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ABSTRACT

This paper attends to a generalized version of the classic page
migration problem where migration costs are not necessarily
given by the migration distance only, but may depend on prior
migrations, or on the available bandwidth along the migration
path. Interestingly, this problem cannot be viewed from a
Metrical Task System (MTS) perspective, despite the generality
of MTS: The corresponding MTS has an unbounded state space
and, thus, an unbounded competitive ratio. Nevertheless, we are
able to present an optimal online algorithm for a wide range
of problem variants, improving the best upper bounds known
so far for more specific problems. For example, we present a
tight bound of O(logn/loglogn) for the competitive ratio of
the virtual server migration problem introduced recently.

I. INTRODUCTION

The classic Page Migration problem asks for a strategy to
dynamically position a page (or a server) in the network such
that the access costs to this page (measured in the distance
between host issuing the request and the host storing the page)
as well as the migration costs of the page are minimized.
Concretely, in the realm of online algorithms and competitive
analysis, it is assumed that the sequence of requests accessing
the page from different locations in the network is arbitrary
and cannot be foreseen. In the traditional problem version
introduced in the 80ies, the migration costs are proportional
to the distance the server is migrated, as well as to the page
size. Subsequently, the problem has been generalized to the
well-known Metrical Task System (MTS) problem, which is
also a generalization of many other online problems on graphs
(e.g., the k-Server Problem). In a metrical task system, costs
for satisfying a request (or more precisely: performing a task)
in a certain state (e.g., for a server being at a certain node) are
given as well as a metric space for distances between states.
Traditionally, these problems are motivated by shared
memory management in networks. A page can be moved (or
migrated") to different computers in the network, sharing the
same address space. The problem is also encountered as the file
migration problem in a distributed network. Instead of pages,
files are migrated. With the rise of the world wide web, where
requests are supposed to be fulfilled in real time, the problem
has received additional attention. Another (recent) application
is the virtual server migration (in [1]) in the context of cloud

computing [15] and the novel network virtualization paradigms.

'We will treat the verbs move and migrate as synonyms.

Opposed to simple pages, entire services, i.e. programs with
data, are moved across the network. Moreover, these migration
services may be offered to service providers (or directly
to users) by infrastructure owners (or resource brokers and
resellers).

These recent networking trends introduce more general
migration costs that cannot be modeled with the existing
problem formulations. For instance, consider a service provider
offering a low-latency SAP application which is flexibly moved
closer to the (potentially mobile) users. Without support of live
migration technology, each migration may come at a service
interruption cost which depends on the migration time. This
cost is unlikely to depend on the distance the server is moved
but rather on the available bandwidth along the migration path.

Interestingly, it turns out that obtainable competitive ratios
critically depend on the migration cost model. We, in this
paper, present a novel online algorithm for migration cost
functions and we show its (asymptotic) optimality for the
classic problem variants, i.e., for a scenario where migration
costs depend on distances and also for the scenario where
costs are determined by the number of migrations. In the latter
case, we improve on the asymptotic competitive ratio of prior
work. We also conjecture that our algorithm is (asymptotically)
optimal for any other reasonable cost function (see Section III).
In particular, our generalized migration model allows the costs
of a migration to be dependent on an aggregate measure of
prior migrations, i.e., the number of all migrations or the total
distance the server has been migrated. For instance, a cloud
or virtual network provider may provide discounts to good
customers using much resources and migrating frequently. Thus,
the state of an algorithm is characterized not only by its current
server location but also by its prior movements, resulting in
a state space that increases exponentially with the number of
requests (this holds despite the fact that some convergence
criteria apply due to the definition of the cost function; see
Section III). Note that metrical task systems cannot deal with
such a scenario due to an unbounded state space. Therefore,
our problem is not merely an instance of a MTS but rather
pushes for an extension of MTS.

Our analysis differs from prior work in that it does not rely
on potential functions. Thus, we believe that the techniques
employed in our analysis are of independent interest.

II. RELATED WORK

The problem of page migration has been investigated already
in the 70ies in the context of placing a database in a computer



network, e.g. [12]. Whereas initial research focused more
on a mathematical formulation and solution of the problem,
e.g. through integer linear programs, the first algorithmic
treatment for larger instances was undertaken in the 80ies
by [13]. Typically, some kind of usage pattern was assumed
and treatment was mainly based on heuristics. The algorithmic
study abandoning any assumption on usage patterns employing
competitive analysis was established in [8]. More precisely, the
page migration problem together with the page replication
problem has been introduced by [8]. For the replication
problem pages are not migrated but copied; a copied page
cannot be deleted. Efficient algorithms were derived for trees
and complete graphs. After a sequence of improvements,
constant-competitive solutions have emerged, i.e. [2] gives
a 7-competitive deterministic solution. This was later improved
by [5] which attains a competitive ratio of 4.086. On the
other hand, [11] shows a lower bound of roughly 3.148. The
concept of copying the behavior of an optimal algorithm is
common for many online algorithms. The seemingly natural
choice of moving to a center of gravity, which minimizes the
access costs for a set of requests, has already been introduced
in [2] with the so called Move-To-Min algorithm and has
been used also in other work [6]. However, the decision
when to move the server is different for most algorithms,
in particular for ours. The analysis in [2] and [5] heavily rely
on the linearity of the migration cost function g in the distance
migrated, i.e. g(d) = D - d for some fixed D > 1. Both papers
rely on a commonly encountered technique for analysis of
online algorithms, namely potential functions. Our analysis is
different. It refrains from using a potential function argument
and rather minimizes sums of interdependent variables, e.g.,
see Lemma V.9.

However, if costs are dependent on the number of migrations
only, i.e. in the so-called virtual server migration [6] problem
then the same paper [6] shows a non-constant lower bound
of Q(logn/loglogn) where n is the number of nodes in the
network, which follows from the related problem of online
function tracking [7], [16]. We achieve asymptotic optimality
for both cost models. In particular, we improve upon [6],
which gives a randomized O(log n)-competitive algorithm, and
[1] which also describes a deterministic algorithm yielding a
competitive ratio of O(logn). In [1] each node v maintains a
counter ¢(v) that is incremented with every request r by the
distance d(v, ) between node v and request location 7. A node
is called active as long as ¢(u) < /40 for some threshold
describing the migration cost (and being at least the diameter of
the graph). Once the counter ¢(u) of u reaches the threshold 3
the server is migrated to an active node w, such that node w is
a center of gravity for all active nodes {w € V|c(w) < 3/40}.

Once there are no active nodes left, all counters are reset to 0.

The analysis shows that with every movement of the server a
constant fraction of nodes become inactive, i.e. after O(logn)

movements each costing 5 all nodes must have become inactive.

It is also shown that the optimal offline algorithm must move
its server at least once or incurs access costs at least (f),
yielding a competitive ratio of O(logn). The virtual server

migration problem differs from the page migration problem in
the sense that the cost of migration depends on the available
bandwidth along the migration path, rather than on the path
length.

The page migration problem is related to many other
problems. The facility location problem [14] asks for optimal
facility locations such that facility building costs and access
costs are minimized; the facilities cannot be migrated. In the
k-server problems (see, e.g., [9] and in particular [3] for a
construction achieving a polylogarithmic competitive ratio),
an online algorithm must control the migration of a set of &
servers, represented as points in a metric space, and handle
requests that come also in the form of points in the space. As
each request arrives, the algorithm must determine which server
to move to the requested point. The goal of the algorithm is
to reduce the total distance that all servers traverse.

The virtual server migration problem, the facility location
problem, the k-server problem and the page migration problem
are all instances of metrical task systems (MTS) (e.g., [4],
[10]). For metrical task systems, there exist (relatively com-
plex) asymptotically optimal deterministic ©(n)-competitive
algorithms, where n is the state (or “configuration”) space, and
randomized O(log2 nloglog n)-competitive algorithms given
that the state space fulfills the triangle inequality. Assuming
that n is given by the number of nodes, i.e. independent of
prior migrations, then a general deterministic solution is at least
exponentially worse than our competitive algorithm ranging
from being O(1) to being O(logn/loglogn) competitive.
However, if the algorithm’s state is determined not only by its
current server location but also by decisions made in the past,
i.e. prior migrations, the state space grows with every possibility
of a migration, i.e. with every request. Thus, in this case the
competitive ratio becomes unbounded for state-of-the-art MTS
algorithms.

III. MODEL AND DEFINITIONS

Consider an undirected graph G = (V, E) with a distance
function d : V x V' — R, e.g. a physical network or a substrate
network on which virtual services are offered. For two nodes
u,v € V d(u,v) gives the length of the shortest path on G.
We assume that d is a metric, in particular that the triangle
inequality holds, i.e. d(u,v) < d(u,w)+d(w, v) for any nodes
u,v,w € V. There is a single server positioned at some node
u € V. The server must serve a sequence of (potentially
infinitely many) requests by nodes o := (r¢,71,...,) with
r; € V. For convenience, we use request r; to denote node
r; € V issuing the (i + 1)% request. A subsequence o(l)
consists of the first [ requests of o. The cost of a request
r € o is given by the distance d(u, ). Let the access costs C
for a sequence R of requests for a server positioned at node
u be C(u,R) := Y .pd(u,r). The server can be migrated
from any node u to any other node v # u before a request
is issued. The objective is to strike a balance between access
costs and migration costs. The function g(z|y) defines the cost
of moving the server, where x and y can have two different
meanings. Costs can be based on the distance x the server is



moved given that it has already been moved for distance .
Costs can also be determined by the number of movements.
In this case g(1|y) denotes the costs to move the server (to an
arbitrary node) given y movements have been performed so far.
We assume that the function g(z|y) behaves like real world
costs in a typical consumer-producer relationship, and may
e.g., describe discounts for frequent customers. This means
that migrating more does never increase marginal costs, but
it might decrease it. More precisely, g(x|y) is monotonically
decreasing with x and y, i.e.,

Vatw<wz+y:g(aly)/z < gzlw)/z (D

We assume equality in (1) for 2 + w = z 4 y. This means
that given a fixed number of migrations have been performed,
the costs per distance of a migration (or per migration) are
the same as long as the overall distance migrated (or overall
number of migrations) is the same. We also require that it
is always at least as expensive to migrate the server for
distance x as it is to answer a request being at distance
x from a server, i.e. Yy : g(z|ly) > «. In particular, for
migration costs based on the number of movements this implies
that the most expensive migration between two nodes of
maximal distance, i.e. max, ey d(a,b) (= diameter of the
graph), is a lower bound on the cost of a migration, i.e.
g(1ly) > maxgpey d(a,b). If only g(z) is stated without
conditioning on another variable y then the costs depend only
on .

We assume a conservative perspective, i.e. nothing is known
about requests in o occurring in the future. An online algorithm
ON has to decide whether or not to migrate the server only
based on already served requests. We are in the realm on online
algorithms and competitive analysis. Our goal is to minimize
the (strict) competitive ratio p, i.e., the overall cost of the
online algorithm ON divided by the overall cost of an optimal
offline algorithm OFF (knowing ¢ in advance).

The total costs of our algorithm ON are the sum of its total
access costs CQ¥(o) and its total server migration cost C{F (),
ie. CMN(o)+ CO¥ (o). Analogously for OFF the total costs
are CQ™ (o) + C{ (o).

C(ON) CSN(o) + C9N (o)

p = MaXqg = IMaXos —Ar <~ —om, <

C(OFF) CY*¥ (o) + CYF (o)

Initially, ON’s server and OFF’s server are located at the
same node, i.e. fo. Let (fo, f1,..-, fso,) De the initial server
position fy concatenated with the sequence of sgy nodes (in
chronological order) where an online algorithm ON places the
server during the execution such that it replies to at least one
request for each node f; with i € [0, f,,, — 1] . Let fs,, be
its last position after the last migration once all requests o
have been handled. Define dyyy(v,R) := 3 pd(v,7)/|R|
for a subsequence of requests R C o. The center(s) of gravity
CG(R) C V are defined as the closest nodes U C V for which
C(u,R) := 3, cpd(u,r) = |R|-dayg(u, R) is minimal among
all nodes V. Frequently, there is just a single minimum, i.e.
u:= CG(R) for a node u € V.

We abbreviate the cost based on the number of migrations as
co.nb.m. and the costs based on the distance as co.di..

Let F; be all requests handled while the server was at
position f;. Let o) be OFF’s server position for handling
the request immediately preceding the first request in F;
(for © > 0) and OFF’s initial server position for 7+ = 0.
Assume OFF migrated from o} to o and so on until 0f,,
where it handled the last request in Fj. Let O; C F;
be the sequence of requests that OFF'handled at node o%.
By definition Uie[l,m]O; = F;. Let_o’C be a closest server
position of OFF to fii1 and let 0% be a furthest_ server
position of OFF to f;11, i.e. 0, 1= arg minge[o m) d(o}c? fixr1)
and o} = argmaxyeo,md(0}, fi+1). Define d =
> keit,m) 401, 0%)-

IV. ALGORITHM

In our online algorithm Follower each request r is added to
set F; for a server being at f;. To compute the next server
location f;11 the algorithm only takes into account requests F;
served from its (server’s) current position f;. The node f;y; is
a closest node which lies at a center of gravity C'G of F;. The
server is migrated to f; 1 as soon as access costs C(f;, F;)
match at least the costs for migration to f;41. If the current
server position f; is a center of gravity f; € CG(F;) then all
requests F; are “forgotten” by incrementing ¢’ := ¢ + 1 and
adding upcoming requests to the next (empty) Fj.. In this case
fi = fi

In fact, to ensure a balance between access and movement
costs the server might perform an intermediate migration to a
node where no requests are handled. More precisely, instead
of moving the server directly to f;41 it may be moved from f;
to w; # f;+1 and then only from there to f;+1. The node
w; is chosen such that the movement costs including the
migration to node w; and then to f;; 1 match at least the access
costs and exceed them as little as possible.” In the distance-
based cost model, let m?N be the distance the server was
moved by ON in the migration from f; to f;;1 not including

a potential detour to w;, i.e., we have 2% = d(f;, fir1)
with i € [0,sox — 1] (for convenience, 2" := 0). For
co.nb.m. let 2% = 1 Vi. For ON denote kPN as the

aggregate distance of prior migrations and the number of prior
migrations, respectively, before replying to any of the requests
F;. For co. di. we have k20, := Y% (d(f;,w;)+d(wj, fir1))
and ko := 0. If Follower performs a movement from node
fi to w; and then a second movement onto f;;; then the
migration costs for co.di. (and analogously for co.nb.m)
are given by g(d(f;,w;)|kPN) for the first movement and by
g(d(wy, fis1)|kON + d(fi,w;)) for the second movement.

V. ANALYSIS

The analysis is split into three parts: A general part that
is valid for co.nb.m. and co.di., followed by a separate
part for each type of cost function g.

>The motivation for this behavior is that otherwise OFF might move
frequently avoiding high access costs and reap the benefits of discounts by
moving a lot. Follower on the contrary would move very little but incurs still
very high access costs. For simplicity of the algorithm, we assume that such
a node w; always exists, otherwise we might just move several times.



Algorithm Follower
1: 4 :=0; ko := 0 Vj: F; = {} {The server starts at an
arbitrary node fo}
Upon a new request r do:
2: Serve request r with server at f;

32 F,:=F,Ur
4: f' = arbitrary u € CG(F})
502 = d(f;, f') {for co.di., and 2’ := 1 for

co.nb.m.}

6: if C(f“Fz) > g(x'\kl) then
Jirr = flai=a
y(w) = d(f;,w) + d(w, fiy1) {for co.di., and for
co.nb.m. y(w) := 2 for w # f;11 and y(w) := 1
otherwise }

9:  slack(w € V) := g(y(w)|k;) — C(fi, F3)

10:  w;:= Node w with minimum slack(w) such that
slack(w) >0

11:  Move server to w; and if w; # f;+1 onto fiyq

12: ki+1 = k; + y(w,)

132 4:=1+4+1

14: end if

A. General

We prove that OFF does not gain from moving more than
Follower for any cost function g. This is due to the fact that
access and movement costs of Follower are tightly coupled.
We call movement costs CON(F;) for Follower the costs
due to server migration(s) from f; (to w;) onto fii1,
ie.  g(y(w;)lk;) in Algorithm Follower with y(w;) =

d(fi,w;) + d(w;, fiy1) for co.di. and for co.nb.m.

y(w;) = 1 for w; = fiy1 and y(w;) = 2 otherwise. The
total movement costs are CON (o) := 2 i[0,504] CON(E).

First, we prove an upper bound on the movement costs
CON(F;) based on the access costs C(f;, F;). As a byproduct
we get a bound on the total costs C{N (o).

Lemma V.1. We have C{N(F;) < 3C(fi, F;), and after the
last movement of Follower CSY (o) < C{N (o) < 3CYN(0).

Proof: Consider the migration(s) from f; (to w;) to
fit1. When Follower moves we have that C(f;, F;) >
g(x@N|kON) by definition of the algorithm. After the move-
ment from f; to w; onto f;;1 we have (also by definition)
that the access costs are less than the movement costs, i.e.
C(fi, F) < g(y(w;)|kON) = CON(F;). Follower chooses w;
s.t. slack(w) := CON(F;) — C(fi, Fi) > 0 is minimized for
w = w; (but still non-negative). The slack can be chosen
such that slack(w;) < g(2|kPY), since moving from f; to
w; onto f;41 incurs a granularity of at most 2 by altering
the distance of w; by 1 for co.di. By performing two
movements of distance d( f;, w;)+d(w;, fi+1) this yields a total
granularity of at most 2 for co.di. The granularity is two
for co.nb.m. since we perform one additional movement by
migrating to w;. In other words, the movement costs C{F (F;)
are at most CON(F;) < O(f;, Fy) + g(2|kON) < C(fi, ) +

G(KON)+g(1kON +1) < C(fi, F)+g(1IkON) +g(1OY)
due to Eq. 1. The access costs C(f;, F;) must be at least the
cost for moving for distance one for co.di. and for one
movement for co.nb.m., i.e. C(f;, F;) > g(1|k9Y). This
yields the upper bound of CON(F;) < 3C(f;, F;). For the total
movement costs we have C{N(o) = Dic(0,50n] CON(F;) <
Yici0.s0n SC(fis F3) = 3CFN(0). In the same way the lower
bound follows using C(f;, F;) < CON(F}).

|

Lemma V.2. To maximize the competitive ratio any sequence
of requests is chosen such that after the last request Follower
moves its server to OFF’s server location.

Proof: Assume OFF’s server is at f’ and Follower’s at f”
after the last request with f/ # f”. Then, we could add requests
R from the server position f’ of OFF. These requests 7 = [/ €
R incur no costs for OFF since d(r, f') = 0 but increase
access costs for Follower, thus yielding a larger competitive
ratio. Once both servers coincide, any requests issued yield the
same (access) costs for both, i.e. drive the competitive ratio
towards one. Therefore the competitive ratio is maximized if
the last request 7 of a sequence of requests results in Follower
to migrate its server to OFF’s server location. |

Since OFF knows requests ahead of time it might, for
example, always move to the location of the next request,
and reap the benefit of discounts for migrations. We prove that
overall OFF does not benefit (up to a constant factor) from
discounts, since essentially Follower always spends roughly
the same costs that it incurs for access also on movements. In
other words, OFF might as well not migrate its server at all to
maximize the competitive ratio asymptotically. First, we bound
the competitive ratio for the case that OFF moved its server
more than Follower.

Lemma V.3. Assume Follower moved its server to f; 1 after
I requests o(l). If OFF has moved its server more than
Follower (in terms of distance or number of migrations),
ie. CUF(a(l)) > CON(a(l)), then for the competitive ratio
holds p < 4.

Proof: Follower moved to position f;;1 due to requests

F;, C o(l). Assume the distance moved (or the number
of migrations, respectively) by OFF is larger than that of
Follower for o (1), i.e. COF(a(1)) > CON(o(1)). By Lemma V.1
we have CN(a(l)) < C(o(l)) < 3CM(o(l)). Thus
CY(a() + C(a(1)) < 40 (o(1) < 4CY(o(1)). im-
plying O (o(1)) > 1/4-4CQ (0(1) = 1/4(C(a (1)) +
CQ¥(a(1))). Therefore, four times the movement costs of OFF
is larger than the total costs of Follower for the sequence o (1).
|

B. Costs Based on Number of Migrations

For co.nb.m. we prove that it suffices to analyze the
situation where OFF does not move its server to bound the
asymptotic competitive ratio. In particular, we can consider
the scenario that Follower moves away from OFF and then
moves back until OFF’s and Follower’s server coincide. These



statements together help us to establish a bound on the
competitive ratio.

Let ps be the competitive ratio assuming that OFF’s server
stays at the initial node, i.e. OFF never moves its server. We
show how to construct a set of requests such that the competitive
ratio only changes asymptotically and OFF does not move.

Lemma V4. co.nb.m. achieves a competitive ratio p <
max (4, pg).

Proof: Assume that the costs for OFF’s movements are
smaller than Follower’s, i.e. COF (o (1)) < CON(o(1)). If OFF
performs a single movement, i.e. sogz > 0, OFF already
incurs at least the same migration costs as Follower occurs for
migrating once since it does not benefit from higher discounts
because OFF migrated less overall. Mathematically speaking,
COUF(a(l)) < CON(o (1)) implies kPN > kPFF and thus by
assumption (1) about g: g(1|/kPN) < g(1|kOFF). Follower
performs at most two movements (from f; to w; to f;41):
The last request ' € o(l) results in at most the migration
costs to any other node since g(1]y) > max, ey d(a,b), i.e.
d(f;,r") < g(1|y). Before the last request 7’ the access costs
must be less than the migration costs (otherwise Follower had
already migrated), i.e. C(f;, F; \ 7') < g(1|kPN). After the
last request: C(f;, F;) < g(1|kON) +d(fi,r") < 29(1|kON).
Therefore Follower’s migration costs are at most double the
one’s of OFF for sog > 0. Furthermore, its access costs
C(fi, F;) are by definition less than the migration costs (from
fi to w; to f;11). Putting the pieces together we have that
Follower’s total costs are at most 4g(1|kP™) and OFF’s costs
are at least g(1|k?FF) > g(1|k9N). Thus, the competitive
ratio in case C{fF (o (1)) < COF(o(1)) and OFF moves at least
once, i.e. sopr > 0, is at most 4. For COF(a(1)) > CN(a (1))
using Lemma V.3 yields an overall ratio of 4. ]

To maximize the competitive ratio given fixed access costs
C(f;, F;) for Follower the requests F; should be chosen such
that the costs are minimum for OFF. The next lemma restates
this criterion based on the average distance of a request F; to
OFF’s and Follower’s server location.

Lemma V.5. If OFF’s server stays at fo then to bound p the
average distance for a request v € F; to f;11 and fy is the

same, i.e. dayg(fiv1, Fi) = davg(fo, Fi) > d(fo, fix1)/2.

Proof: Say Follower moves from f; to f;41. Since
fi+1 is a center of gravity having minimal access costs
for requests Fj, it only remains to minimize access costs
for OFF being at fy. Access costs for OFF are minimized,
if OFF’s server is at a center of gravity CG(F;), i.e.
CG(F;) 2 {fi+1, fo}. Thus we have C(F;, fo) = C(F}, fit1)-
Therefore, C(Fy, fo) = X ,ep, d(r, fo) = |Fildavg(fo, Fi).
Analogously, C(F;, fiv1) = |Fi|davg(fi+1,Fi). Therefore,
davg(fo, Fi) = davg(fit1, F;). Furthermore, for any request
r € F; we have using the triangle inequality d(fo,7) +
d(fit1,7) > d(fo, fiy1). Therefore, also dgu4(fo,Fi) +
daq;g(fi+1aFi = 2da1;g(fi+1aﬂ) > d(f07f1'+1) and
davg(fo, i) = davg(fiv1, Fi) > d(fo, fir1)/2. u

Lemma V.6. The competitive ratio of co.nb.m. is

Dic(0,50x] g(@PN kYY)
ONjgONy . d(fo.fivr)
Zi€[0»SON] 9@ |k7™) d(fo,fi)+d(fi,fit1)

and d(fi, fix1) = d(fi, fo) + d(fo, fix1) as well as
g(@N[EN) = C(f:, ).

Proof: Using the triangle inequality, i.e. d(f;,r) <
d(fi, fiv1) + d(fi+1,7), we have for Follower C(f;, F;) <
\F3]-d(fi, fir1) + C(figr, Fi) < |Fi|-d(fi, fivr) +C(fo, Fi).
The last inequality follows, since f;y; is a center of gravity
for F; and thus any node f’ (in particular fo) must have
at least the same access costs, i.e. C(f', F;) > C(fit1, F;).
For the total costs for handling requests F; and moving
from f; (to w;) onto f;+1 we have due to Lemma V.1:
C(fi, F) + CON(F;) < 4C(f;, F;). We use these facts to
maximize the competitive ratio p. We assume OFF does not
migrate and account for this by incoporating a factor of 4 due
to Lemma V.4 in the first inequality.

p < max 128
o

() + CY (o) (o) + CY (o)
p = max COFF COFF < m(?‘X4W
A (o) + M (o) A (o)
; C(fi, Fi
< maxl6zl€[0’SON] ( )
T D ie[0,504] C(Jo5 Fi)
; Fi| - d(fi, fi+1) + C(fo, Fi
a1 0 (P Ao firn) + Clo, )

2 ic0,50n] € (0, F3)

To maximize p we can minimize C(fo,F;) =
|Ey|davg (fo, Fi) > |Fild(fo, fiy1)/2 due to Lemma V.5. Next
we derive a lower bound on |F;| using the triangle inequality
d(fi, fiv1) < d(fi, fo) + d(fo, fi+1) and the condition that
Follower moves only if g(z9N|kON) < C(fi, F;):

g™ k™) C(fis Fy) < |Fil-d(fi, fi+1) + C(fo, Fy)
|F3| - (d(fi, fiv1) + d(fiv1, £0)/2)
|E5| - (d(fis fo) + d(fo, fi+1) + d(fit1, fo)/2)
|E5] - (d(fi, fo) + 3d(fit1, f0)/2)

Ol\lk:?N)

X g(x;
Therefore |F3| > g3 Hai 7o)

minimize |F;|, ie. assume equality, which also implies
equality for g(x9%|kOY) and C(fi, Fi). To minimize F}, i.e.
C(fo, F;) and to maximize the nominator we can assume

d(fi, fi+1) = d(fi, fo) +d(fo, fi+1). We use the term for | F}|
in the denominator and later in the nominator of p:

[ VANRVANRVAN

72 To maximize p we

_ g@MNESN(fis1, fo)/2
"~ d(fi, fo) + 3d(fix1, fo)/2
S g(@N k™) /3 - d(fit1, fo)

- d(fi, fo) +d(fi+1, fo)

C(fo, Fy)

Y

|Fild(fit1, fo)/2

Next, to maximize the competitive ratio we use |F;| =

(@™ [kDY) 9(a k) :
d(fi,fo)+3d(fi+1,f0)/2 < d(fi,fix1) in the nominator. We also

i (2 [k{™)/3-d(fi 1, o)
substitute C'(fo, ;) by ’ d(fivf0)+d(fi+lt}0)o
tor and by g(x®N|k9N)/3 in the nominator, yielding (leaving

aside max and all ) oy for readability):

in the denomina-

i€[0,s



16(|F3| - d(fi, fi+1) + C(fo, F3))/C(fo, F)
zON | KON
% d(fi, fir1) + g(aPNkOY) /3
ON|7.0 . d(fit1.fo)
(=" k™) /3 d(fi,fo)+d(fi+1,fo)
gz kDY)

ON|pONy . d(fig1.f0)
9@ R - G oyt e o)

IN

16

IN
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|
We define a lazy phase consisting of three consecutive
parts: First, Follower is at the same node f; as OFF (or just
moved there without having answered any request yet). Second,
Follower moves once to another node u # fy. Third, with every
migration to a node f; where requests are handled Follower
gets closer to OFF’s server until both coincide again at fy. Thus,
by definition a lazy phase consists of at least two migrations,
ie. sON > 2

Lemma V.7. If OFF’s server stays at fo then for the competitve
ratio p' for a sequence of lazy phases holds: p < 2p'

Proof: In the beginning OFF’s and Follower’s server are
at the same node f; by assumption. If none of them moves the
competitive ratio would be 1, since both incur the same (access)
costs. Thus, eventually one of them moves. By assumption OFF
never moves. Due to Lemma V.2 Follower’s last server position
f' is the same as OFF’s server position at fy, i.e. f/ = fo.
Thus, Follower performs at least two movements.

Assume that Follower’s and OFF’s server do not coincide

before Follower increases the distance to OFF’s server (again).

Say Follower’s server is at f; and is moved to w; onto f; i1
due to requests F; while OFF remains at f; such that 0 <
d(fo, fi) < d(fo, fix1)-

Using Lemma V.6 we can assume that d(f;, fit1) =
d(fi, fo) + d(fo, fix1) and C(fi, Fi) = g(a?N[kPN), ie.
the access and migration costs for Follower for handling
requests F; amount to 2g(zPV [kON). The equality between
movement and access costs, i.e. O(fi, F;) = g(a@V|kPN),
implies that Follower moves directly from f; to f;+1 without
a detour to w;. The total costs when moving first to fp due to
requests F; and then onto f;11 due to requests £} amount to
2g(1|kON) 4+ 2g(1|kON +1).

For OFF the access costs are C'(fo, F;) = |F;|dauvg(fo, Fi)-
Using Lemma V.5 we can assume dgue(fo,Fi) =
d(fo, fix1)/2 to minimize C(fo, F;). Thus, |F;| =
g(@ON kPN /(d(fi, fo) + d(fo, fir1)/2) and OFF’s costs are
|F;| - d(fo, fi+1)/2- In case Follower migrates first to f, OFF
incurs no access costs for r € F/, since each request r can
be issued from fy, i.e. 7 = fy, to make Follower move to
fo. To make Follower move to f; 1 we can issue all requests
r € F} from f;y1, i.e. » = fi41. OFF incurs access costs
|[FG| - d(fo, fiv1). Next, we use g(z|y)/z = g(z|w)/z for
some values z +w =z + y:

|| 9(d(fi, fo) + d(fo, fi+1) KON /(d(fi, fo) + d(fo, fi+1)/2)
9(d(fi, fo) + d(fo, fi+1)|kPN)/(d(fi, fo) + d(fo, fis1))

9(d(fo, fi+1) KON +d(fi, fo))/d(fo, fi+1) = | FY|

Y

Thus, if Follower migrates to fy and then onto f;;1 then
the access costs |F{§|d(fo, fi+1) for OFF are at most twice the
access costs |F;| - d(fo, fi+1)/2 when Follower moves directly
o fit1.

|

Lemma V.8. If no discounts are given, ie., g(xz|y) = 8 -,
the competitive ratio can be bounded by considering any lazy
phase:

ON
p < max 128 Z]‘E[O’SON_H %

I ON | d(fit1,fo)
Zie[OvSON—?] i AFo ) Fd(fo Fir1)

Proof: Due to Lemma V.7 we can consider a sequence
of lazy phases (increasing the competitive ratio by at most
2) with d(f;, fi+1) = d(fi, fo) +d(fo, fi+1). Lazy phases are
independent, since g(z|y) = - x, i.e. there is no dependence
on prior migrations and a lazy phase starts and ends with the
server being at the same node. Due to the independence of
lazy phases the maximum competitive ratio is the same for any
phase. Thus going through ¢ > 0 phases, where each phase
has the same competitive ratio of say ¢, also yields an overall
competitive ratio of ¢. Plugging g(x|y) = - = into the term
of Lemma V.6 and accounting for a factor of 2 due to using
lazy phases (Lemma V.7) yields:

1283 c0,s00—1] g(ad kPN

ON|7.0N d(fit+1,f0)
ZiG[O»SON—Q] 9(@™ k) - d(fo,fi)+d(fo,fit1)

(o)
1283 e(0,500—1) Zi -

ON | d(fi+1,f0)
E'LG[OvSON_Q] T dFo )+ dfo it 1)

max
o

= max
o

The following two theorems state that if no discounts based
on the number of prior migrations are given, i.e., g(1|y) = 8 >
n then Algorithm Follower is O(logn/loglogn) competitive.
We start the analysis with a theorem stating the minimum
of a sum involving expressions of numbers x; € [1,n] with
i € [1, s] for parameters s and n.

Lemma V9. The term 3,1y o @i+1/(®i + Tiv1) for a given
x; € [1,n] depending only on i,n,s and s > 2 is minimized
for x; = n*~'/* and is at least s/(2n'/*).

Proof: The sum Zie[l,s] Zit+1/(x; + x;41) contains vari-
ables x; for ¢ € [1, s] which potentially depend on i,n and s,
i.e., z; is fully characterized by these three values. There is no
dependence of x; on x; for i # j. Therefore, we can compute
— (@)% +
Ti T Tit1
(@i-1)*Tip1 — @1 (Tip1)? = 2i1(2:)?)) /(((@wim1+20) (2 +
7i11)?)). (Note, for i = 1 we can remove all terms x;_1.) We
are looking for values of variables x; such that the nominator
is 0, i.e.:

the partial derivatives % > €ll,s)



0= ((@i)?@it1 + (@im1)?zit1 — i1 (ig1)? — zic1(2i)?)

S 0= (z)%(@ir1 —xi—1) + (Ti—1)?@iz1 — i1 (zip1)?

(wi—1)?xip1 — mi—1(wiq1)?
Titl — Ti—1

PR (Ti—1)?zit1 — zi—1(ig1)?
;=
Tit1 — Ti-1

= (x1)2 = —

Since we have that x; € [1,n] we do not have to consider
the negative solution. Substituting x; = n'~%/* yields that the
partial derivatives are 0:

nl—z/s

:I:\/_ n3(=i/9)(nl/s _ p=1/5)

nl*i/s(nfl/s _ nl/s)

o pl7is = gpl-i/s = pl-i/s (since we require x; > 0)

To show that chis is indeed a ininimum, we require the second
. . o 1+1
derivatives Bz Zie[l,s] it i to be larger than zero at
x; = n'~"/*. For the nominator of the second derivative we get:
2(—557;,1.%? - 3xi,1xixf+1 —.’bi,1$?+1 +$?£C7;+1 +$?_1$i+1 +

3337,2_1xi$i+1)-

The denominator equals (z;_; + 2;)%(z; + @;41)%. The
denominator contains only positive terms. Therefore it is
positive. Substituting z; = n'~%/* in the nominator for each
term and removing factor n*~%¥/* from all terms (i.e. putting it
in front) yields: 2n4=4/8(—n'/s —3n=1/s —n=2/5 gn=1s ¢
n?/* + 3n!/*). Since 2n*~*/* > (0 we can further simplify:
2(n!/* —n~1/%) —n=2/5 4 n/s_Suppose the worst case graph
was of diameter one, i.e. n = 1 then z; < 1 for any ¢ and
Yicis Tt/ (i + 2ip1) < 8/2 = s/(2n'/*). Assume that
the graph is of diameter at least two, i.e. z; € [1,n] with
n > 1. For any s > 0 we have n'/* > 1 (and n~'/* < 1).
Therefore, the term 2(n'/* — n=1/%) — n=2/5 + n?/% is also
larger or equal to 0 and thus the second derivative is positive

at ; = n'~%/*, yielding a minimum at this point. Therefore:
nl—(i+1)/s
Z Tip1/ (@i +2ip1) < Z 1—i/s 1—(it1)/s <
i€[L,s] iclls) " /o +ntm(H0/
Z nlf(i+1)/5/(2nlfi/s) <  max Z 1/2n1/s — S/(QTLI/S)
€L, s] S i)

|

Now we can prove a bound on the competitive ratio, if there

is no discount for performing several migrations, i.e., g(1|y)
is independent of y.

Theorem V.10. For g(z|y) := S > n Algorithm Follower is
O(logn/loglogn) competitive.

Proof: Using 29~ = 1 Vi and due to Lemma V.8 we can
maximize the following term to get the competitive ratio:

Zje[OaSOl\‘_l] x?N
. d(fit1,f0)
d(fo,fi)+d(fo,fi+1)

hS)
IN

max 128
o ON

ZiE[OvSON_Q] T
SON

Z d(fit+1,f0)
i€[0,soxn—2] d(fo,fi)+d(fo,fit1)

= max128
o

To maximize the overall expression, we have to
minimize the following sum (depending on soy)
Yicl0.son—2 W fix1, f0)/(d(fo, fi) + d(fo, fi+1)). By
definition we have that for two migrations f; # f;+1. In
particular due to Lemma V.8, we need to consider only one
lazy phase. Thus, we can assume that only the first and last
position of Follower’s server coincide with OFF’s server.
We have that the distances d(f;, fo) for i € [1,son — 1]
are at least 1 and at most the diameter of the graph, i.e.,
d(fi, fo) € [1,n]. We can use Lemma V.9 to bound the
sum 3 icn go—2 Afiv1s fo)/(d(fo, fi) + d(fo, fiv1)) by
son/(2n1/*ov). Lemma V.9 requires independence of the terms
d(fi, fo), which is the case since the distances d(fo, f;) for
any ¢ can be chosen independent of d(fy, f;) with j # i. The

first term of the sum d(f1, fo)/(d(fo, fo) + d(fo, f1)) = 1.
Thus, we get:

nl/s

S S -
< ma; —_
p=>m TLI/S+S

— <
T s/@nt/s) = L/2max

For a term a - b/(a + b) holds a - b/(a 4+ b) < min(a,b).

S

Thus, we bound the term by min(s,n'/*), which

ni/s +s
is maximized for s = n'/*. The last equality is not solvable
in closed form, i.e., it yields s = logn/LambertW (logn),
where LambertW denotes the Lambert function. However,

using s = clogn/loglogn there exists a ¢ € [1,3]
such that: n'/s = s with nl'/s = 2lognloglogn/(clogn) —
gloglogn/c — (lJogn)l/¢. Thus, we want to find ¢ such

that (logn)'/¢ = clogn/loglogn. For ¢ < 1 we have

(logn)'/¢ > clogn/loglogn. For ¢ > 3 we get (logn)'/¢ <
clogn/loglogn. Thus, there exists ¢ € [1,3] such that
n'/* = 5. We get:
s-nl/s
p < 1/2max < 1/2min(s,n'/?) < ¢/2 - logn/loglogn
s nb/s s
Therefore, s € O(logn/loglogn). [ |

C. Costs Based on Distance Migrated

In the first lemma we relate the average distance dy.q( fi, F;)
of a request in F; from the current server position f; to a center
of gravity. Then we prove that if OFF moved at least a constant
fraction of the average distance dq.q(fi, F}), it also incurs a
constant fraction of Follower’s total costs to handle requests
F;. This implies the next Lemma V.13 saying that in case the
average distance to f;11 is (somewhat) larger than the one to
fi» OFF incurs a constant fraction of Follower’s costs to handle
requests F;. This is used in Lemma V.14 to show that either
OFF incurs a constant fraction of Follower’s costs for F; or
(eventually) the distance between Follower’s and OFF’s server
must shrink fast. This in turn allows to bound the competitive
ratio.

Lemma V.11. For co.di. and some subsequence F' =
(ro,...) € F; = (ro,r1,...) (starting from the first request 1
in F;) holds for any w € CG(F')\ fi: d(fi,u) < 2daug(fi, F').



Proof: Assume d(f;,u) > 2dgue(fi, F'). Using the re-
verse triangle inequality we have C'(u, F') = > _p d(r,u) >
2rep ld(fisu) = d(fisr)| = 3 cp d(fisu) —d(fi,r) =
e A(fiu) = X cpd(fi,r) > [F'[2davg(fi, F') —
|F'|dgvg(fi, F') = |F'|dguvg(fi, F') = C(fi, F'). Thus the
access costs at u are larger than at f; and therefore v ¢ CG(F").

|

Lemma V.12. For co.di. and the sequence o(l), i.e. the
first | requests of o, assuming CT(a (1)) < CN(a(1)) with
F; C o(l) and OFF di) > dqyy(f;, F;)/32, OFF incurs costs at
least C(f;, F;)/1024.

Proof: Consider the set F' := F; \ r|p,_1, i.e. the set [;
without the last request 7|z, |—1 € Fj. Assume 4dgyq(fi, F') >
davg(fi, Fy). Due to |F'| = |F;| — 1, we have 2|F’| > |F|
and:

C(fi, Fi) = |Fildavg(fi, Fi) < 2|F'|4davg (fi, F') = 8C(fi, F') (2)

Since Follower has not migrated after requests F’ we have
for any u € CG(F"):

C(fi, F') < g(d(fi, uw)[kON) 3)

Since F/ C F; and d(r,f;) > 0 for any r € F;, we
have C(f;, F') < C(f;, F;). Together with 2|F’| > |F}|
we get: 2y (fin Fi) = 2C(fis F)/|Fi| = C(fi, F')/[F'| =
davg(fi, F'). This together with Lemma V.11 yields d( f;, u) <
2davg(fi, F') < 4dgug(fi, F;). Due to the fact that OFF mi-
grates at most the same distance as Follower, i.e. kKOTF < KON,

and by assumption (1) about g:
vz > 0: g(x|kOFF) > g(x| k) 4)

Furthermore:

C(fi, F') g(d(fi, uw)[kON) (due to Eq. 3)

9(4davg (fi, Fi)|kPN) < 4g(davg (fi, Fi) k™)

INIA

Thus, if OFF moved dg.,(fi, Fi)/32, it incurs costs:

(due to Ass. 1)
(due to Eq. 4)
(due to Eq. 1)
(due to Eq. 5)
(due to Eq. 2)

9(davg (fi, Fy)/32/kCTT)
9(davg (fi, Fi)/32|kEN)
1/329(davg (fi, F3) kN
C(f:, F')/128

C(fi, F;)/1024

IV IV IV IV

Assume 4dgq(fi, F') < dawg(fi, F;). The access costs
can be bounded by two terms. The first term is the costs
due to requests F' = Fj \ r|p—1, i.e. |[F'|davg(fi, F') <
|Fildavg(fi, F'), and the second term d(r|p,|_1, fi) is the
costs due to the last request 7p _;. To bound the
second term we use: C(f;, F;) = |Fildawy(fi, Fi) =
Fuldavg (fis ') + [Fil(davy (fis i) — daug(fi. 7). There-
fOI'C, d({r|F1;|—17fi) Z |Fz|(davg(f2»Fz) — davg(fi;F/))- Fur-
thermore, due to 4daug(fi, F') < dauvg(fi, F;) it holds

Ful(davg (fis ) — davg(fis ') > 3/41Fildang (Fi, Fi), ie.
the costs for the last request are at least 3/4C(f;, F;).
Together with the assumption 4daug(fi, F') < dauvg(fis F3)
this implies that d(rp, -1, fi) > 3/4C(fi, F;) and also
d(rp=1, fi) = davg(fi, Fi). If OFF moved for distance
di, > 0, it incurs costs d(r|g,|-1, fi) — di, + g(d}|k™N), where
d(r|p,|-1, fi) — di, are the costs due to the last request. In
case di, > daug(fi, F;)/64 but ) < d(rip,_1,f;)/2 the
costs are at least d(r|p,—1, fi)/2 > 3/8C(fi, F;). In case
di, > d(r|p, -1, fi)/2 the costs are also at least 3/8C(f;, F}),
since by assumption about g for x > 0: g(z|kON) > 2. =

Lemma V.13. If doyg(fi, Fi) < ¢+ davg(fiv1, Fi) for a con-
stant ¢ € [1, 3] then OFF incurs costs at least C(f;, F;)/1024.

Proof: If OFF moved more than dgug(fit1, Fi)/2 >
davg(fis F;)/32 we can use Lemma V.12 to lower bound the
cost by C'(fi, F;)/1024. Thus, assume from now OFF moved
less.

Consider a set of maximal cardinality of distinct pairs P
from Fj, i.e. for any (r1,72) € P with r,ro € F; we have
r1 # ro and for any (r1,72),(rs,74) € P holds {ry,72} N
{rs,r4} = {}. Additionally, for each (ry,r3) € P: d(r1,r2) >
davg(fiv1, Fi)/4 > davg(fi, Fi)/(4c) (by assumption).

Assume |P| > |F;|/8. On average for a pair (r1,72) € P
OFF incurs costs at least the average distance dgug( fit1,F3)/4
between the pair, minus the distance dgqq(fi, F;)/32 OFF
moved at most: daug(fit1, Fi)/4 — davg(fi, Fi)/32 >
da'ug(fia F’L)/12 - daug (fz, Fz)/32 Z davg(fia F’L)/24

Thus, OFF incurs costs 2|P|davg(fi, Fi)/24 >
|Fil/Adavg (fi, Fi)/24 > C(fi+1, F3)/96.  Assume
|P| < |F;|/8. Since each pair (r1,72) € P consists by
definition of two requests with d(ri,72) > davg(fi+1, F3)/4,
there must be a set of requests U C F; with |U| > 3|F;|/4
such that :

d(r1,72) < davg(fit1, Fi)/4 Vr1,r2 € U,|U| > 3|F;|/4 5)

Then the total access costs to handle all requests U for
a server being at a center of gravity v € CG(U) can
be bounded as follows: C(u,U) < C(Vr € F,,U) <
3|F;|/4davg(fit1, Fi)/4. Assume there is a node w € CG(F;)
such that for the furthest request v/ € U holds d(w,r") >
davg(fi+1,Fi)/2 + = for some = > 0. Due to Eq. (5) for
any request 7 € U: d(w,r) > davg(fit1,Fi)/4 + . In this
case C'(w, F;) = C(w,U) 4+ C(w, F;\U) = |U|dgug(w,U) +
B\ Uldaug (10, F, \ U) 2 |U|(daug(w,7)/4 + 2) + | \
Uldavg(w, F; \ U). Therefore, assume we position the server
at a request r € U with d(r,’) = dguvg(fit1, Fi)/2 instead
of w € CG(F;) with d(w,r") > davg(fi+1,Fi)/2 + x
for some z > 0. This reduces overall costs by at least
|U|z—|F;\Ul|x > | F;|x, since by Equ. (5): |U| > 3|F;|/4 and
for any two requests ri,ry € U: d(r1,72) < davg(fiv1, Fi)/4.
Thus, for any w € CG(F;) for the furthest request ' € U
holds d(w,r’) < davg(fi+17Fi)/2-

The requests F; \ U induce access costs at least
Cfire, s \ U) = C(fix1, Fi) — C(fir1,U) >



C(fix1, F3) — 3|Fi|/4davg(fit1, Fi)/4 > C(fiz1,F3)/2.
We have davg(fi+17Fi \ U) > davg(fi+17Fi). If OFF
moves less than dayg(fit1,F3)/32 it incurs on average
davg(fi+17Fi\U)_davg(fi+1aFi)/32Zdavg(fi-i-lei\U)/Q
per request r € F; \ U and overall at Ileast
C(fiv1, F5 \ U)/2 > C(fiy1,Fi)/4. Overall OFF
incurs costs C(fi11,F;)/4 = |Fildavg(fit1, Fi)/4 >
davg(fit1, F3)/(40)|Fi| = C(fi, Fi)/12. u

Lemma V.14. To handle requests F; OFF either incurs
costs QUC(fi, F;) + g(dE|kPFE)) or the following two con-
ditions hold: d(o., fi+1) < 3d(fi, fix1)/4 and C(f;, F;) <
Ag(d(fi, fir1)|KEN).

Proof: The case |F; = {r}| =1 is straight forward, since
then fiy1 =7 and C(fi, F;) = g(d(fi, fir1)|KP™).

Assume 0 < dgug(fiy1, Fi) < d(fi, fi+1)/2. Using the
triangle inequality and the previous assumption we have
davg(fis Fi) < d(fi, fir1) + davg(firr, F5) < 3/2d(fs, fis)-
If d(o, fi+1) > 3d(fi, fi+1)/4 then OFF incurs on average
costs at least d(0%, fit1) — davg(fis Fit1) > 3d(fi, fiy1)/4 —
d(fi, fix1)/2 > d(fi, fiz1)/4, i.e. total costs of at least
|Fz|d(fl, fz+1)/4 From davg(fi7 Fl) S 3/2d(fz, fi+1) follows
C(fi, Fi) < 3/2d(fs, fix1)|Fi|. Thus, OFF incurs costs at least
1/6C(fi, ).

Assume dqug(fit1, Fi) > d(fi, fiy1)/2. Due to the tri-
angle inequality we have duu,(fi, Fi) < d(fi, fit1) +
davg(fit1, Fi) < 3davg(fit1, Fi). Due to Lemma V.13 with
¢ = 3 we get a lower bound of the access costs for OFF of
C(fi, Fy)/1024.

Assume C(f;, Fy)

> 8g(d(fi, fi1)|kEN). Using Lemma
we have d(f;, fix1) < 2

davg(fi, Fi). In other words, in
case C(fi,Fi) = dag(fi, Fi)|F5| < |Fild(fi, fix1)/2
OFF does not migrate to f;y; (but stays at f;).
Thus, g(d(fi, fiv1)|KON) > |Ei|d(fi, fi+1)/2. From
C(fi, Fy) > 4g(d(fi, fix1)|KON) > 2|Fi|d(fi, fiz1) fol-
lows dgug(fi, Fi) > 2d(fi, fi+1). Using the triangle inequal-
ity davg(fi, Fi) < d(fi, fit1) + davg(fit1, Fi), implying
davg (fi, Fi) — d(fi, fiv1) < davg(fit1, Fi) and d(fi, fit1) <
davg(fi+1; Fl) Therefore, if C(fw Fz) Z 4g(d(fl, fl+1)‘k,LON)
we have C(f;, F;)/1024 costs for OFF. |

Theorem V.15. For the competitive ratio for co.di . it holds
p e O().

Proof: Due to Lemma V.14 in case the distance between
OFF and Follower decreases (or is) below 3/4 of d(f;, fi+1) af-
ter handling requests F; and C(f;, F;) < 4g(d(fi, fir1)|EEN),
ie. d(ol, fix1) < 3/4d(fi, fi+1), OFF potentially incurs
no costs for F; and Follower incurs access costs at most
C(fi, Fy) < 4g(d(fi, fir1)|kPN). Assume the distance be-
tween f; and f;1q was d' := d(f;, fi+1)- Then the maximal
number n,, of migrations of Follower until both servers
coincide at the same node can be upper bounded as follows.
For each migration the distance shrinks by 3/4, which gives
the following inequality until the distance between Follower’s
and OFF’s server is less than 1: (3/4)" - d’' < 1, i.e. ny =
(logd')/log(4/3). This amounts to access costs for Follower

of Z;'L:o 4g((3/4)jd'|kgg) > 4g(O(d")|kPN). This in turn

corresponds to total costs of at most 5g(O(d’)|k®™). Thus, the
costs until both servers coincide after being at distance d’ are at
most larger by a constant factor than the costs to separate them
for distance d’. In case the distance between OFF and Follower
decreases after handling requests F; but access costs for
Follower are larger, i.e. C(f;, F;) > 4g(d(fi, fir1)|kPY) and
d(ol, fiy1) < 3/4d(fi, fi+1), OFF incurs costs proportional
to the access costs C(f;, F;) of Follower and also movement
costs g(d: [k€TF) /2 due to Lemma V.14. In case the distance
between OFF and Follower increases after handling requests
F; OFF incurs costs proportional to the access costs due to
Lemma V.14. Due to Lemma V.3 the competitive ratio is
constant, if OFF moved more than Follower. Thus assume OFF
moved less than Follower. The costs per unit moved are larger
for OFF than for Follower using g(z|y)/x > g(z|y)/z for
x < z. Thus, if OFF moved a constant fraction of the distance
Follower moved its server, OFF incurs also a constant fraction
of Follower’s total costs, since by Lemma V.1 the total access
costs are less than the total migration costs. [ ]
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