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Abstract. We consider scheduling two types of jobs (A-job and B-job)
to p machines and minimizing their makespan. A group of same type of
jobs processed consecutively by a machine is called a batch. For machine
v, processing x A-jobs in a batch takes kA

v x
2 time units for a given speed

kA
v , and processing x B-jobs in a batch takes kB

v x2 time units for a given
speed kB

v . We give an O(n2p log(n)) algorithm based on dynamic pro-
gramming and binary search for solving this problem, where n denotes
the maximal number of A-jobs and B-jobs to be distributed to the ma-
chines. Our algorithm also fits the easier linear case where each batch of
length x of A-jobs takes kA

v x time units and each batch of length x of
B-jobs takes kB

v x time units. The running time is the same as the above
case.

Keywords: Machine scheduling · makespan · Dynamic programming ·
Binary search.

1 Introduction

We consider scheduling two types of jobs A and B to machines and minimizing
their makespan, i.e., the maximum time completing all jobs. Suppose na A-jobs
and nb B-jobs have to be scheduled, and can be distributed to p machines. A
group of A-jobs processed consecutively by some machine is called an A-batch,
and a group of B-jobs processed consecutively by some machine is called a B-
batch. A batch refers to an A-batch or a B-batch. A machine processing a batch
continuously will overheat over time, resulting in decreased performance. This
leads to a quadratic relationship between processing time and the number of
jobs in a batch. For the v-th machine, processing x A-jobs in a batch takes
kAv x

2 time units, and processing x B-jobs in a batch takes kBv x2 time units,
where kAv , k

B
v are given speed. Moreover, for the v-th machine, assume that it

takes tAv extra time units to process any A-batch (the overhead to switch the
status to processing A-jobs), and tBv extra time units to process any B-batch (the
overhead to switch the status to processing B-jobs). No empty batch is allowed,
and two neighbouring batches of any machine must be of different types. Denote
n = max(na, nb).
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2 Cao and Jin

This paper gives an O(n2p log(n)) time algorithm for solving the above prob-
lem based on binary search. Given a parameter L, we have to determine whether
there is a scheduling with makespan not exceeding L time units.

For convenience, we use a pair (a, b) to indicate the task-combination formed
by a A-jobs and b B-jobs (it is always assumed that a ≥ 0 and b ≥ 0). Consider
the set B of b, for which the machines can finish the task-combination (na, b)
within L time units. We determine that the makespan can be smaller or equal
to L time units if and only if nb ∈ B. On the other hand, we prove that B is
in fact an interval, which can be computed by dynamic programming that takes
O(n2p) time. This leads to our final algorithm that runs in O(n2p log(n)) time.
The major challenge for designing the algorithm lies in proving the theorem that
says B is an interval, for which a lot of analysis are shown in this paper.

We also show that our algorithm can solve the linear case where each A-batch
of length x takes kAv x time units and each B-batch of length x takes kBv x time
units. The running time is the same as the quadratic case mentioned above.

1.1 Related works

Machine scheduling problem is widely studied for its practical importance. Con-
sider scheduling jobs J1, . . . , Jn on parallel machines M1, . . . ,Mm and minimiz-
ing the makespan. Preemption(job splitting), precedence relation and release
date are not considered for each job. The processing time that machine Mi pro-
cesses job Jj is denoted as pij . Classified by machine environment, when pij = pj ,
it’s called identical parallel machine; when pij = pj/si for a given speed si of
machine Mi, it’s called uniform parallel machine; and the general case, when
pij = pj/sij , it’s called unrelated parallel machine. According to the three-field
classification note [1], the above three cases can be denoted as P ||Cmax, Q||Cmax

and R||Cmax. The problem we solve in this paper is a variation of R||Cmax.
R||Cmax is NP-hard since its simple version P||Cmax has been proved NP-

hard [2]. Studies on these problems focus on finding polynomial ρ-approximation
algorithm (ρ > 1), that is, polynomial time algorithm which generates solution
at most ρ times the optimal solution[1]. Lenstra et al.[3] proved that for R||Cmax,
the worst-case ratio for approximation is at least 3/2 unless P = NP . And they
present a polynomial 2-approximation algorithm. Ghirardi et al.[4] provides an
heuristic called Recovering Beam Search, which generates approximate solutions
in O(n3m) time.

Different variations of unrelated parallel machine problem have been studied.
Consider minimizing Lp norm of unrelated machines’ completion time, Alon et
al.[5] provides an (1 + ε)-approximation scheme, that is, a family of algorithms
{Aε} (ε > 0) such that, each {Aε} is 1 + ε-approximation, and its running
time may depend on input and ε[1]. Azar et al. [6] provides a 2-approximation
algorithm for p > 1, and

√
2-approximation for p = 2. And Kumar et al.[7]

improves it with a better-than-2 approximation algorithm for all p ≥ 1. Im and
Li[8] consider weighted completion time with job release date. They improve a 2-
approximation to 1.8786-approximation for both preemptive and non-preemptive
problems. For R||Cmax, when matrix rank formed by job processing time is small,
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Bhaskara et al.[9] show that it admits an QPTAS for rank 2, and is APX-hard
for rank 4. Chen et al.[10] continue this research and prove it APX-hard for rank
3. Deng et al.[11] consider a more general problem called GLB problem, where
the load of each machine is a norm, and minimizes generalized makespan(also
a norm). They provide a polynomial O(log n)-approximation algorithm. Im and
Li[8] give a 1.45-approximation algorithm for minimizing total weighted comple-
tion time, and a

√
4/3-approximation for minimizing L2-norm. Bamas et al.[12]

obtain a polynomial (2−1/nε)-approximation for two-value makespan minimiza-
tion, and a polynomial (1.75 + ε)-approximation for the restricted assignment
case.

The organization of this paper is as follows. Section 2 considers the one
machine case and proves several important observations for this case. Section 3
considers the multiple machines case and gives our main algorithm.

2 The one machine case

Consider any fixed machine v with parameters kAv , k
B
v , tAv and tBv . Denote by

f(a, b) the minimum time units for this machine to finish task-combination (a, b),
and denote by Sv the set of task-combinations that can be finished by machine
v within L time units (where L is a bound that will be specified by a binary
search in the main algorithm). Formally, Sv = {(a, b) | f(a, b) ≤ L}.

A crucial property of Sv is described in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. For fixed a ≥ 0, those b for which (a, b) ∈ Sv are consecutive.

To prove this theorem, we need some knowledge about f(a, b) as shown below.

Definition 1. For a ≥ 0 and s ≥ 0, define costA(a, s) to be the minimum time
units for machine v to process a A-jobs in s batches (here, we allow empty batch
length and hence costA(a, s) is well-defined even for the case a < s). Formally,

costA(a, s) = minx1+...+xs=a
x1≥0,...,xs≥0

{s · tAv + (x2
1 + . . .+ x2

s) · kAv }.

Note that for s = 0, we have costA(0, 0) = 0 and costA(a, 0) = ∞ for a > 0.
Similarly, define

costB(b, s) = min x1+...+xs=b
x1≥0,...,xs≥0

{s · tBv + (x2
1 + . . .+ x2

s) · kBv }.

For a ≥ 0 and s > 0, the following equation holds (trivial proof omitted).

costA(a, s) = s · tAv +

[
(a mod s)(

[a
s

]
+ 1)2 + (s− (a mod s))

[a
s

]2]
· kAv . (1)

According to (1), for fixed s ≥ 1, function costA(a, s) of variable a increases
on [0,∞). Similarly, function costB(b, s) of variable b increases on [0,∞).
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Lemma 1. f(a, b) = min0≤s≤min(b,a+1) cost(a, b, s), where

cost(a, b, s) = costB(b, s) +mcostA(a, s), (2)

and
mcostA(a, s) = min

s′∈{s−1,s,s+1},s′≥0
costA(a, s′). (3)

Lemma 1 is not that obvious – An empty batch is allowed in the definition
of costA and costB , yet not allowed in processing the task-combination (a, b).

Proof. Suppose we want to process the task combination (a, b). Without loss
of generality, assume that we use s amount of B-batches. Obviously, (1) s ≤ b
(otherwise some B-batches would be empty, which is not allowed). (2) s ≤ a+1
(since the number of A-batches is at least s− 1 and at most a). Together,

0 ≤ s ≤ min(b, a+ 1).

Under the assumption that there are s amount of B-batches and s ≤ b, we
know that all the B-jobs can be done in costB(b, s) time units. It remains to show
that the minimum time units for completing A-jobs is mcostA(a, s) time under
the constraint that the number of A-batches belongs to {s− 1, s, s+ 1} ∩ [0, a].

Plugging in the formula of mcostA(a, s), it reduces to proving that

min
s′∈{s−1,s,s+1}∩[0,+∞)

costA(a, s′) = min
s′∈{s−1,s,s+1}∩[0,a]

costA(a, s′). (4)

For s < a, (4) holds as {s− 1, s, s+ 1} ∩ [0,+∞) = {s− 1, s, s+ 1} ∩ [0, a].
For s = a, observing that costA(a, a+1) > costA(a, a) (due to the definition

of costA), the left and right sides of (4) both equal mins′∈{a−1,a}∩[0,a] cost
A(a, s′).

For s = a+ 1, observing that costA(a, a+ 2) > costA(a, a) and costA(a, a+
1) > costA(a, a), the two sides of (4) are equal to mins′∈{a} cost

A(a, s′). ⊓⊔

Lemma 2. For a ≥ 0, all the functions below are increasing functions of s:

1. costA(a, s+1)− costA(a, s) (namely, the difference function of costA(a, s));
2. costB(a, s+1)− costB(a, s) (namely, the difference function of costB(a, s));
3. mcostA(a, s+1)−mcostA(a, s) (namely, the difference function of mcostA(a, s)).

In other words, costA(a, s), costB(a, s),mcostA(a, s) are convex functions of s.

Due to space limit, the proof of Lemma 2 is deferred to appendix.

Lemma 3. 1. For fixed a ≥ 0 and b ≥ 0, function cost(a, b, s+1)−cost(a, b, s)
of s (namely, the difference function of cost(a, b, s)) is increasing.

2. For fixed s ≥ 0 and a ≥ 0, function cost(a, b, s) of b is increasing.
3. For fixed s ≥ 0 and b ≥ 0, function cost(a, b, s) of a is increasing.
4. Function cost(x, x+ 1, x+ 1) of x is increasing.
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Proof. 1. Recall cost(a, b, s) = costB(b, s)+mcostA(a, s). The claim on cost(a, b, s)
follows from the claims on costB and mcostA given in lemma 2.

2. This claim follows from the fact that the function costB(b, s) of variable b
increases on [0,∞) (which is stated right below (1)).

3. We need to distinguish two cases by whether s = 0 or s > 0. First, suppose
s > 0. It reduces to showing that mcostA(a, s) is increasing as a grows. Recall
mcostA(a, s) = min

(
costA(a, s− 1), costA(a, s), costA(a, s+ 1)

)
. This function

is increasing because of the fact that costA(a, s− 1), costA(a, s), costA(a, s+ 1)
are all increasing functions of a (as stated right below (1)). The proof for the
case s = 0 is similar and easier; we leave it as an exercise for the reader.

4. Notice that cost(x, x+1, x+1) = costB(x+1, x+1)+mcostA(x, x+1) =
costB(x+ 1, x+ 1) + costA(x, x) = (x+ 1)(kBv + tBv ) + x(kAv + tAv ). ⊓⊔

We are ready to prove Theorem 1. Suppose a ≥ 0 is fixed in the following.
We introduce a table M with nb + 1 rows and a+ 2 columns to prove Theo-

rem 1: for (b, s) where 0 ≤ b ≤ nb, and 0 ≤ s ≤ a+ 1, define

M(b, s) =

{
[cost(a, b, s) ≤ L], s ≤ b;

− ( leave it as undefined), s > b,
(5)

where [·] denotes the Iverson bracket. See table 1 for an example. Rows in M
are indexed with 0 to nb. Columns in M are indexed with 0 to a+ 1.

b
s 0 1 2 3

0 1 - - -

1 1 1 - -

2 0 0 1 -

3 0 0 1 0

4 0 0 0 0
Table 1. An example of M , where nb = 4 and a = 2.

Proof (of Theorem 1). Assume a ≥ 0 is fixed. Recall that this theorem states
that {b | f(a, b) ≤ L} are consecutive. Following Lemma 1, f(a, b) ≤ L if and
only if the b-th row in M has a 1. Hence it reduces to showing that (i) the rows
in M with at least one 1 are consecutive.

We now point out two facts about table M(b, s).

Fact 1. If M(b, s) = 1 and s ≤ b− 1, then M(b− 1, s) = 1.

Proof. Since M(b, s) = 1, we know cost(a, b, s) ≤ L. By lemma 3.2 we know
cost(a, b− 1, s) ≤ cost(a, b, s) ≤ L. So M(b− 1, s) = 1. ⊓⊔
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Fact 2. If M(s, s) = 1 and M(s+ 1, s+ 1) = 0, then M(s′, s′) = 0 for s′ > s+ 1.

Proof. Since M(s, s) = 1 and M(s + 1, s + 1) = 0, we know cost(a, s, s) ≤
L < cost(a, s+ 1, s+ 1). So,

cost(a, s, s) < cost(a, s+ 1, s+ 1). (6)

Observe that cost(a, s′, s′) = costB(s′, s′) + mcostA(a, s′) = s′tBv + s′kBv +
mcostA(a, s′). Following lemma 2, function cost(a, s′, s′) of s′ is convex. Fur-
ther since (6), cost(a, s′, s′) is strictly increasing when s′ ≥ s+ 1. Therefore
cost(a, s′, s′) > cost(a, s+ 1, s+ 1) > L, which means M(s′, s′) = 0. ⊓⊔

According to Fact 2, the 1’s in the diagonal of M are consecutive. According
to Fact 1, the 1’s in any particular column are consecutive and the lowest 1 (if
any) in that column always appears at the diagonal of M . Together, we obtain
argument (i). ⊓⊔

2.1 More properties of Sv

For 0 ≤ a ≤ na, 0 ≤ b ≤ nb, define F (v)(a, b) = [(a, b) ∈ Sv] = [f(a, b) ≤ L].
Abbreviate F (v) as F when v is clear. This table represents Sv. See table 2 for
an illustration. Whereas Theorem 1 shows the consecutiveness of 1’s within any
row of F , the next theorem shows properties of F between its consecutive rows.

Theorem 2. For any fixed a ≥ 0,

1. If some row of F are all 0’s, so is the next row of F .
2. If both row a and row a+ 1 contain 1, at least one of the following holds:

(1) there is b such that F (a, b) = F (a+ 1, b) = 1.
(2) F (a, a+ 1) = F (a+ 1, a+ 2) = 1.

a
b 0 1 2 3

0 1 1 1 1

1 0 1 0 0

2 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0

Table 2. An example of F (v), which represents Sv.

We introduce two subregions of F . The area in which b ≤ a+1 is referred to
as Area 1. The area in which b ≥ a+ 1 is referred to as Area 2.

Lemma 4. 1. For (a, b), (a+1, b) in Area 1, F (a, b) = 0 implies F (a+1, b) = 0.
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2. For (a, b), (a, b+ 1) in Area 2, F (a, b) = 0 implies F (a, b+ 1) = 0.
3. If F (a, a+ 1) = 0, then F (a+ 1, a+ 2) = 0.
4. If F (a+ 1, a+ 1) = 0 and F (a+ 1, a+ 2) = 1, then F (a, a+ 1) = 1.

Proof. 1. By F (a, b) = 0, we know cost(a, b, s) > L for all s ≤ b. Applying
lemma 3.3, cost(a+ 1, b, s) ≥ cost(a, b, s) > L. So F (a+ 1, b) = 0.
2. By F (a, b) = 0, we know cost(a, b, s) > L for all s ≤ a+1. Applying lemma 3.2,
cost(a, b+ 1, s) ≥ cost(a, b, s) > L. So F (a, b+ 1) = 0.
3. Because F (a, a + 1) = 0, we get cost(a, a + 1, s) > L for s ∈ [0, a + 1]. In
particular, cost(a, a+1, a+1) > L. Hence cost(a+1, a+2, a+2) > L due to lemma
3.4. Applying Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3, cost(a + 1, a + 2, s) ≥ cost(a, a + 1, s) > L
for all s ∈ [0, a+1]. Together, cost(a+1, a+2, s) > L for all s ∈ [0, a+2], which
implies F (a+ 1, a+ 2) = 0.
4. By F (a+ 1, a+ 2) = 1, we know min0≤s≤a+2 cost(a+ 1, a+ 2, s) ≤ L.

Because F (a+1, a+1) = 0, we have cost(a+1, a+1, s) > L for s ∈ [0, a+1].
Further with Lemma 3.2, we get cost(a+ 1, a+ 2, s) > L for s ∈ [0, a+ 1].

Together, we conclude that cost(a+ 1, a+ 2, a+ 2) ≤ L.
By Lemma 3.4, cost(a, a+1, a+1) ≤ cost(a+1, a+2, a+2) ≤ L. Therefore

min0≤s≤a+1 cost(a, a+1, s) ≤ L, which further implies that F (a, a+1) = 1. ⊓⊔
Proof (Theorem 2). 1. Suppose row a are all 0’s. By Lemma 4.1 and 4.3, we
know F (a+ 1, i) = 0 for all i ≤ a+ 2. See Table 3.

a
b 0 1 ... a a+ 1 a+ 2 ... ... nb

0

1

2

...

a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

a+ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

...

na

Table 3.

Further according to Lemma 4.2, row a+ 1 are all 0’s.

2. If there exists b ≤ a + 1, such that F (a + 1, b) = 1, we know F (a, b) and
F (a+ 1, b) are both in Area 1. So by Lemma 4.1 we know F (a, b) = 1.

Otherwise, F (a + 1, b) = 0 for all b ≤ a + 1. So there exists b0 > a + 1 such
that F (a+ 1, b0) = 1. By lemma 4.2 we know F (a+ 1, a+ 2) = 1. So by lemma
4.4 we know F (a, a+ 1) = 1. ⊓⊔
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3 Multiple machines case

Below we give an O(n2p log(n)) algorithm based on dynamic programming and
binary search, and subsection 3.2 proves its running time.

3.1 Algorithm

For convenience, let bv(a) = {b ≥ 0 | f(a, b) ≤ L}. Given finite set A,B ⊆ Z, we
define A+B = {a+ b | a ∈ A, b ∈ B} as their sumset.

Definition 2. For v ≥ 0, a ≥ 0 and L ≥ 0, define dp(v, a) to be the set of
amount b of B-jobs, such that the first v machines can finish the task-combination
(a, b) within L time units. Formally,

dp(v, a) =
⋃

x1+...+xv=a
x1≥0,...,xv≥0

(b1(x1) + . . .+ bv(xv)).

We can immediately get recurrence formula for dp(v, a) by enumerating the
number of A-jobs finished by the last machine:

dp(v, a) =
⋃

0≤a′≤a

(dp(v − 1, a− a′) + bv(a
′)) . (7)

We obtain the answer by binary searching the smallest time units L that
makes dp(p, na) containing nb. The following theorem assures that dp(p, na) can
be calculated in O(n2p) time. The upper bound of L is O(n2) by scheduling all
jobs to one machine. Therefore the answer can be calculated in O(n2p log(n))
time.

Theorem 3. Set dp(v, a) is an interval.

Suppose Theorem 3 holds. Let dp(v, a) = [dp(v, a).l, dp(v, a).r]. Theorem 1
states that bv(a) is an interval. Let bv(a) = [bv(a).l, bv(a).r]. And (7) can be
simplified as:

dp(v, a).l = min0≤a′≤a (dp(v − 1, a− a′).l + bv(a
′).l) ,

dp(v, a).r = max0≤a′≤a (dp(v − 1, a− a′).r + bv(a
′).r) .

3.2 Proof of theorem 3

To prove this theorem, we need some knowledge about dp(v, a) as shown below.

Lemma 5. For any v ≥ 1 and a ≥ 0,

1. If dp(v, a) = ∅, then dp(v, a+ δ) = ∅ for all δ > 0.
2. If dp(v, a) ̸= ∅ and dp(v, a+ 1) ̸= ∅, at leat one of the following holds:

(1) dp(v, a) ∩ dp(v, a+ 1) ̸= ∅.
(2) there exists b0 ∈ dp(v, a) and b0 + 1 ∈ dp(v, a+ 1).
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Proof. 1. We prove it by induction on v. When v = 1, we have dp(1, a) = b1(a).
Notice that Theorem 2.1 states that if bv(a) = ∅, then bv(a + δ) = ∅. So the
conclusion holds.

Suppose conclusion holds for v − 1. Recall that

dp(v, a) =
⋃

0≤a′≤a

(dp(v − 1, a− a′) + bv(a
′)) ,

and
dp(v, a+ δ) =

⋃
0≤a′≤a+δ

(dp(v − 1, a+ δ − a′) + bv(a
′)) .

Because dp(v, a) = ∅, we know either dp(v − 1, a − a′) = ∅ or bv(a
′) = ∅ for

a′ ∈ [0, a].
In order to prove dp(v, a+ δ) = ∅, we only need to prove that either dp(v −

1, a+ δ − a′) = ∅ or bv(a
′) = ∅ for a′ ∈ [0, a+ δ].

Case 1 (0 ≤ a′ ≤ a). If bv(a
′) = ∅, conclusion holds obviously. Otherwise,

dp(v − 1, a − a′) = ∅. Because a + δ − a′ > a − a′, by conclusion hypothesis we
know dp(v − 1, a+ δ − a′) = ∅.

Case 2 (a + 1 ≤ a′ ≤ a + δ). If there exists a′′ ∈ [0, a], such that bv(a
′′) = ∅,

we know bv(a
′) = ∅ by theorem 2.1. Otherwise, dp(v − 1, a − a′′) = ∅ for all

a′′ ∈ [0, a]. Let a′′ = a, we have dp(v − 1, 0) = ∅. Since a + δ − a′ > 0, by
conclusion hypothesis we know dp(v − 1, a+ δ − a′) = ∅.

2. We prove it by induction on v. When v = 1, we have dp(1, a) = b1(a).
Notice that Theorem 2.2 states that, if bv(a) ̸= ∅ and bv(a + 1) ̸= ∅, either
bv(a)∩ bv(a+1) ̸= ∅ or a+1 ∈ bv(a), a+2 ∈ bv(a+1). So the conclusion holds.

Suppose conclusion holds for v−1. Lemma 5.1 states that non-empty dp(v−
1, a) is consecutive when a changes. Theorem 2.1 states that non-empty bv(a) is
consecutive when a changes. So (7) can be written as

dp(v, a) =
⋃

a′∈[l1,r1]∩[l2,r2]

(dp(v − 1, a− a′) + bv(a
′)), (8)

where dp(v − 1, a− a′) ̸= ∅ for all a′ ∈ [l1, r1], and bv(a
′) ̸= ∅ for all a′ ∈ [l2, r2].

So
dp(v, a+ 1) =

⋃
a′∈[l1+1,r1+1]∩[l2,r2]

(dp(v − 1, a+ 1− a′) + bv(a
′)). (9)

Case 1 (l1 = r1). In this case

dp(v, a) = dp(v − 1, a− l1) + bv(l1),

and
dp(v, a+ 1) = dp(v − 1, a− l1) + bv(l1 + 1).

If bv(l1) ∩ bv(l1 + 1) ̸= ∅, we know dp(v, a) ∩ dp(v, a + 1) ̸= ∅. Otherwise,
according to theorem 2.2, we have l1+1 ∈ bv(l1) and l1+2 ∈ bv(l1+1). Suppose
b0 ∈ dp(v − 1, a− l1), then b0 + l1 + 1 ∈ dp(v, a) and b0 + l1 + 2 ∈ dp(v, a+ 1).
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Case 2 (l1 < r1). Notice that in this case, the intersection of [l1, r1]∩ [l2, r2] and
[l1 + 1, r1 + 1] ∩ [l2, r2] is non-empty. So there exists a′, such that dp(v − 1, a−
a′) + bv(a

′) and dp(v − 1, a+ 1− a′) + bv(a
′) are both non-empty.

If dp(v− 1, a− a′)∩ dp(v− 1, a+1− a′) ̸= ∅, then dp(v, a)∩ dp(v, a+1) ̸= ∅.
Otherwise, according to induction hypothesis, there exists b0 ∈ dp(v − 1, a− a′)
and b0+1 ∈ dp(v−1, a+1−a′). Suppose b1 ∈ bv(a

′), we know b0+ b1 ∈ dp(v, a)
and b0 + b1 + 1 ∈ dp(v, a+ 1). ⊓⊔

We can now prove Theorem 3.

Proof (of Theorem 3). We prove it by induction on v. When v = 1, we have
dp(1, a) = b1(a). The conclusion holds by Theorem 1.

Suppose conclusion holds for v−1. Lemma 5.1 states that non-empty dp(v, a)
is consecutive when a changes. Theorem 2.1 states that non-empty bv(a) is con-
secutive when a changes. So (7) can be written as

dp(v, a) =
⋃

a′∈[l,r]

(dp(v − 1, a− a′) + bv(a
′)),

where dp(v − 1, a− a′) + bv(a
′) ̸= ∅ for all a′ ∈ [l, r].

To prove dp(v, a) an interval, it reduces to prove that for all a′ ∈ [l, r − 1],
dp(v−1, a−a′)+bv(a

′)∪dp(v−1, a−(a′+1))+bv(a
′+1) is an interval. According

to theorem 2.2 and lemma 5.2, there are four cases we need to discuss.

Case 1 (bv(a′) ∩ bv(a
′ + 1) ̸= ∅;

dp(v − 1, a− a′) ∩ dp(v − 1, a− (a′ + 1)) ̸= ∅).
The intersection of dp(v−1, a−a′)+bv(a

′) and dp(v−1, a−(a′+1))+bv(a
′+1)

is non-empty. By conclusion hypothesis and theorem 1, their union is an interval.

Case 2 (a′ + 1 ∈ bv(a
′), a′ + 2 ∈ bv(a

′ + 1);
dp(v − 1, a− a′) ∩ dp(v − 1, a− (a′ + 1)) ̸= ∅).

Suppose b0 ∈ dp(v− 1, a− a′)∩ dp(v− 1, a− (a′ + 1)), we have b0 + a′ + 1 ∈
dp(v − 1, a− a′) + bv(a

′), and b0 + a′ + 2 ∈ dp(v − 1, a− (a′ + 1)) + bv(a
′ + 1).

By conclusion hypothesis and theorem 1, their union is an interval.

Case 3 (bv(a′) ∩ bv(a
′ + 1) ̸= ∅;

there exists b0 ∈ dp(v − 1, a− (a′ + 1)), b0 + 1 ∈ dp(v − 1, a− a′)).
Proof is same as in case 2.

Case 4 (a′ + 1 ∈ bv(a
′), a′ + 2 ∈ bv(a

′ + 1);
there exists b0 ∈ dp(v − 1, a− (a′ + 1)), b0 + 1 ∈ dp(v − 1, a− a′)).

Then b0+a′+2 ∈ dp(v−1, a−a′)+bv(a
′), and b0+a′+2 ∈ dp(v−1, a−(a′+

1))+bv(a
′+1). So their intersection is non-empty. By conclusion hypothesis and

theorem 1, their union is an interval. ⊓⊔
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3.3 The linear case

It’s easy to know that there exists optimal solution that each machine processes
several A-jobs and then several B-jobs. Therefore

f(a, b) = tAv [a > 0] + tBv [b > 0] + kAv a+ kBv b,

where [·] denotes the Iverson bracket. And

bv(a) = {b ≥ 0 : f(a, b) ≤ L}

=

[
0,

1

kBv
(L− tAv [a > 0]− tBv [b > 0])− kAv

kBv
a

]
.

Set bv(a) is obviously an interval and satisfies Theorem 2. And dp(v, a) satisfies
Theorem 3.
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A A proof of Lemma 2

Proof (of Lemma 2). First we prove costA(a, s) is convex function of s. The
proof of costB(b, s) is the same.

Let a = sq + r, where 0 ≤ r < s, we have

costA(a, s) =
[
r(q + 1)2 + (s− r)q2

]
kAv + stAv .

Let g(s) = r(a+ 1)2 + (s− r)q2, it reduces to prove that g(s) is convex.
Let

a = sq + r, where 0 ≤ r < s, (10)

a = (s+ 1)q′ + r′, where 0 ≤ r′ < s+ 1, (11)

a = (s+ 2)q′′ + r′′, where 0 ≤ r′′ < s+ 2. (12)

Notice that q ≥ q′ ≥ q′′.
Then let

∆s = g(s+ 1)− g(s)

= 2r′q′ + r′ + (s+ 1)q′2 − 2rq − r − sq2,

∆s+1 = g(s+ 2)− g(s+ 1)

= 2r′′q′′ + r′′ + (s+ 2)q′′2 − 2r′q′ − r′ − (s+ 1)q′2.

We only need to prove
∆s+1 ≥ ∆s.

Case 1 (q = q′ = q′′). By (10), (11) and (12) we know r′ − r = r′′ − r′ = −q.
And we have

∆s = (2q + 1)(r′ − r) + q2,

and
∆s+1 = (2q + 1)(r′′ − r′) + q2.

Therefore ∆s = ∆s+1.

Case 2 (q > q′ = q′′).
We have

∆s = 2r′q′ + r′ + (s+ 1)q′2 − 2rq − r − sq2,

and

∆s+1 = 2r′′q′′ + r′′ + (s+ 2)q′′2 − 2r′q′ − r′ − (s+ 1)q′2

= 2r′′q′ + r′′ + q′2 − 2r′q′ − r′.

Apply (10), (11) and (12) to the above formulas and eliminate r, r′ and r′′. We
have

∆s+1 −∆s =
[
−sq2 + (2a− s)q

]
−

[
−sq′2 + (2a− s)q′

]
.

Let h(x) = sx2 − (2a− s)x, it reduces to prove that h(q) ≤ h(q′).
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𝑞’ 𝑞

𝑥 =
𝑎

𝑠
−
1

2

Fig. 1.

Because q > q′, let q = q′ + α, where α ≥ 1.
Notice that h(x) is a quadratic function with axis of symmetry x = a

s − 1
2 .

See figure 1. We consider the middle point between q′ and q.

q + q′

2
=

2q − α

2

= q − α

2

= ⌊a
s
⌋ − α

2

≤ a

s
− α

2

≤ a

s
− 1

2
.

Therefore h(q) ≤ h(q′).

Case 3 (q = q′ > q′′).
We have

∆s = 2r′q′ + r′ + (s+ 1)q′2 − 2rq − r − sq2

= 2(r′ − r)q′ + r′ − r + q′2,

and
∆s+1 = 2r′′q′′ + r′′ + (s+ 2)q′′2 − 2r′q′ − r′ − (s+ 1)q′2.
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𝑞’’ 𝑞’

𝑥 =
𝑎

𝑠 + 2
−
1

2

Fig. 2.

Apply (10), (11) and (12) to the above formulas and eliminate r, r′ and r′′. We
have

∆s+1 −∆s = −(s+ 2)q′′2 + (2a− s− 2)q′′ + (s+ 2)q′2 − (2a− s− 2)q′.

Let h(x) = (s+ 2)x2 − (2a− s− 2)x, it reduces to prove that h(q′′) ≤ h(q′).
Because q′ > q′′, let q′ = q′′ + α, where α ≥ 1.
Notice that h(x) is a quadratic function with axis of symmetry x = a

s+2 −
1
2 .

See figure 2. We consider the middle point between q′ and q′′. We have

q′ + q′′

2
=

2q′′ + α

2

= q′′ +
α

2

= ⌊ a

s+ 2
⌋+ α

2
,

let
a

s+ 2
+ β, where 0 ≤ β ≤ 1, then

=
a

s+ 2
− β +

α

2

>
a

s+ 2
− 1 +

1

2

=
a

s+ 2
− 1

2
.



16 Cao and Jin

Therefore h(q′′) < h(q′).

Case 4 (q > q′ > q′′).
Recall that

∆s = 2r′q′ + r′ + (s+ 1)q′2 − 2rq − r − sq2,

∆s+1 = 2r′′q′′ + r′′ + (s+ 2)q′′2 − 2r′q′ − r′ − (s+ 1)q′2.

Apply (10), (11) and (12) to the above formulas and eliminate r, r′ and r′′. We
have

∆s+1 −∆s = (s+ 2)q′2−(2a− s− 2)q′ −
[
sq2 − (2a− s)q

]
−[

(s+ 2)q′′2 − (2a− s− 2)q′′ − (sq′2 − (2a− s)q′)
]
.

Let h(x1, x2) = (s+2)x2
1 − (2a− s− 2)x1 − sx2

2 +(2a− s)x2, it reduces to prove
that h(q′′, q′) ≤ h(q′, q).

Notice that h(x1, x2) is a hyperbolic paraboloid, we reduce it to its general
form:

h(x1, x2) +
1
4 (2a− s− 2)2

s+ 2
−

1
4 (2a− s)2

s
=(

x1 −
1
2 (2a−s−2)

s+2

)2

(
1√
s+2

)2 −

(
x2 −

1
2 (2a−s)

s

)2

(
1√
s

)2 .

We can observe its saddle point (x∗
1, x

∗
2, h

∗), where

x∗
1 =

1
2 (2a− s− 2)

s+ 2
,

x∗
2 =

1
2 (2a− s)

s
,

h∗ =
1
4 (2a− s)2

s
−

1
4 (2a− s− 2)2

s+ 2
.

First, consider the cross section of the hyperbolic paraboloid parallel to plane
x1Oh: h(x1, ∗). Notice that it’s a parabola with axis of symmetry x = a

s+2 − 1
2 .

Consider q′ and q′′. Same as case 3, we know h(q′, ∗) ≥ h(q′′, ∗).
Next, consider the cross section of the hyperbolic paraboloid parallel to plane

x2Oh: h(∗, x2). Notice that it’s a parabola with axis of symmetry x = a
s − 1

2 .
See figure 3. Consider the middle point of q and q′.

Let q = q′ + α, where α ≥ 1. We have

q′ + q

2
=

2q − α

2

= q − α

2

= ⌊a
s
⌋ − α

2

≤ a

s
− 1

2
.
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𝑞’ 𝑞

𝑥 =
𝑎

𝑠
−
1

2

Fig. 3.

Therefore h(∗, q) ≥ h(∗, q′).
By h(q′, ∗) ≥ h(q′′, ∗) and h(∗, q) ≥ h(∗, q′), we know

h(q′, q) ≥ h(q′′, q) ≥ h(q′′, q′).

At last we prove that mcostA(a, s) is convex function of s. Recall that

mcostA(a, s) = min
s′∈{s−1,s,s+1},s′≥0

costA(a, s′).

Case 1 (costA(a, s) is increasing (or decreasing) for s).
Then mcostA(a, s) = costA(a, s− 1) (or costA(a, s+ 1)).

Case 2 (There exists s0, such that when s ≤ s0, costA(a, s) decreases, and when
s ≥ s0, costA(a, s) increases).

According to case 1, mcostA(a, s) is convex when s ≤ s0 and s ≥ s0. It
reduces to prove that

mcostA(a, s0)−mcostA(a, s0 − 1) ≤ mcostA(a, s0 + 1)−mcostA(a, s0). (13)

Notice that

mcostA(a, s0 − 1) = mcostA(a, s0) = mcostA(a, s0 + 1) = costA(a, s0),

so the left and right side of (13) are both 0.
Therefore mcostA(a, s) is convex. ⊓⊔
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