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ABSTRACT

In project management, a project is typically described as an activity-
on-edge network (AOE network), where each activity / job is rep-
resented as an edge of some network N (which is a DAG). Some
jobs must be finished before others can be started, as described
by the topology structure of N. It is known that job j; in normal
speed would require b; days to be finished after it is started. Given
the network N with the associated edge lengths by, ..., by, the
duration of the project is determined, which equals the length of
the critical path (namely, the longest path) of N.

To speed up the project (i.e. reduce the duration), the manager
can crash a few jobs (namely, reduce the length of the corresponding
edges) by investing extra resources into that job. However, the time
for completing j; has a lower bound due to technological limits — it
requires at least a; days to be completed. Moreover, it is expensive
to buy resources. Given N and an integer k > 1, the k-crashing
problem asks the minimum amount of resources required to speed
up the project by k days. We show a simple and efficient algorithm
with an approximation ratio % +...+ % for this problem.

We also study a related problem called k-LIS, in which we are
given a sequence w of numbers and we aim to find k disjoint in-
creasing subsequence of w with the largest total length. We show a
1- %)—approximation algorithm which is simple and efficient.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Critical Path Method (CPM) are commonly used in network analysis
and project management. A fundamental problem in CPM is to op-
timize the total project cost subject to a prescribed completion date
[13]. The general setting is that the project manager can expedite a
few jobs by investing extra resources, hence reduce the duration
of the entire project and thus meet the desired completion date.
Meanwhile, the extra resources spent should be as few as possible.
A formal description of the problem is given in subsection 1.1. In
this paper, we revisit a simple incremental algorithm for solving
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this problem and prove that it has an approximation ratio % +...+ %,
where k denotes the amount of days the duration of the project
has to be shortened (which is easily determined by the prescribed
completion date and the original duration of the project).

The mentioned algorithm is based on greedy. It speeds up the
project by only one day at a time, and repeats it k times. Each
time it adopts the minimum cost strategy to shorten the project
(by one day). This does not guarantee the minimum total cost for
k > 1 (see an example in subsection 2.3). Nevertheless, it is a
simple, efficient, and practical algorithm, which should have been
applied by several engineers. Therefore, a theoretical analysis on its
approximation performance seems to be important and may benefit
relevant researchers and engineers. Such an analysis is not easy
and is absent in literature, hence we cover it in this paper.

As a comparison, we also conduct an analysis of a similar greedy
algorithm for another fundamental problem called k-LIS problem,
in which we are given a sequence w and we aim to find k disjoint in-
creasing subsequence of w with the largest total length. The greedy
algorithm for this problem is as the following: Find the longest
increasing subsequence (LIS) at one time and remove it. Repeat it
for k times. However, this does not guarantee an optimum solution
as well; for example, consider v = (3,4,5,8,9,1,6,7,8,9),k = 2.
Nevertheless, we prove thatitisa (1— %)—approximation algorithm.
Moreover, we show that for every k > 1, there are cases for which
the greedy solution is only 0.75 times the maximum solution.

1.1 Description of the k-crashing problem

A project is considered as an activity-on-edge network (AOE net-
work, which is a directed acyclic graph) N, where each activity /
job of the project is an edge. Some jobs must be finished before
others can be started, as described by the topology structure of N.

It is known that job j; in normal speed would take b; days to
be finished after it is started, and hence the (normal) duration of
the project N, denoted by d(N), is determined, which equals the
length of the critical path (namely, the longest path) of N.

To speed up the project, the manager can crash a few jobs
(namely, reduce the length of the corresponding edges) by investing
extra resources into that job. However, the time for completing j;
has a lower bound due to technological limits - it requires at least
a; days to be completed. Following the convention, assume that the
duration of a job has a linear relation with the extra resources put
into this job; equivalently, there is a parameter c¢; (slope), so that
shortening j; by d (0 < d < b; — a;) days costs ¢; - d resources.

Given project N and an integer k > 1, the k-crashing problem
asks the minimum cost to speed up the project by k days.

In fact, many people also care about the case of non-linear rela-
tion, especially the convex case where shortening an edge becomes



more difficult after a previous shortening. Delightfully, the greedy
algorithm performs equally well for this convex case. Without
any change, it still finds a solution with the approximation ratio
% +...+ % For simplicity, we focus on the linear case throughout
the paper, but our proofs are still correct for the convex case.

1.2 Related work (about k-crashing)

The first solution to the k-crashing problem was given by Fulkerson
[4] and by Kelley [8] respectively in 1961. The results in these two
papers are independent, yet the approaches are essentially the
same, as pointed out in [10]. In both of them, the problem is first
formulated into a linear program problem, whose dual problem is a
minimum-cost flow problem, which can then be solved efficiently.

Later in 1977, Phillips and Dessouky [10] reported another clever
approach (denoted by Algorithm PD). Similar as the greedy algo-
rithm mentioned above, Algorithm PD also consists of k steps, and
each step it locates a minimal cut in a flow network derived from
the original project network. This minimal cut is then utilized to
identify the jobs which should be expedite or de-expedite in order
to reduce the project reduction. It is however not clear whether this
algorithm can always find an optimal solution. We have a tendency
to believe the correctness, yet cannot find a proof in [10].

It is noteworthy to mention that Algorithm PD shares many
common logics with the greedy algorithm we considered. Both of
them locates a minimal cut in some flow network and then use it
to identify the set of jobs to expedite / de-expedite (there is no de-
expedite allowed in the greedy algorithm, but there are de-expedites
in Algorithm PD) in the next round. However, the constructed flow
networks are different. The one in the greedy algorithm has only
capacity upperbounds, whereas the one in Algorithm PD has both
capacity upperbounds and lowerbounds and is thus more complex.

The greedy algorithm we considered is much simpler and easier
to implement comparing to all the approaches above.

Other approaches for the problem are proposed by Siemens
[13] and Goyal [6], but these are heuristic algorithms without any
guarantee — approximation ratio are not proved in these papers.

Many variants of the k-crashing problem have been studied in
the past decades; see [5], [1], and the references within.

1.3 Related work (about k-LIS)

The k-LIS problem is a generalization of the well-known LIS prob-
lem, most of the study about k-LIS lies on revealing the connections
between LIS and Young tableau. Utilizing the Young tableau, Schen-
sted [12] managed to compute the length of the longest increasing
and decreasing subsequence of w, which offers a way to solve the
LIS problem. Greene [7] extended the result of [12] to k-LIS problem
and calculates the exact result (the k increasing subsequences) of
the k-LIS problem. First, it takes the largest k rows of the Young
tableau of w. Then it transform w into a canonical form @. Next, it
transform @ back to w while modifying the largest k rows of the
Young tableau accordingly. In the end, we can get the modified k
rows as the optimal result of the k-LIS problem. The results of [7]
are applied in some problems related to LIS; see [14] [3].

Another approach to solve the k-LIS problem is as follows. We
first formulate the k-LIS problem into a minimum-cost network
flow problem (which contains O(n?) arcs, where n denotes the

length of the given sequence). Basically, if some element u of w is
smaller than v of w and u is preceding v, we build an arc from node
u’ to node v. By solving the flow problem, we obtain the optimum
solution of the k-LIS problem. However, the time complexity of this
approach is much higher comparing to the greedy algorithm.

Finding an approximation of the LIS can be solved in sublinear
time [9]. See more results about LIS in a monograph [11].

2 k-CRASHING PROBLEM

Project N. Assume N = (V, E) is a directed acyclic graph with
a single source node s and a single sink node ¢ (a source
node refers to a node without incoming edge, and a sink
node refers to a node without outgoing edges). Each edge
e; € E has three attributes (a;, bj, cj), as introduced in sub-
section 1.1.

Critical paths & critical edges. A path of N refers to a path
of N from source s to sink ¢. Its length is the total length of
the edges included, and the length of edge e; equals b;. The
path of N with the longest length is called a critical path. The
duration of N equals the length of the critical paths. There
may be more than one critical paths. An edge that belongs
to some critical paths is called a critical edge.

Accelerate plan X. Denote by Ep, the multiset of edges of
N that contains e; with a multiplicity b; — a;. Each subset
X of Ep\, (which is also a multiset) is called an accelerate
plan, or plan for short. The multiplicity of e; in X, denoted
by x; (0 < x; < b; — a;), describes how much length j; is
shortened; i.e., j; takes b; — x; days when plan X is applied.
The cost of plan X, denoted by cost(X), is }; cix;.

Accelerated project N(X). Define N(X) as the project that
is the same as N, but with b; decreased by x;; in other words,
N(X) stands for the project optimized with plan X.

k-crashing. We say a plan X is k-crashing, if the duration of
the project N is shortened by k when we apply plan X.

Cut of N. Suppose that V is partitioned into two subsets S, T
which respectively contain s and t. Then, the set of edges
from S to T is referred to as a cut of N. Notice that we cannot
reach t from s if any cut of N is removed.

Let kmax be the duration of the original project N minus the
duration of the accelerated project N(Ep\,). Clearly, the duration
of N(X) is at least the duration of N(Ep\,), since X is a subset of
Ep\q- It follows that a k-crashing plan only exists for k < kmax-

Throughout this section, we assume that k < kpgx-

The greedy algorithm in the following (see Algorithm 1) finds a
k-crashing plan efficiently. It finds the plan incrementally — each
time it reduces the duration of the project by 1.

Observe that G is an i-crashing plan of N after the i-th iteration
G < G U Aj, as the duration of N(G) is reduced by 1 at each
iteration. Therefore, G is a k-crashing plan at the end.

If a 1-crashing plan of N(G) does not exist in the i-th iteration
i < k, we determine that there is no k-crashing plan; i.e. k > kmgx-



Algorithm 1 Greedy algorithm for finding a k-crashing plan.
Input: A project N = (V,E).
Output: A k-crashing plan G.

G «— @;

fori=1tokdo
Find the optimum 1-crashing plan of N(G), denoted by A;;
G «— G U Aj; (regard as multiset union)

end for

THEOREM 2.1. LetG = A1 U...U Ay be the k-crashing plan found
by Algorithm 1. Let OPT denote the optimal k-crashing plan. Then,

k
1
cost(G) < Z —cost(OPT).
i

i=1

The proof of the theorem is given in the following, which applies
Lemma 2.2. This applied lemma is nontrivial and is proved below.

LEMMA 2.2. For any project N, its k-crashing plan (where k <
kmax) costs at least k times the cost of the optimum 1-crashing plan.

Proor oF THEOREM 2.1. For convenience, let N; = N(AjU...U
Aj), for 0 < i < k. Note that Ny = N is the original project.

Fix i in {1,...,k} in the following. By the algorithm, A; is the
optimum 1-crashing plan of N;_;. Using Lemma 2.2, we know (1)
any (k+1—1i)-crashing plan of N;_j costs at least (k+1—i)-cost(A;).

LetY=A;U...UA;_1and X = OPT \ Y; hence X UY 2 OPT.

Observe that N(Y U X) saves k days comparing to N, because
Y UX 2 OPT is k-crashing, whereas N(Y) = N;_1 saves i — 1 days
comparing to N. So, N(Y U X) saves k — (i — 1) days comparing to
N(Y), which means (2) X is a (k — i + 1)-crashing plan of N(Y) =
Ni—1. Combining (1) and (2), cost(X) > (k + 1 — i)cost(A4;).

Further since cost(X) < cost(OPT) (as X C OPT), we obtain a
relation (k — i + 1)cost(A;) < cost(OPT). Therefore,

k k

1
cost(G) = Z cost(A;j) < Z P 1cost(OPT).
i=1 i=1

O

The critical graph of network H, denoted by H*, is formed by all
the critical edges of H; all the edges not critical are removed in H".

Before presenting the proof to the key lemma (Lemma 2.2), we
shall briefly explain how do we find the optimum 1-crashing plan of
some project H (e.g., the accelerated project N(G) in Algorithm 1).
First, compute the critical graph H* and define the capacity of e; in
H* by ¢; if ¢; in H can still be shortend (i.e., its length is more than
a;) and otherwise define the capacity of e; in H* to be co. Then we
compute the minimum s—¢ cut of H* (using the max-flow algorithm
[2]), and this cut gives the optimum 1-crashing plan of H.

2.1 proof (partI)
PROPOSITION 2.3. A k-crashing plan X of N contains a cut of N*.

ProoF. Because X is k-crashing, each critical path of N will be
shortened in N(X) and that means it contains an edge of X. Further
since paths of N* are critical paths of N (which simply follows from
the definition of N*), each path of N* contains an edge in X.

As a consequence, after removing the edges in X that belong to
N*, we disconnect source s and sink ¢t in N*. Now, let S denote the
vertices of N* that can still be reached from s after the remove, and
let T denote the remaining part. Observe that all edges from S to T
in N*, which forms a cut of N*, belong to X. O

When X contains at least one cut of network H, let mincut(H, X)
be the minimum cut of H among all cuts of H that belong to X.
Recall that d(H) is the duration of network H.

In the following, suppose X is a k-crashing plan of N. We intro-
duce a decomposition of X which is crucial to our proof.
First, define

N = N,
X7 = X, (1)
C1 = mincut(Ny,X1).

(Because X7 = X is k-crashing, applying Proposition 2.3, X1
contains at least one cut of Ny'. It follows that C; is well-defined.)
Next, for 1 < i < k, define

Ni = N, (Cim),
Xi = Xi-1\Gi-1. )
Ci = mincut(N;, X;).

See Figure 1 for an example.

ProrosITION 2.4. For1 < i < k, it holds that
1.d(N;) = d(Nj-1) — 1 (namely, d(N;) =d(N) —i+1).
2.X; contains a cut of N} (and thus C; is well-defined).

ProOF. 1. Because C;_1 is a cut of Nl.*_l, set Cj_1 is a 1-crashing

plan of N} ;, which means d(N}_, (Ci-1)) < d(N_;) — 1.
Moreover, it cannot hold that d(N;_; (Ci-1)) < d(N;_;)—2. Oth-
erwise, cancel one edge of C;_; and it still holds that d(Ni*_1 (Ci=1))
d(N;_,) — 1, which means C;_1 is at least 1-crashing for N;" , and
thus contains a cut of N;°_; (by Proposition 2.3). This contradicts
the assumption that C;_; is the minimum cut.
Therefore, d(N;) = d(N}_;(Ci-1)) = d(N;_;) -1 =d(N;-1) - 1.

IN

2. According to Proposition 2.3, it is sufficient to prove that Xj is
a 1-crashing plan to N;.

Suppose to the opposite that X; is not 1-crashing to Nj. There
exists a path P in N} that is disjoint with X;. Observe that

(1) The length of P in N(X) is the original length of P (in N)
minus the number of edges in X that fall in P.

(2) The length of P in N} is the original length of P (in N) minus
the number of edges in (C; U ... U C;_1) that fall in P.

(3) The number of edges in (C; U...UCj_1) that fall in P equals
the number of edges in X that fall in P, because X\ (C1U...UCi_1) =
X;j is disjoint with P.

Together, the length of P in N(X) equals the length of P in N7,
which equals d(N;) = d(N;) = d(N)—i+1 > d(N) —k. This means
X is not a k-crashing plan of P, contradicting our assumption. O

The following lemma easily implies Lemma 2.2.
LEMMA 2.5. cost(C;) < cost(Cit1) foranyi (1 <i < k).

We show how to prove Lemma 2.2 in the following. The proof
of Lemma 2.5 will be shown in the next subsection.



ey :[1:2]9) Ter-

Ny =N
X1 =X = {es, €4, €7, €5}

C; = {es, €7}

Figure 1: An example of the construction of N;, X;, C;.

ProOF OF LEMMA 2.2. Suppose X is k-crashing to N.
By Lemma 2.5, we know cost(Cy) < cost(C;) (1 <i < k).
Further since Ule Ci C X,

k
k- cost(Cy) < cost(U Ci) < cost(X).
i=1

Because C; is the minimum cut of N* that is contained in X,
whereas A; is the minimum cut of N* among all, cost(A;) <
cost(C1). To sum up, we have k - cost(A;) < cost(X). O

It is noteworthy to mention that Ule C; is not always equal to
X and Ui.czl C; may not be k-crashing.

2.2 proof (part II)

Assume i (1 < i < k) is fixed. In the following we prove that
cost(Cj) < cost(Cit1), as stated in Lemma 2.5. Some additional
notation shall be introduced here. See Figure 2 and Figure 3.

Assume the cut C; of N divides the vertices of N} into two
parts, U;, W;, where s € U; and t € W;. The edges of Ni* are divided
into four parts: 1. S; — the edges within Uj;; 2. T; - the edges within
Wi; 3. C; — the edges from U; to W;; 4. RC; — the edges from W to
Uj.

Figure 2: Example of the definition of S;, T;, RC; and C;

PRrOPOSITION 2.6. (1) Ciy1 NRC; = 0 and (2) C; € N7,;.

Proor. (1) Consider N;'. Any path involving RC; goes through
C; at least twice. Such paths are shorten by C; by at least 2, and are
thus excluded from Nj,1. However, Ci41 are edges in Ni*+1 and so
are included in Nj41. Together, Ci41 N RC; = 0.

(2) Suppose there is an edge e¢; € C; and ¢; ¢ N/, ;. All paths in
N7 passing e; will be shortened by at least 2 after expediting C;
to avoid becoming a critical path (which makes e; critical). If the
shortening of e; is canceled, the paths can still be shortened by 1. So
Ci \ {e;} still contains a cut to N, which violates the assumption

that C; is the minimum cut, contradictory. So C; C Nl.* 1 O

Because Cj4 is a subset of the edges of N7, |, and the edges of
N7}, are also in N}, we see Cj+1 € T; U S; U C; U RC;. Further since
Ci+1 N RC; = 0 (proposition 2.6), set Ci41 consists of three disjoint
parts:

Chy=CinNT;
Cly1 = Cir1 N Ci3 (3)
Ciy1 =Cir1 NS;.
Due to C; C N7, (proposition 2.6), set C; consists of four disjoint
parts:

Cf =CiNTin
C?=CiNCis W
C; =CinNSiy

CR=CinRCi



Figure 3: Key notation used in the proof of Lemma 2.5.

See Figure 3 for an illustration. Note that C? = C?H.

PRroPOSITION 2.7.

+ 0 + i *
1.CHL v CB U Cf contains a cut of N .

— —_ . 3k
2.C;,, UC] UG contains a cut of N}

Proor. To show that C;’H U C? U C;f contains a cut of N}, it is
sufficient to prove that any path P in N;* goes through C;, , UC?UC}.

Assume that P is disjoint with C;r U C?, otherwise it is trivial.
We shall prove that P goes through C;. ;.

Clearly, P goes through C; = Cf U C? uC; v Cf, acut of N;.
Therefore, P goes through C;” U CIR . See Figure 4.

Take the last edge in C; U CIR that P goes through; denoted by e,
with endpoint a. Denote the part of P after e, by P* (P* N C; = 0).

We now claim that

1) P CT;.

(2) In N, there must be a path P~ C §; from the source to e,
without passing C;.(P~ N C; = 0)

(3) a € Uiy1.

Since P is disjoint with C; UCY and P* has gone through C;” UC?,
we obtain (1).

If (2) does not hold, then all paths in N that pass through e,
have pass through C; already. In this case, C; \ e4 also contains a cut
of N l* , which contradicts our definition of minimum cut C;. Thus
we have (2).

By the definition (3), any edge of C;” U ClR ends at a vertex of
Ui+1. Since a is the endpoint of e, € C; U sz, we have (3).

By (2), we can obtain a P~ from s to e,. Concatenate P, eg4, P¥,
we obtain a path P’ in N7 Since (P~ U P*)YNCij=0ande, € G,
P’ only goes through C;” U CR once. So P’ is only shortened by 1
and still critical after expediting C;. Therefore, P’ exists in N}, ; .

According to (3), we known that Pt € P’ starts with a € Ujy;
and ends at the sink in W;41. Thus it must go though the cut Ci41.

According to (1) and definition (3), path P* (which is a subset of
T; due to (1)) can only go through lejrl cT.

Since P* C P, we have P goes through C7, .
+ 0+
N7 goes through C},, UC] U CY.
Therefore, Cl?:rl U C? U Cl.+ contains a cut of N}

So any path P in

¢ uck Ciha
PtcP, P Ue,UPt=P

O @O 7QP\
_.O

Figure 4: Construction of P’ in the proof of Proposi-
tion 2.7 part 1.

To show that Ci Y C? U C; contains a cut of Nl.* , it is sufficient
to prove that any path P in N goes through C;,, U C? uce;.

Assume that P is disjoint with C;” U C?, otherwise it is trivial.
We shall prove that P goes through C;_ ;.

Clearly, P goes through C; = C} U C) U C; U C{", a cut of N,
Therefore, P goes through C} U Cf. See Figure 5.

Take the first edge in C] U ClR that P goes through; denoted
by e with start point b. Denote the part of P before e; by P~
(P NC;=0).

We now claim that

(1P CS;.

(2) In N}, there must be a path P* C T; from e, to the sink
without passing C;.(P* N C; = 0)

(3) b € Wipr.

Since P is disjoint with Cl._ U C? and P~ hasn’t reach C;’ U CIR,
we obtain (1).

If (2) does not hold, then all paths in N that pass through e,
will pass through C; anyway. In this case, C; \ e, also contains cut
of Nl.*, which contradicts our definition of minimum cut C;. Thus
we have (2).

By the definition (3), any edge of C} U Cf starts with a vertex of
Wi41. Since b is the start of ¢, € C;’ U Cf, we have (3).

By (2), we can obtain a P* from e, to the sink. Concatenate
P~,ep, P*, we obtain a path P’ in N;'. Since (P~ UP*) N C; = 0
and e, € C;, P’ only goes through Cj U C? once. So P’ is only
shortened by 1 and still critical after expediting C;. Therefore, P’
exists in N}, .

According to (3), we known that P~ € P’ starts from the source
and ends at b € Wy1. Thus it must go though the cut Ci41.

According to (1) and definition (3), path P~ (which is a subset of
Si due to (1)) can only go through C;,; C S;.

Since P~ C P, we have P goes through C;_ ;. So any path P in
N goes through C; | U C? uCr.

Therefore, C;,; U C? U C; contains a cut of Nl*

We are ready to prove Lemma 2.5.

: o + 0
Proor oF LEMMA 2.5. According to proposition 2.7, C;,; UC; U

C;." and C; U C? UCi, each contains a cut of Nl.*. Notice that

(CH,UCYUCH) U (C; UCUC;,) UCR) = (CiUCitr) C X, 50



i1 p-cp p-ueupt=p Crucf

c
P
,/O\_%_“.@e_”_.@\ p+

@*’/ O—1—0

Figure 5: Construction of P’ in the proof of Proposi-
tion 2.7 part 2.

the mentioned two cuts are in X;j. Further since C; is the minimum
cut of N} in X;. We obtain
cost(Cj) = cost(C;r U C? uc; U Cf) < cost(C;:r1 U C? U C;r)
cost(C;) = cost(Cf U C? ucC;y v Cf) < cost(Cjq U C? ucy)

By adding the inequalities above (and note that C?+1 = C? =
Ci N Ci+1), we have

2cost(C; UCY U C; uCR)
< cost(Cf, UCY UCY) +cost(C; UCY,; UC,)
Equivalently,

2cost(Ci+ U C? UCr) + 2cost(ClR)

— 0 o) ok 0 -
< cost(C; UG/ UCT UG VG UC,).

By removing one piece of cost(C; U C? U C}) from both side,
cost(Cj) + cost(C?) < Cost(C;r+1 uc?

iv1 Y Ciyp) = cost(Cir)

Therefore, cost(C;) < cost(Ciy1). O

Recall the “convex case” mentioned in subsection 1.1, in which
shortening an edge becomes more and more expensive. We claim
that Algorithm 1 finds a solution with the approximation ratio
% +...+ % even for this convex case. Essentially, the proof does not
need any change. We leave the readers to verify this by themselves.
(Hint: the value of the crashing cost is only applied in Lemma 2.5,

so all the other lemmas or propositions remain correct.)

2.3 Counter-example of Algorithm 1

The greedy algorithm given in Algorithm 1 does not always find
an optimal k-crashing plan. Here we show an example.

The network is as shown in Figure 6 (a), and we consider k = 2.
The critical path of this network has length 9. The unique critical
path consists of jobs ji, j3, and js.

The greedy algorithm expedites job js; for one day in the first
iteration; see Figure 6 (c). It further expedites jobs j; and j, for
one day in the second iteration; see Figure 6 (d). The total cost is
9+9+10=28.

The optimal k-crashing plan is to expedite jobs j; and js, as
shown in Figure 6 (b), which costs 10 + 10 = 20.

3 THE k-LIS PROBLEM

Recall that the k-LIS problem aims to find k disjoint increasing
subsequences among a given sequence (aj, d, . . ., an), so that the
total length of the k subsequences is maximized. The following
greedy algorithm can be used to find a solution for the problem.

o] »1
2\ ,’3\@) ) ,5\0)
N J
3 § 3 §
%, 3 %, 5
S o, S §©)
N 2 \Q 2
~ ~
N N
& & & 2
A0 50 A 5O
4 4
(a) (b)
01 .1
e\ 5O 2 59
S S
= S A S
2, ~ 2, ~
% 5 7 ~
9 %y S, % ]
& &
~7 ~7
& 4 & O
A A
Yy ‘4

(c) (d)

Figure 6: An example with 5 jobs. The parameters a;, b;, c; of
job j; are shown as a label i : [a;, b;](c;) in the graph. The
source s equals 1, whereas the sink ¢ equals 4.

Algorithm 2 Greedy algorithm for k-LIS problem
Input: A sequence of number w.
Output: k increasing subsequences of w.
fori=1tokdo
Find the longest increasing subsequence A; of w;
Output A; and remove A; from w;
end for

This algorithm does not guarantee an optimal result for k > 1.
For example, consider w = (3,4,5,8,9,1,6,7,8,9),k = 2. We have
the optimal result as {(3,4, 5, 8,9), (1, 6,7, 8, 9) } with the total length
of 10. Yet the greedy algorithm finds {(3,4,5,6,7,8,9), (8,9)} with
a total length of 9, which is not optimal.

3.1 A lower Bound of the Greedy Algorithm

We show that Algorithm 2 is an (1 - %)—approximation algorithm in
the following. Denote by || the length of any sequence . Moreover,
for any set S of (nonoverlapping) subsequences, let |S| denote the
total length of subsequences in S.

Let Ly, ..., L denote the nonoverlapping subsequences given
by the optimal solution of the k-LIS problem. Assume that |L;| >
... |Lg| without loss of generality. Let Ay, . . ., A denote the nonover-
lapping subsequences found by the greedy algorithm (Algorithm 2).
To be clear, A; refers to the subsequence found at the i-th step.

For any x in {0,...,k}, define rx(L;) = L; \ {A1 U ... U Ax},
which is the remaining part of L; after removing those elements
selected in the first x rounds of the greedy algorithm.

We start with the case k = 2, and we first bound Zle [r1(Ly)].

[ri(Lo)| +[r(L2)| 2 [La] + |L2| = |A4] ®)



Proor oF (5). Following the definition of r1(L1) and r1(Lz), we
have

L1 ULz Cri(L1) Uri(Lz) UA;,
and thus
|y U Lg| < [r1(L1) U ri(L2) U Aql.
Note that the left side equals |L1| + |Lz|, whereas the right side

equals |r1(L1)|+|r1(L2)| +|A1], because of the disjointness of L1, Ly
and that of 1 (L), r1(L2), A1. Therefore, we obtain (5). O

Next, we point out two relations between |A;| and |L;].
2]Aq]
24z + A1 2

\%

|L1] + | L2] (6)

|L1| + |Lz| ()
Summing up (6) divided by 4 with (7) divided by 2, |A1| + |A2| >

i 3 (IL1] + |L2]). So, Algorithm 2 is a 3—apprommatlon for k = 2.
PrOOF OF (6). 2|A1] = |A1] + |A1] > |Ly| + |La]. o

PROOF OF (7). At the moment where the greedy algorithm is
about to select Ay (after chosen A1), sequence r1(L;) and r1 (L) are
both available for being selected by the greedy algorithm, hence

|Az| = |r1(L1)] and [A2| > [r1(L2)]. ®)

Summing them up, 2|Az2| > |r1(L1)| + |r1(L2)|- Combining this
with (5), we have 2|Az| > |L1| + |L2| — |A1], i.e., (7) holds. o

We extend the above process to the case k > 2 in the next. Denote
OPT ={Ly,...,Lg},and gx = |A1] + ...+ |Ax| for x < k.

LeEmMA 3.1. Foreachx (1 < x <k),

k
DLl = |OPT| - gy, ©
i=1
klAx|+gx-1 = |OPT| (10)

Be aware that (9) extends (5), whereas (10) extends (6) and (7).

PRrOOF OF (9). Denote B = U}‘:l Aj for short in this proof. Recall
that L; \ B is defined to be rx(L;). Clearly, OPT\ B = (L U...U

L)\ B=rx(L1) U... Urx(Lg). As a corollary,
OPT C (OPT\ B)UB =ry(L1) U...Ure(Lg) UB.

It follows that |OPT| < Zk 1 Irx(Li)| + gx. Hence (9) holds. o

PRrOOF OF (10). Similar to (8), we have

|Ax| > |rx—1(L;)| (for eachi € {1,...,k}). (11)
Applying (9), gx-1 = [OPT| = T, rx—1(Ly)].
Together, gx—1 = |OPT| — k|Ax|; namely, (10) holds. o

THEOREM 3.2. Foranyk > 1, it holds that

9k ko 1
|OPT| = =1- (_) T e (12)

Proor. We first claim that for each x (1 < x < k),

x—1 k-1
k ——)'|oPT|. 13
gxz; —)'OPT] (13)

It follows that
k-1
k-1
kgr = Y (——)|OPT
gk_; ) |0PT|

(k_—l)k ~ (14)

k-1

k
which implies the ratio in (12).
We prove the essential formula (13) by induction in the following.
Note that kg; = k|A1| = |L1] + ... + |Lg| = |OPT|, whereas
Z?:O(l%l)i = 1. So (13) holds for x = 1. Next, assuming that (13)
holds for x = m — 1, we shall prove that it also holds for x = m.

|OPT| = k (1 - (—k ; 1)") |OPT|,

k-1
kgm = k(|Am| + gm-1) = (k|Am| + gm-1) + T(kgm—l)

ko1 k-
k k

i

E

> |OPT| + )'|OPT]

Il
o

= |OPT| + Z(—) |OPT| = Z( )!|OPT].

i=

Thus the formula (13) also holds for x, completing the proof. O

3.2 Examples where IOPTI 3 forany k > 2

This subsection constructs an example in which

Ik
= 15
|OPT]| k2 ] (15)
First, we define a k X k matrix M, whose rows are indexed with
., k from bottom to top, and columns are indexed with 1,...,k

from left to right. Each element in the i-th row has a value i.

k|...|k

Next, build a sequence w of length k? by concatenating the fol-
lowing diagonals of M — (My,1), (M2,1, M12), ..., (Mg1, ..., My ),
o (Mg ge—1, M1 k)> (M k). Elements within each diagonal are
enumerated from top left to bottom right; and diagonals are enu-
merated from left to right; e.g. 0 = (1,2,1,3,2,1,3,2,3) for k = 3.

It is obvious that w can be partitioned into k subsequences, each
of which is a copy of (1,...,k). This means |OPT| = k% when o
is the given input of the k-LIS problem. In the following we show
that the greedy algorithm may return with g = [%k2'|.

Let Dy _g,...,Di_; denote the 2k — 1 diagonals of M parallel
to the minor diagonal of M; formally, Dy (1 -k < x < k- 1)
contains M; j if j = i + x. We regard Dy as a sequence rather than
a set — the elements are listed from bottom left to top right; e.g.,

Do = (My,1, ..., Mg ). In this way, each Dy is a subsequence of w.
D, x| ... D1 Do
. Dy
D_y | Dy | - :
DO D1 e Dk—l




LEMMA 3.3. The greedy algorithm above may return the longest k
diagonals among Dy _p, ..., Dy_q as its solution (namely, it returns
A1 = Dy, Agi = Dj, Aziy1 = D_;), yielding a total length [%kz].

Proor. Clearly, Dy can be chosen as Aj, because |Dg| = k.

Suppose the lemma holds for the first 2j — 1 steps j > 1. Let
i = 2j. Currently, the 2j — 1 longest subdiagonals of the table have
been removed, leaving 2 symmetrical triangular areas at the top left
and bottom right of the table. Let T; denote the top left triangular
area and T denote the bottom right triangular area.

k k X
X | k—j
j+1] x
X 1 1

Note that there are 2 subdiagonals with the length of k — j, one is
{j+1,...,k}, the other is {1,. ..,k — j}, which are the longest sub-
diagonals at the moment. Now we prove that there is no increasing
subsequence left that is longer than k — j.

Suppose we pick an increasing subsequence S from wgg, we
discuss its maximum length case by case.

(1)If S starts in Ty, it starts from a number no smaller than j + 1.
Since we only have k numbers to form a sequence, S can only be at
most k — j long.

(iD)If S ends in Ty, it ends with a number no bigger than k — j.
Since we only have k numbers to form a sequence, S can only be at
most k — j long.

(ii)If S starts in T, and ends in T3, it must have two consecutive
numbers s15s2, so that sq is in T, and s2 is in T;. Then, we know that
for s1 in T, we have s; + j to the left of it in wy . By observing the
table, we know that for all possible options in T7, we have sy > s1+ .
Since we only have k numbers to form a sequence, so |S| < k — j.

Therefore, for all possible increasing subsequence S, we have
[S| < k — j. So we take the two subdiagonals with the length of
k — j as the Dpay for step 2j and 2j + 1, and they are the longest
increasing subsequences at that time.

The total length of |A1| + ... + |Ag| can be calculated as follows.

ka 2
k+2y, (k=)= Skl - [3k2], kisodd,
k+23,%4 k—i)+§=¥=|'%k2] k is even.

4 SUMMARY & FUTURE WORK

We have shown that simple greedy algorithms achieve pretty small
approximation ratio in k-LIS and k-crashing problems. And the
analysis is non-trivial.

Hopefully, the techniques developed in this paper can be used
for analyzing greedy algorithms of other related problems.

We would like to end up this paper with one challenging problem:
Can we prove a constant approximation ratio for Algorithm 1?
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