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Independence of the scheduling discipline

For the M/M/1-FIFO queue we have derived the queue length distribution 7, =(1— p)p".
* This distribution is independent of the scheduling discipline (FIFO, LIFO, PS),

— all these scheduling disciplines lead to exactly the same balance equations (proof is

left as an exercise)

* Thus also the mean time in system, £[ 7] =1/ —A). js independent of the discipline

(by Little’s result the mean time in system equals the mean queue length divided by

* In the contrast, e.g. the distributions of W and T do depend on the discipline.

Note. The queue length distribution is not insensitive to the service time distribution in an
M/M/1-FIFO queue. However, in LIFO and PS queues the insensitivity holds.



