z Z vzzlk) ( zL(i)(z))+zI: Zb: )\ET)vgll(k:L(i)(z))

=1 keK(z 1=1 ke K (7) 1=1 ke K (7)
I b K b
-2 Z Z Nikviﬂk(z)( >y sz) + > > i Pi(2).
k=11ieZ(k) 1=1 ke K (1) k=11eZ(k)
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By Lemma 5.1, we have

K b I b
> uikviE[Pik(Z(”)(Z > UiZz'(/:))]
k=1ieZ(k) i=1 keK ()
I b I b 1d '
:Z Z AE”%‘E[(Z Z v; (v")) (k: L(Z)(Z(")))] _Z Z (’")U?P(k‘:L(’)(Z(T)))
i=1 ke K (7) 1=1 ke K (7) 2 1=1 keK (1)
1 K b
33 mE[Pu(Z)].
k=14eZ(k)
(D.49)
Then let (D.48) — (D.49), we have
K nb I
Z Z Mikvz‘Elpik(Z(r))(Z Z UiZi(l:))‘l
k=1ieZ(k) i=1 keK (i)
K b I nb
DI uikvi]E[Pik(Z(T))(Z > UiZi(I:))]
k=14eZ(k) i=1 keK (i)
I nb I
-3 3 A3 B w10z
i=1 keK(z) 1=1 ke K (1)
1 nb
o3 2 o0us|(2 5wz Ji(e-10z0) | (050
i=1 ke K (i) 1=1 ke K (3)
I & (r),2 (@) (7 (r) 18 & 2 (r)
52 Z A Uz‘P(k’:L (Z ))“‘522 ,uikUiE[Pik(Z )]
i=1 ke K (7) k=1ieZ(k)
1 nb 1
-3 3 NOuE|(3 3 ) Ju (- 0(20) |
i=1 keK(z) 1=1 ke K (1)
nb
+Z Z AR l(z > vZ-ZZ.(,:))]l(k:L(Z’)(Z(T)))]+O(7"),
1=1 keK (i) 1=1 ke K (i)

where the last equality is by Lemma 5.2.
Let f(2)= (XL, ZZS,C@) v;zir )%, then the generator (5.6) becomes

Gf(z) =2 ZI: ib: )\vai( ZI: ibj vizik)ll (k = L(i)(z)) + ZI: ib: )\ET)vf]l (k = L(i)(z))

i=1 kek(4) i=1 keK(4) i=1 keK(4)
K nb I nb K nb

=23 > wakviPr(2) (Y] D vz |+ ), D manvi Pir(2).
k=14ieZ(k) =1 kek(4) k=14ieZ(k)
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By Lemma 5.1, and Lemma 5.2 with (5.12), we have

ZI: ib: Mik”iE[B’k(Z(r))(i % Uizfg))]

=1 kelC(i) 1=1 kelC(4)
I nb
-3 8 uEl(3 8wz 1o
1=1 keK(3) 1=1 kek(3) (D51)
1 I nb ) 1 K nb
=2 2 MR (k= LO(ZD)) + 53 Y B[ Pa(Z20)]
2 i=1 kekK (i) 2 k=14eZ(k)
=0(r).

Now, adding (D.50) to (D.51), we have

i an mkviE[Bk(Z(’"))(i D UiZf]?)]*i ) NikviE[Pik(Z(T))(i ibi UiZz'(J:))]

k=1ieZ(k) i=1 ke K () k=1ieZ(k) i=1 keK (1)
I nb
55 0uf($ 3 o)
i=1 keK(i) 1=1 keK (1)
nb
+ Z S AR l( Sy vzzf,;"))ﬂ (k=LD(ZM)) ] +0(r),
i=1 keK (i) =1 keK (1)

then by rearranging some terms,

ZI: gb: /\(T)Uz ZI: Z UiZi(]:))l(kzL(i)(Z(r)))‘I

i=1 kEK(z) |_( =1 keK (1)

‘i Z uikviE[Pik(Z(r))(z]: > ”iZz‘(l:))]JrO(r)

k=14eZ(k) 1=1 ke K (i)

:r]E[(zI: ib: viZi(,f))]—i 3 dikE[Pm(Z(T))(ZI: %)vizi(;"))]

i=1 keK (i) k=1ieZ(k) i=1 keK (i

_gukla[(z Z Ulz(r) (Z Z\) = )]

1=1 keK (7) i€Z(k)

Note that terms with d;;, exist only when (i, k) is non-basic activity, and with (8.27),
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we can rewrite the equation above as

rEl(z]: ibj viZi(,:))]
i=1 keK ()
=i an Ag’")vi]E[(ZI: 3 vizfg))ﬂ(k:LU)(Z(’“)))]

i=1 keK(i) i=1 ke K (7)
K
£ 3 ]z Sz
k=1ieZ(k k=1
+Z Z Hik Vs [ ik Z(T))(Z Z lkZ(T))]
k=1ieZ(k) i=1 keK (i) Mik
K nb I nb
+22m%mw@zwmﬂ
k=1ieZ(k) i=1 keK (i)
K
+ZukE[(z Z sz(T)) ( > ZZ(I:) :O)]+O(T).
k=1 1=1 keK (1) 1€Z(k)

Now we discuss each term on the RHS of (D.52). The first term by (8.27) and
(7.22) becomes:

ifM%KZZw”MhWWM]
eK (1)

=1k i=1 keK (i)
I b K

<SS AZ@%E[( 3 uk,Wk,(Z(’“)))ﬂ (k= L(z‘)(Zm))]
i=1 keK (i) k=1

=0(r'1?).

For the third term, we take C; > 0 s.t. % < Cy,VYu,ieZ ke K. By (D.51) and
(8.27),

K nb 1 nb d

Z Z uikviE[Hk(Z(r))(z Z ik Z(T))]
i=1 keK (i) Hik

k=1icZ(k)

I nb I nb
SC’lZ Z NikUiElBk(Z(r))(z Z)viZf;f))]

1=1 kekC(4) 1=1 ke/C(4

(Df”qi ibj AiviE[(zJ: nzb viZl.(]:))ll(k:L(i)(Z(’")))]+O(r)
)

i=1 kelC(i) =1 kekC(4
(8. 27) K .
Z Z )\Uz [( Zuk/Wk/(Z(T)))]l(k:L(l)(Z(T)))]+O(T)
i=1 ke K (i) k=1
=0(r'/?).
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For the fourth term, we take C5 > 0 s.t. dix < Copv;, V€L, k € K.

5 5wl zon( 5 3 wat)]

k=1ieZ(k) 1=1 keK (1)
I nb I nb
<Cs Z Z HikviElPik(z(r))( Z Z vz'Zf;f))]
i=1 kekK (1) 1=1 kefC(4)
(D51) ., < 28 Loub (r) ;
=70, S MNuE Y Y vz |1 (k= LD (ZM)) [+0(r)
i=1 keIC(z) 1=1 kekK(3)
(8. 27) K ,
Z Z )\’Uz l( Z ukIWk/(Z(T)))]l(k}:L(l)(Z(r)))]+O(7“)
i=1 keK (4) =1
=0(r'?).

For the fifth term, by Lemma 7.1, we have

K [ I nb
Susl($ 8 v 3 20 -0)
k=1 |\ i=1 keK (3) i€Z(k)

< iukE ( i uk,Wkr(Z(T)))l( A 0)]

k=1 ieZ(k)

Then by moving the second term to the left, (D.52) becomes

TE[( XI: f’: ”iZi(g))] * i ibj pir Vil [Bk(z(’“))( i uk’Wk’(Z(r)))] <O(r'/?).
o

i=1 keK (i) k=11ieZ(k)
(D.53)
from which we prove the (7.23), that is, for each non-basic activity (i, k),
K
E [Rk(z(r))( Z 'U,kIWk/(Z(T)))‘l = O(T1/2),
k=1
and (7.24):
(Z Z Ui (T)) = O(T1/2)-
i=1 keK (1)
]
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D.2 Proof of Lemma 7.3

Proof. By rearranging (D.48), we have

I K
Z Z )\Z(r)vlzp(k:L(i)(Z(r)))Jr%Z Z uikva I:Pik(Z(T)):I
i=1 k=1

keK (i)

£ 3 rosfraa(t 3 )

eZ(k) i=1 keK (i)

- T 0uE|(X 3w Ji(e-10z0) |

i=1 ke K (i) i=1 keK(i)

:TE[(ZI: 5 Ui%(}:))] Z 5 deE[ Zk(z(r))(Z > le(,:))]

i=1 ke K (7) k=1ieZ(k) 1=1 keK (1)

_ éukﬁl(z 5 le(T)) ( 5 z},;’);o)].

1=1 ke K (1) i€Z(k)

l\DI»—t

By rearrange terms above, we further have

[(Ek; le.(,:))]
§ > ailrz)( 3 2 wp)| Susl(L T wa P a0

eZ(k) i=1 ke K (7) 1=1 ke K (1) i€Z(k)

K
Z )‘Z(T)Uzzp(k:L(i)(Z(r)))Jr%Z Z ,uz'kUgE[Pik(Z(T))].

1=1 keK (1) k=11eZ(k)

l k(Z(”))( iuka(zm))] + Z ukE[( 3 uka(Z(T)))]l( Iz(jk) Z) = 0)]
Z % i YIRS

1ieZ(k)

where M = 250 3 ey Aiv? + 3 S0y Yiezery tanv? does not depend on 7.

E Proofs in Section 8

E.1 Proof of Corollary 8.1

Proof. Denote

I
wonof§ 3 ).
)

1=1 kek (4
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Them by Proposition 8.1,
)Nf(’”)if(, asrl0 (E.54)

Denote

K
U = T‘(Z uka(Z(’”))) ,

k=1
then by Lemma 7.2 and (8.27), the difference

1 ,
E[UM-XO]=E[Y T %Z;,p -0, asrlo0,
i=1 kefC(i) Mik
i.e. 1
7"|U(7") —X(’")‘ 5 0, asrlo,

which means
r|U®-X®| 50, asrlo. (E.55)

Combining (E.54) with (E.55), we have

U(’")ifQ as r 0.

]
E.2 Proof Lemma 8.3
Proof. For each 1 € Z, we have
lim(/\iv@(”(Q)— 3 umg,:)(e))
0 kekC (1)
S E[ lim A - Y wePu(Z20) | e 20 g (700
mo [ o keK (i)
i 0z
Qlim lim B[  Avi - S u Py (Z2™M) ¢t Dharc viZ )fg(Z(’")) (E.56)
™o 0 ke (i)

, iz
(:) hmhmE[()\lvl _ Z UkPik(Z(T)))B H(tZkelC(z) i 2y )fe(Z(T))]
t}0 rl0 .
kek(3)
@1imo =0,
40
where (i) is by bounded convergence theorem with Lemma 3.1 and (7i7) is directly by

(8.35) in case (a). For the proof of (ii), we first introduce Moore-Osgood Theorem in
(Graves, 1946, p. 100, Theorem 2):

Theorem E.1 (Moore-Osgood). If lim,_,, f(z,y) ezists point-wise for each y different
from q and if lim,_,, f(x,y) converges uniformly for x + p then the double limit and the
iterated limits exist and are equal, i.e.

lim  f(z,y) =limlim f(x,y) = limlim f(x,y).
(z,9)~(p,q) T—p y—q Yy—>q TP
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Now we discuss the interchange of limits w.r.t r and ¢ on the function g;(r,t), for each
1€l

(1)
gi(r,t) éEl(Aivi - Z ukPik(Z(r)))g’"a(tzkeic(i) Vi, )fe(Z(T)) )
kek(7)

First, by (8.35) , lim,_q ¢;(r,t) exists point-wise for ¢ # 0. Next we present the following
Lemma E.1 to check the second condition of Moore-Osgood Theorem, and the proof is
put in the Appendix E.3.

Lemma E.1. lim;_q g;(r,t) converges uniformly for r +0, for i eZ.

Then the conditions for Moore-Osgood Theorem F.1 are satisfied, therefore the limits
can be interchanged, completing the proof of (i7).

]

E.3 Proof of lemma F.1

Proof. This is to prove V& > 0, 39; > 0, when |t — 0] < §;, Vr # 0 being sufficiently small,
|gl(7“,t) _gi(r70)| < 5 For i EI)

|gi(7n7 t) - gi(ra 0)‘

E (/\iUi - Z Ukpik(Z(r)))ere(Zf-l LkeK (i) U"Zi(’:)) (€T9”itzz‘(1:) - 1)
ke (i)

67“9(2{:1 L kek (i) UiZi(]:))

|(6T9t2’“'<<i>”iszz) - 1>|

SE[ ()\z’vi_ Z uszk(Z(r)))

kekC(2)

<R (e"'etZkeK(i)viZi(;:) _ 1)’

(a) \

<ol Y wE |25 ]
kekK(4)

®

32|9|U2‘tM0,

where (a) follows from the inequality 1 —e* < x for > 0; (b) is by Lemma 7.3 that
IMy > 0, 7 ey B [Z},?] < Mp. Hence, we let §; = —<— When [t| < ;,

= BuiMol0]®
19i(r,t) — gi(r,0)] < 2Uz‘]\/fo|9|L <.
3’UZM0|6’
Therefore, limyg g;(r,t) converges uniformly for » >0, i € Z. O

42



	Introduction
	Parallel server systems with heterogeneous servers and policies
	Assumptions and main results
	Service Policies and an Example
	Preliminary Results I
	State-space collapse 
	Preliminary Results II
	Proofs for Theorem 3.1
	Ingredient I for Proposition 8.1
	Ingredient II for Proposition 8.1
	Proof of Proposition 8.1
	Proof of Theorem 3.1

	Simulation on X-model
	Proofs in Section 3 and Section 5
	Proof of Lemma 3.1
	Proof of Lemma 3.2
	Proof of Lemma 5.1

	Proofs in Section 6
	Proof of Lemma 6.1
	Proof of Lemma 6.2

	Proofs in Section 7
	Proof of Lemma 7.2
	Proof of Lemma 7.3

	Proofs in Section 8
	Proof of Corollary 8.1
	Proof Lemma 8.3
	Proof of lemma E.1


