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Abstract—Mobile crowdsourced sensing (MCS) is a new resources such as battery and computing power, and expose
paradigm which takes advantage of the pervasive smartphorse their locations with potential privacy threats. Thus, imbee
to efficiently collect data, enabling numerous novel appl@ations.  achanisms are necessary to provide participants withginou
To achieve good service quality for a MCS application, incetive . N
mechanisms are necessary to attract more user participatia rewards for their participation CO_StS' AF present, onlly adfal .
Most of existing mechanisms apply only for theoffline scenario Of work [10]—-{14] focuses on incentive mechanism design
where all users’ information are known a priori. On the contrary, for MCS applications. All of these work applies only for the
we focus on a more real scenario where users arrive one by offline scenario in which all of participating users report their
one online in a random order. We model the problem as an a5 including the tasks they can complete and the bids, to
online auction in which the users submit their private types . . .
to the crowdsourcer over time, and the crowdsourcer aims to the crowdsourcer (campaign organizer) in advance, anq then
select a subset of users before a specified deadline for maxaing the crowdsourcer selects a subset of users after collettteng
the total value of the services provided by selected users dar information of all users to maximize its utility (e.g., thetal
a budget constraint. We design twoonline mechanisms OMZ  yalue of all tasks that can be completed by selected users).
and OMG, satisfying the computational efficiency individual In practice, however, users always arrive one by onkine
rationality, budget feasibility truthfulness consumer sovereignty . L .
and constant competitivenessnder the zero arrival-departure M @ random or_der_and user avallalt_Jll_lty changes over time.
interval case and a more general case, respectively. Throhg Therefore, amnline incentive mechanisisinecessary to make
extensive simulations, we evaluate the performance and vdate irrevocable decisions on whether to accept a user’s task and
the theoretical properties of our online mechanisms. bid, based solely on the information of users arriving befor
the present moment, without knowing future information.
In this paper we consider a general problem: the crowd-
Crowdsourcing is a distributed problem-solving model isourcer aims to select a subset of users before a specifidel dea
which a crowd of undefined size is engaged to solve a compline, so that the total value of the services provided byciete
problem through an open cdlll[1]. Nowadays, the prolifemati users is maximized under the condition that the total paymen
of smartphones provides a new opportunity for extendirtg these users does not exceed a budget constraint. Speciall
existing web-based crowdsourcing applications to a lacger we investigate the case where the value function of selected
tributing crowd, making contribution easier and omniprgse users is monotone submodular. This case can be applied in
Furthermore, today's smartphones are programmable andny real scenarios. For example, many MCS applications
come with a rich set of cheap powerful embedded senso]-[7] aim to select users to collect sensing data so that th
such as GPS, WIFi/3G/4G interfaces, accelerometer, digpads in a given region can be covered before a specified
tal compass, gyroscope, microphone, and camera. The gieddline, where the coverage function is typically moneton
potential of the mobile phone sensing offers a variety aubmodular. In addition, the cost and arrival/departure tof
novel, efficient ways to opportunistically collect dataabling each user are private and only known to itself. We consider
numerousmobile crowdsourced sensindICS) applications, users who are game-theoretic and seek to make strategy
such as Sensorly [2] for constructing cellular/WiFi netlwor(possibly report an untruthful cost or arrival/departuree)
coverage maps, SignalGuru [3], Nericell [4] and VTrack [5§o maximize their individual utility in equilibrium. Thefere,
for providing traffic information, Ear-Phonel[6] and Nois#e the problem can be modeled as amline auction for which
[7] for making noise maps. For more details on MCS applicave can design the online mechanism based on the theoretical
tions, we refer interested readers to several survey pdbers foundations of mechanism design and online algorithms.
[8l, [Al. Our objective is to design online mechanisms satisfying six
Adequate user participation is one of the most critical faclesirable propertiescomputational efficiengyindividual ra-
tors determining whether a MCS application can achieve gotidnality, budget feasibilitytruthfulnessconsumer sovereignty
service quality. Most of the current MCS application$ [2]-and constant competitivenestformally, computational effi-
[7] are based on voluntary participation. While participgt ciencyensures the mechanism can run in real timdividual
in a MCS campaign, smartphone users consume their ovationality ensures each participating user has a non-negative
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utility, budget feasibilityensures the crowdsourcer’s budge:r
constraint is not violatedyuthfulnessensures the participat-
ing users report their true costsogt-truthfulnessand ar- :
rival/departure timestime-truthfulness consumer sovereignty |
ensures each participating user has a chance to win the@aycti
and constant competitiveneggiarantees that the mechanisnjh
performs close to the optimal solution in the offline scemari
where all the information of all users are known to the
crowdsourcer in advance. |
The main idea behind our online mechanism is to adopt&
multiple-stage sampling-accepting process. At everyestag | N
mechanism allocates tasks to a smartphone user only ifits - —————————————————___3
marginal density is not less than a certain density threshol
that has been computed using previous users’ information,
and the budget aIIo_cated for the cu_rrent stage has not.b%,egi — (a5, d;,Ts, ;). In this paper we consider two models
exhausted. Meanwhile, the user obtains a payment equalmgNtlth respect to the distribution of users:
the ratio of its marginal value to the density threshold. The p. ) ' o
density threshold is computed in a manner that guarantees The i.i.d. model: The costs ar_1d \_/alu_es of users are i.i.d.
desirable performance properties of the mechanism. Weyfirst ~ S@mpled from somenknowndistributions. _
consider thezero arrival-departure intervacase where the * TNe secretary model:An adversary gets to decide on the
arrival time of each user equals to its departure time (8ecti  COStS and values of users, but not on éreer in which
M. In this case, achieving time-truthfulness is trivialVe they are presented to the crowdsourcer.
present an online mechanis@MZ satisfying all desirable In fact, the i.i.d. model is a special case of the secretargieho
properties under this special case without consideringinhe-  since the sequence can be determined by first picking a multi-
truthfulness. Then we revise t@\Z mechanism, and presentset of costs or values from the (unknown) distribution, and
another online mechanis@MG satisfying all desirable prop- then permuting them randomly. Note that these two models
erties under th@eneralcase (Sectioh V). are different from theoblivious adversarial modewhere an
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. [dversary chooses worst-caseinput stream including the
Sectior{ ) we describe the MCS system model, and formuld#gers’ costs, values and their arrival orders.
the problem as an online auction. We then present two onlineVe model the interactive process between the crowdsourcer
mechanismsOMZ and OMG, satisfying all desirable prop- @nd users as aonline auction Each user expects @ayment
erties under theero arrival-departure intervatase and the in return for its service. Therefore, it makeseserve price
generalcase in Sectiof Tl anE 1V, respectively. Performancealled bid, for selling its sensing data. When a user arrives,
evaluations are presented in Secf{ion V. We review the rtlaf@e crowdsourcer must decide whether to buy the service of

work in Sectior{ VI, and conclude this paper in Secfion] VII.this user, and if so, at what price, before it departs. Assume
that the crowdsourcer has a budget constrdnindicating

the maximum value that it is willing to pay. Therefore, the
crowdsourcer always expects to obtain the maximum value
We use Fig[ll to illustrate a MCS system. The systefrom the selected users’ services under the budget conistrai
consists of acrowdsourcer which resides in the cloud and In the online auction we consider users that are game-
consists of multiple sensing servers, and many smartphdheoretic and seek to malkérategyto maximize their individ-
users which are connected to the cloud by cellular networksal utility in equilibrium. Note that the arrival time, degare
(e.g., GSM/3G/4G) or Wi-Fi connections. The crowdsourcéime, and cost of user are private and only known to itself.
first publicizes a MCS campaign inRegion of Interest (Ral) Only the task sefl’; must be true since the crowdsourcer
aiming to finding some users to complete a set of taskan identify whether the announced tasks are performed. In
I'={n,m,...,7m} in the Rol before a specified deadlifie other words, usei may misreport all information about its
Assume that a crowd of smartphone uskrs- {1,2,...,n} type except forl';. The budget and value function of the
interested in participating in the crowdsourcing campaigrrowdsourcer are common knowledge. Although our auctions
arrive online in a random order, whereis unknown. Each do not require a user to declare its departure time until the
useri has an arrival timex; € {1,...,T}, a departure time moment of its departure, we find it convenient to analyze
d; €{1,...,T}, d; > a;, and a subset of tasks C T' it can our auctions as direct-revelation mechanisms (DRMs). The
complete within this time interval according to its willrges strategyspace in an online DRM allows a user to declare
and ability. Meanwhile, usef also has an associated cossome possibly untruthful typél- = (cil-,di,l“i,bi), subject
¢; € Ry for performing sensing tasks according to its curreiv a; < d; < cil- < d;. Note that we assume that a user
state such as the residual battery energy of the smartpheaanot announce an earlier arrival time or a later departure
and its willness. All information constitutes thgpe of user time than its true arrival/departure time. In order to obtdie

Disk Sensing Model
N

Fig. 1. lllustration of a mobile crowdsourced sensing gyste
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required service, the crowdsourcer needs to desigardine The proof of Lemmall is given in Appendix A.
mechanismM = (f,p) consisting of amallocation function

f and apaymentfunction p. For any strategy sequence Our objective is to design an online mechanism satisfying

the following six desirable properties:

0 = (6y,...,0,), the allocation functionf(d) computes an
allocation of tasks for a selected subset of users ¢/, and
the payment functiop(f) returns a vectotp (), ..., pn()) « Computational Efficiency: A mechanism iscomputa-
of payments to the users. Note that, the crowdsourcer, when tionally efficientif both the allocation and payment can
presented with the strategly of useri, must decide whether be computed in polynomial time as each user arrives.
to buy the service of user and if so, at what price before it « Individual Rationality: Each participating user will have
departs. a non-negative utilityz,; > 0.
The utility of useri is o Budget Feasibility: We require the mechanism to be
o budget feasible) ;s p; < B.
w = {pi — G if Qe _3§ o Truthfulness: A mechanism isost-andtime-truthful(or
0, otherwise simply calledtruthful, or incentive compatibler strate-

gyproof) if reporting the true cost and arrival/departure
time is adominant strategyor all users. In other words,
no user can improve its utility by submitting a false cost,
or arrival/departure time, no matter what others submit.
o Consumer Sovereignty: The mechanism cannot arbi-
Maximize V(S) subject to Zpi < B. trarily exclude a user; t_he user will be_ select(_ed b_y the
crowdsourcer and obtain a payment if only its bid is

. . sufficiently low while others are fixed.
In this paper, we focus on the case wh&fgS) is monotone | competitiveness:The goal of the mechanism is to max-

submodular. This case can be applied in many real scenarios. jmize the value of the crowdsourcer. To quantify the

Let V(S) denote thevaluefunction of the crowdsourcer over
the selected subset of use$s The crowdsourcer expects to
obtain the maximum value from the selected users’ services
under the budget constraint, i.e.,

i€S

Definition 1 (Monotone Submodular Functian).et Q be a performance of the mechanism we compare its solution
finite set. For anyX C Y C Q andz € Q\Y, a function with the optimal solution the solution obtainable in
f:22 R is called submodular if and only if the offline scenario where the crowdsourcer has full
knowledge about users’ types. A mechanisnig(n))-
f(Xu{z}) - f(X) > fYU{x}) - f(Y), competitiveif the ratio between the online solution and

the optimal solution igD(g(n)). Ideally, we would like

and it is monotone (increasing) if and only f{X) < f(Y), our mechanism to b&(1)-competitive

where 2 denotes the power set 6f, and R denotes the set
of reals.
L . - The importance of the first three properties is obvious,

_An Appllcatlon_ ExampleAs illustrated in Fig[lL, we con- because they together guarantee that the mechanism can be
sider the scenario where the crowdsourcer expects to Obtmﬁblemented in real time and satisfy the basic requirements
the sensing data covering all roads in a Rol. For convenienge i the crowdsourcer and users. In addition, the last
of calculations, we divide each road in the Rol into Mulgyee properties are indispensable for guaranteeing teat t
tiple discretePoints of Interest (Pols)and the objective of mechanism has high performance and robustness. The truth-
the cr_owdsourcer is equivalent to obtaining Fhe sensing daf;ness aims to eliminate the fear of market manipulatiod an
covering all Pols beford’. The set of Pols is denoted byy,q qyerhead of strategizing over others for the partigigat
I = {Tl.’TQ’, - "Tm}j Assume th_at each_ sensor fo”QWS %sers. The consumer sovereignty aims to guarantee that each
geometric disk sensing model with sensing rarfgewhich - icinating user has a chance to win the auction and oktain
means if user senses at a locatioh; and obtain a reading, hayment, otherwise it will hinder the users’ completion vere
then any Pol within the disk with the origin & and a radius ot in task starvation. Besides, if some users are gtesdn
(,)f_ R has been covered once. The set of Pols <_:overed by USEE to win the auction, then being truthful or not will haveth
LIS o!enoted byl’; T, ,Wh'Ch means the sensing tasks thalyme outcome. For this reason, the property satisfyingtheth
user: can complete. Without loss of generality, assume thal,gmer sovereignty and the truthfulness is also catiedig
each Polr; has a coverage requirement € Z.. indicating i Inesshy Hajiaghayi et al.[[I5]. Later we will show that
how many times it requires to be sensed at most. WdiBe  gaistying consumer sovereignty is not trivial in the oglin
of the selected users to the crowdsourcer is: scenario, which is in contrast to the offline scenario. Fnal

AR we expect that our mechanism has a constant competitiveness
V(S) = me{rﬂ" Z“iﬂ'}’ under both thé.i.d. model and thesecretarymodel. Note that
i=1 €8 no constant-competitive auction is possible undeothiesious
wherev; ; equals to 1 ifr; € I';, and O otherwise. adversarialmodel [16].

Lemma 1. The value functio/'(S) is monotone submodular. Table[] lists frequently used notations.



TABLE | B/8 B/4 B2 B
FREQUENTLY USED NOTATIONS

Sta%e 1 Sta%e 2 Sta&e 3 Stebge 4
Notation | Description

U,n,i | setof users, number of users, and one user ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ J T=8
I',m,7; | setof tasks, number of tasks, and one task t=1 =2 t=4 =8
B, B’ budget constraint and stage-budget ) ) ) ) )
T,T',t | deadline, end time step of each stage, and each time step Fig. 2. lllustration of a multiple-stage sampling-accegtiprocess when
ai,d; true arrival time and strategic arrival time of uger T=8.
d;,d; true departure time and strategic departure time of user
r; set of useri's tasks ' in other words, those users arriving early have no incertive
¢i,bi | true cost and bid of usar report their bids to the crowdsourcer, which may delay the
0;,0; true type and strategy of user , . . .
S's set of selected users and sample set users’ completion or even result in task starvation.
pi,u; | payment and utility of uset To address the above challenges, we design our on-
V(S) | value function of the crowdsourcer ovér line mechanismOMZ, based on anultiple-stage sampling-
Vi(S) marginal value of usei over S - . . .
o density threshold acceptingprocess. The mechanism dynamically increases the
5 parameter used for computing the density threshold sample size and learngdansity thresholdised for future deci-
w parameter assumed on users’ value sion, while increasing thetage-budgeit uses for allocation at

various stages. The whole process is illustrated in Algonfil.

Firstly, we divide all ofT" time steps intd|log, T'|+1) stages:
1. ONLINE MECHANISM UNDER ZERO {1,2,... ; |log, T'|, |log, T'|+1}. The stage ends at time step
ARRIVAL -DEPARTUREINTERVAL CASE T' = [2°7tT/2l°eT] ] Correspondingly, the stage-budget

Firstly, we relax one assumption of the problem: consic@;erir{or th?"th st_age is allocated a8’ = 21_13/,2L10g2 *). Fig.2
a special case where the arrival time of each user equald%&" illustration wherl” = 8. When a stage is over, we add all
its departure time. In this case, each user is impatienesiéSers Who have arrived into the sample Setand compute a
the decision must be made immediately once it arrives. NGENSIYY thresholg™ according to the information of samples
that achieving time-truthfulness is trivial in this case.id and the allocated stage-budggt. This density threshold is

because that any user has no incentive to report a lateakrrffPMPUted by calling th@etDensnyThre_shold algquthm (to
time or an earlier departure time than its true arrival/depa be elaborated later), and used for making decision at the nex

time, since the user cannot perform any sensing task orrobt3fa9€- Specially, when the last stage |log, T'] + 1 comes,
density threshold has been computed according to the

a payment after it departs. In this section, we present ¢ _ - X
online mechanism satisfying all desirable properties utits information of all users arriving before time st¢’/2], and
the allocated stage-budgBt/2.

special case (callezero arrival-departure intervatase later),
without considering the time-truthfulness. Then, in SadiV]
we revise this mechanism and prove the revised one satisfiédgorithm 1: Online Mechanism under Zero Arrival-
all desirable properties including the time-truthfulnessler  departure Interval Cas®©MZ2)

the general case withoutero arrival-departure intervahs- Input: Budget constrainB, deadlineT

sumption. To facilitate understanding, in this sectiorsitlso 1 (¢, 7', B, &', p*,S) « (1, QUOE%, QUOE%, 0,¢,0);
assumed that no two users have the same arrival time. Netgvhile ¢+ < T do

that this assumption can also be easily removed accordingsto| if there is a usel arriving at time stept then

the revised mechanism in Section] IV. 4 if b; <Vi(S)/p* < B' = s p; then
A. Mechanism Design ° | pi = ViS)/p" 8 = SULi
A i hani q | : 'GI else p; «+ 0;
n online mechanism needs to overcome several nontrivia S« 8U{i);

challenges: firstly, the users’ costs are unknown and needsto end

be reported in a truthful manner; secondly, the total paytmep if ¢t = |7'] then

cannot exceed the crowdsourcer’s budget; finally, and most p* + GetDensityThreshold B, 8');
important, the mechanism needs to cope with the onliﬂe T « 9T B' « 2B’ T
arrival of the users. Previous solutions of online auctiand ' ’

_ ) end
generalized secretary problems|[15],/[17]4[20] alwayseah 13 bt 1
desirable outcomes in online settings via a two-stage sagpl 14 end ’

accepting process or containing such process: the firsh loditc
applicants is rejected and used as the sample which enables

making an informed decision on whether accepting the restGiven a set of selected use$s the marginal valueof user

of applicants. However, these solutions cannot guarafiee ¢ ¢ S is V;(S) = V(S U {i}) — V(S), and its marginal
consumer sovereignty, since the first batch of applicanss hdensityis V;(S)/b;. When a new userarrives, the mechanism
no chance to win the auction no matter how low its cost is. #llocates tasks to it as long as its marginal density is rs# le
can lead to undesirable effects in our problem: automdyicathan the current threshold densjy, and the allocated stage-
rejecting the first batch of users encourages users to datve budgetB’ has not been exhausted. Meanwhile, we give user




2}, 1/4,{1}),

i a payment ot = 4 (T',B,S,p*S) = (4,8,{1
= {1,2,3}. Update

pi = Vi(S)/", Va(8)/bs = 1/5, thusp = 0,

. the density thresholdy* = 1/4.
and add this user to the set of selected user3o start the , ; _ - (T, B', S, p*,S) = (8,16,{1,2,3},1/4,{1}),

mechanism, we initially set a small density threshgldrhich Vi(S)/bs = 1, thuspy = 4, S = {1,4}, 8" = {1,2,3,4}.

is used for making decision at the first stage. o t=7(T",B,S, p*,S)=(8,16,{1,2,3,4},1/4, {1,4}),
Since each stage maintains a common density threshold, vz (s)/b; = 1/3, thusps = 4. Finally, the set of selected

it is natural to adopt groportional shareallocation rule to users isS = {1,4, 5}, and the payments of these selected

compute the density threshold from the sample Setand 3 users are 2, 4, 4 respectively.

the allocated stage-budg&. As illustrated in Algorithn{R, . .
the computation process adopts a greedy strategy. Users BirdVlechanism Analysis

sorted according to their increasing marginal densitieshis In the following, we will firstly prove that theOMZ
sorting the(i + 1)-th user is the usef such thatV;(S;)/b; is  mechanism satisfies the computational efficiency (Lefima 2),
maximized oveiS'\S;, whereS; = {1,2,...,i} andSp = 0. individual rationality (Lemmd13), budget feasibility (Lena
Considering the submodularity &f, this sorting implies that: @), cost-truthfulness (Lemnia 5), and the consumer sovefeig
Vi(So) N Va(S1) o Vs (Sisr-1) (Lemma_[ﬂi). Then, we will prove that t.h@MZ mechanismﬂ
b — = can achieve a constant competitive ratio under both the i.i.
! 2 157l model (Lemmd17) and the secretary model (Lenima 10) by

Find the largestt such thatb, < 7‘/’“5;3(?1))3. The set of elaborately fixing different values o

. . k .
selected users §, = {1,2,...,k}. Finally, we set the density  emma 2. The OMZ mechanism is computationally efficient.

threshold to be‘%. Here we set > 1 to obtain a slight £ si h hani i | d
underestimate of the density threshold for guaranteeinggm ‘ Proof: Slnhce the mec 1anism ru?s oniine, Weh only nee
users selected and avoiding the waste of budget. Later {flefoCUS on the computation complexity at each time step

will fix the value of  elaborately to enable the mechanish € {1:--- T} ﬁohmputlng the margmﬁl Valltj]e of usetakes
achieving a constant competitive ratio. O(|T;]) time, which is at mos©(m). Thus, the running time

of computing the allocation and payment of useflines 3-
8) is bounded byO(m). Next, we analyze the complexity of
computing the density threshold, namely Algorithin 2. Firggi

Algorithm 2: GetDensityThreshold

Input: Stage-budgeB’, sample sets’ the user with maximum marginal density také€¥m|S’|)
1 J ;i argmax;es (V;(T)/b;); time. Since there are: tasks and each selected user should
2 while b; < % do contribute at least one new task, the number of winners is at
T . Y . . . .
3 T« JU{i}; mostmin{m, |S’|}. Thus, the running time of Algorithi 2 is
4 i + argmax;esn 7(V;(J)/b;); Iqounded byQ(m|S’| min{m, |S'|})- T_herefore, the computa-
5 end tion complexity at each time step (lines 3-13) is bounded by
6 p V(JI)/B; O(m|S’| min{m, |S’|}). At the last stage, the sample s&t
7 return p/§; has the maximum number of samples, beir(® with high
probability. Thus, the computation complexity at each time
step is bounded by (mn min{m,n}). [ |
In the following, we use an example to illustrate how the Note that the above analysis of running time is very
OMZ mechanism works. conservative. In practice, the running time of computing th

Example 1. Consider a crowdsourcer with the budget conmarginal valueO(|I';[), is much less thaw(m). In addition,

straint B — 16 and the deadlinel’ — 8. There are five the runningtime of th©MZ mechanism will increase linearly

users arriving online before the deadline with typés = with 7 especially whem is large.

(ai,d;,T';,¢;), wherea; = d;, and I'; can be omitted by Lemma 3. The OMZ mechanism is individually rational.
assuming that each user has the same marginal value 1. Here ) .
the types(ai,d;,c;) of the five users arefy = (1,1,2), Proof: From the lines 4-6 of Algorithni]1, we can see
0 = (2,2,4), 63 = (4,4,5), 04 = (6,6,1), andbs = (7,7, 3). thatp; > b; if i € S, otherwisep; = 0. Therefore, we have
) 3 1 ) 3 1 ) 3 1 3 ) u,L Z O_ .
We sete = 1/2 and§ = 1. Then theOMZ mechanism

works as follows. Lemma 4. The OMZ mechanism is budget feasible.

o t=1.(T",B"S,p*S) = (1,2,0,1/2,0), Vi(S) /b1 = Proof: At each stage € {1,2,...,|log, T, |log, T'| +
1/2, thusp; =2, S = {1}, &’ = {1}. Update the density 1}, the mechanism uses a stage-budgetBo6f= Qflfg%.
threshold:p* = 1/2. From the lines 4-5 of Algorithni]l, we can see that it is
ot = 20 (T",B,8,p",S) = (2,4,{1},1/2,{1}), guaranteed that the current total payment does not exceed th

Va(S)/ba = 1/4, thuspy = 0, 8’ = {1,2}. Update the stage-budgeB’. Specially, the budget constraint of the last
threshold densityp* = 1/4. stage isB. Therefore, every stage is budget feasible, and when



the deadlingl’ arrives, the total payment does not excded optimal solution. Therefore, we only need to prove that the

B OMZ mechanism has a constant competitive ratio compared
Designing a cost-truthful mechanism relies on the ratienabith this offline mechanism, then th@MZ mechanism will

of bid-independencelLet b_; denote the sequence of bidslso beO(1)-competitivecompared with the optimal solution.

arriving before thei-th bid b;, i.e.,b_; = (b1,...,b;—1). We Note that in the offline scenario satisfying tfir@e-truthfulness

call such a sequengmefixal Letp’ be a function from prefixal and theconsumer sovereigntis trivial, since all decisions

sequences to prices (non-negative real numbers). We extenel made after all users’ information is submitted to the

the definition of bid-independende |21] to the online scenarcrowdsourcer.

as follows.

Definition 2 (Bid-independent Online Auction)An online Algorithm 3: Proportional Share Mechanism (Offline)

auction is called bid-independent if the allocation and eyt [22] _
rules for each playei satisfy: Input: Budget constrain3, User set/
a) The auction constructs a price schedpléb_;); /* Winner selection phase */
b) If p/(b_;) > b;, playeri wins at pricep; = p'(b_;); 18« 0; i 3%1)1;3)(3'6“(‘/1(8)/(’1)'
c) Otherwise, playei is rejected, and; = 0. 2 Wh"; bi § visorp do
" . . L Ui}
Proposition 1. ( [16], Proposition 2.1) An online auction is i i:ar m{;i (Vi(S)/b));
cost-truthful if and only if it is bid-independent. s end & maxjeu\s vy I
Lemma 5. The OMZ mechanism is cost-truthful. /* Payment determination phase */

S?_foreachz‘ €U do p; + 0;

Proof: To see that bid-independent auctions are co - foreach i € S do

truthful, here we consider a uséithat arrives at some stage U —U\{i}; Q « 0;

for which the density threshold was set 6. If by the time o repeat ' '

the user arrives there are no remaining budget, then thésusl%r i are max. (Vi(Q)/b)):;

cost declaration will not affect the allocation of the metisan J & JEUNQLY] e
Pi < max{p;, m)lg{bi(j)a ni(j)}}'

and thus cannot improve its utility by submitting a falsetcos" ) Vi (051
Otherwise, assume there are remaining budget by the time¥he| until b;, < —-=7—;
user arrives. In case < V;(S)/p*, reporting any cost below13 end

Vi(S)/p* wouldn’'t make a difference in the user’s allocatios return (S, p);

and payment and its utility would b&;(S)/p* — ¢; > 0.
Declaring a cost abovE;(S)/p* would make the worker lose ) . )
the auction, and its utility would be 0. In casg> V;(S)/p*, The offline mechanism adopts proportional share al-
declaring any cost abov#;(S)/p* would leave the user location rule As Qescnbed |n.AIgor|thnD3, it consists of
unallocated with utility 0. If the user declares a cost lowdV0 Phases: thewinner selectionphase and thepayment
than V;(S)/p* it will be allocated. In such a case, howevergleter_mlnatlorphase. Thew_mner selectiorphase has the same
its utility will be negative. Hence the user's utility is @ws WOrking process as Algorithfr] 2. In the payment determimatio
maximized by reporting its true cost; = c;. m bPhase, we compute the paymentfor each winneri € S. To

compute the payment for usérwe sort the users it¥\{i}
Lemma 6. The OMZ mechanism satisfies the consumejmilarly:

sovereignty.
Vil(QO) > Vl2(Q1) >0 Vvinfl(Qn—Q)
bi, — by, — b ’

in—1

Proof: Each stage is an accepting process as well as a
sampling process ready for the next stage. As a result, users
are not automatically rejected during the sampling procegghere V; (Q; 1) = V(Q;-1 U {i;}) — V(Q;_1) denotes
and are allocated as long as their marginal densities are Hw marginal value of thg-th user andQ; denotes the first
less than the current density threshold, and the allocasgs j users according to this sorting ovef\{i} and Qy = 0.
budget has not been exhausted. m The marginal value of userat positionj is V;;y(Q;-1) =

Before analyzing the competitiveness of t8Z mech- V(Q,_1U{i}) —V(Q;_1). Let &’ denote the position of the
anism, we firstly introduce an offline mechanism proposéast useri; € U\{i}, such thab,, <V; (Q; 1)B/V(Q;). For
by Singer [22], which is proved to satisfgomputational brevity we will write b; ;) = Vi) (Q;-1)bi,/Vi;(Q;-1), and
efficiency individual rationality, budget feasibilityandtruth-  7:;y = Vi(j)(Q;-1)B/V(Q;-1 U {i}). In order to guarantee
fulness This mechanism does not have knowledge about useiie truthfulness, each winner should be paid the criticaleja
costs, but it is an offline mechanism, i.e., all users submeirt Which means that userwould not win the auction if it bids
bids to the mechanism and wait for the mechanism to colldtigher than this value. Thus, the payment for usshould be
all the bids and decide on an allocation. This mechanism H&a€ maximum of thesé’ + 1 prices:
been proved to b&(1)-competitivan maximizing the value of .
services received under budget constraint compared with th pi= jéﬁffl]{mm{bi(j)’m(j)}}'



Let Z be the set of selected uséf<omputed by Algorithm  The proof of Lemma[9 is given in Appendix C.
[3, and the value of is V(Z). The value density of is p = Note that the total value of selected users from the sample
V(Z)/B. Define Z; and Z, as the subsets df that appears set S’ computed by Algorithm 2 with the budgéd® is not
in the first and second half of the input stream, respectivelgss thanV’(Z;). Thus, considering Corollafyl 1 and Lemma
When the stagé¢log, T'| is over, we obtain the sample s8t [9, it can be derived thatV(Z]) > V(Z1)/2 > V(Z)/8.
consisting of all users arriving before the tim&/2|. Thus, Therefore, it only needs to prove that the ratio W6{Z))
we haveZ; = ZNS', andZ; = ZN{U\S'}. Let Z] denote to V(Z]) is at least a constant, then ti@MZ mechanism
the set of selected users computed by Algorifim 2 based will also have a constant competitive ratio compared with th
the sample sef’ and the allocated stage-buddet2, and the offline mechanism.

! / i ! 3 /! !/
value ofZ; is V(). The density ofZ; is py = 2V(Z3)/B. Lemma 10. For sufficiently largew, the ratio of V(Z5) to

i Yo o !/
The density threshold of the last stagepis= p3 /0. Let 2 V(Z]) is at least a constant. Specially, this ratio approaches
denote the set of selected users computed by Algoriithm 1

1(?‘3 2asw — o0 andd — 12.

the last stage. Assume that the value of each user is at m
V(Z)/w, where the parameter will be fixed later. The proof of Lemma_ 10 is given in Appendix D.

1) Competitiveness Analysis under the I.I.D. Modebince ~ From the above analysis, we know that thé/Z mecha-
the costs and values of all userstinhare i.i.d., they can be Nism has a competitive factor of at least 8 (96) of the offline
selected in the sef with the same probability. Note that theProportional sharesolution under the i.i.d. model (the secre-
sample setS’ is a random subset @f since all users arrive tary model). While the competitive ratio may seem large, we
in a random order. Therefore the number of users frgm €mphasize that our goal is to show that h&/Z mechanism
in the sample setS’ follows a hypergeometric distribution is indeedO(1)-competitiveand thus its performance guarantee
H(n/2,|Z|,n). Thus, we havek[|Z,|] = E[|Z,|] = |Z|/2. s independent of the parameters of the problem (e.g. number
The value of each user can be seen as an independdfisers, their costs, the tasks they can complete, etc.vilve
identically distributed random variable, and because @f thater show that the mechanism performs well in practice (see
submodularity ofV/(S), it can be derived thatE[V (Z,)] = SectiorY), implying that bounded competitive ratio serass
E[V(Zy)] > V(Z)/2. The expected total payments to thé@ good guide for designing such mechanisms.

users from bothZ, and Z, are B/2. SinceV(Z}) is com- ~Theorem 1. The OMZ mechanism satisfies computational ef-
puted with the stage-budge/2, it can be derived that: ficiency, individual rationality, budget feasibility, thfulness,

E[V(Z1)] = E[V(21)] =2 V(Z)/2, andE[p}] > p, where the ongumer sovereignty, and constant competitiveness uheler
first inequality follows from the fact that'(Z;) is the optimal 4o arrival-departure interval case.

solution computed by Algorithnl]2 with stage-budgBy/2

according to theproportional share allocatiomule. Therefore, IV. ONLINE MECHANISM UNDER GENERAL CASE

we only need to prove that the ratio BfV (Z3)] to E[V (Z})] In this section, we consider the general case where each user
is at least a constant, then t@#1Z mechanism will also have a may have aon-zero arrival-departure intervaand there may
constant expected competitive ratio compared with theneffli be multiple online users in the auction simultaneoushsthir
mechanism. we change the settings of Example 1 to show that@hé¢Z

Lemma 7. For sufficiently largew, the ratio of E[V(Z3)] mechanism isiot time-truthful under the general case.

to E[V(Z])] is at least a constant. Specially, this ratioExample 2. All the settings are the same as Exanigle 1 except
approachesl /4 asw — oo andd — 4. for that user 1 has a non-zero arrival-departure interval, <

d,. Specially, the type of user 165 = (1,5, 2).
The proof of Lemmal7 is given in Appendix B. 1P y yp ts = ( )

2) Competitiveness Analysis under the Secretary Model In this example, if user 1 report its type truthfully, then it
will obtain the payment 2 according to ti@MZ mechanism.

Lemma 8. ( [20], Lemma 16) For sufficiently largev, the However, if user 1 delays announcing its arrival time and
random variable|V (Z,) — V(Z2)| is bounded byV'(Z)/2 reportsd; = (5,5,2), then it will improve its payment to
with a constant probability. 8 according to the©MZ mechanism (the detailed computing
process is omitted).

lk\)lo(tjz_tt_hatfa ntpn-negatlvehSl:’kémZodulaeruchn(;nVlsZalso An the following, we will present a new online mechanism,
subadcitive function, so we na (%)) +V(Z2) = V(Z). . OMG, and prove that it satisfies all six desirable properties
Thus, Lemma[18 can be easily extended to the foII0W|r1§;nder the general case

corollary.
A. Mechanism Design

In order to hold several desirable properties of B®Z
mechanism, we adopt a similar algorithm framework under
Lemma 9. Given a sample sef’, the total value of selectedthe general case. At the same time, in order to guarantee the
users computed by Algorithid 2 with the budd#t/2 is at cost-andtime-truthfulnessit is necessary to modify theMZ
least a half of that computed with the buddgt mechanism based on the following principles. Firstly, asgru

Corollary 1. For sufficiently largew, bothV(Z;) and V' (Z2)
are at leastlV’(Z)/4 with a constant probability.



is added to the sample set only when it departs; otherwiseThe first case is when the current time steps not at
the bid-independence will be destroyed if its arrival-déyne the end of any stage. In this case, the density threshold
time spans multiple stages, because a user can indirefght afremains unchanged. The following operations (the lined 3-1
its payment now. Secondly, if there are multiple users whn Algorithm[4) are performed. Firstly, all new users amiyi
have not yet departed at some time, we sort these onliatetime stept are added to a set of online us&ds Then we
users according to their marginal values, instead of theirake decision on whether to select these online users one by
marginal densities, and preferentially select those uadls one in the order of their marginal values; the users with digh
higher marginal value. In this way, the bid-independencge canarginal values will be selected first. If an online usdras
be held. Thirdly, whenever a new time step arrives, it scabgen selected as a winner before time stepe need not to
through the list of users who have not yet departed and seletiake decision on it again because it is impossible to obtain
those whose marginal densities are not less than the currartigher payment than before (to be proved later in Lemma
density threshold under the stage-budget constraint, dveil3). Otherwise, we need to make decision on it again: if its
some arrived much earlier. At the departure time of any userarginal density is not less than the current density ttuiesh
who was selected as a winner, the user is paid for a priaed the allocated stage-budget has not been exhausted, it wi
equal to the maximum price attained during the user’s regortbe selected as a winner. Meanwhile, we give usepayment
arrival-departure interval, even if this price is largearththe p; = V;(S)/p*, and add it to the set of selected us&s
price at the time step when the user was selected as a winfdémally, we remove all users departing at time stefpom O,
and add them to the sample s&t

The second case is when the current time step is just at
Algorithm 4: Online Mechanism under General Case the end of some stage. In this case, the density threshadld wil

(OMG) be updated. The mechanism works as the lines 13-22. We
Input: Budget constraini3, deadlineT’ need to make decision on whether to select these online,users
1 (4,1, B,8,p*,S) + (1, QUOE%, Quog%,@,@@); and at what prices, one by one in the order of their marginal
> while ¢t < T do values, no matter whether they have ever been selected as the
3 Add all new users arriving at time stepto a set of winners before time step. As shown in the lines 17-20, if
online usersy; O « O\ S, useri can obtain a higher payment than before, its payment
4 repeat will be updated. Meanwhile, if useérhas never been selected
5 i + argmax;cor (V;(S)); as a winner before time stepit will be added to the se§.
6 if by <Vi(S)/p* < B — Zjes p;j then Return to Examplé&]2. If all of the.five users report their
7 | i Vi(S)/p*; S + SU{i}; types truthfully, then th@©MG mechanism works as follows.
8 else pi < 0; o t=1: (T/,B/,S/,p*,S) = (1,2,@,1/2,@), Vl(S)/bl =
9 O+ O\ {i}; 1/2, thusp; = 2, S = {1}. Update the density threshold:
10 until O’ = 0; p* =1/2, p; remains unchanged.
11 | Remove all users departing at time stefrom O, ot = 20 (T"B,S8,p"S) = (2,4,0,1/2,{1}),
and add them t&’; Va(8)/be = 1/4, thusps = 0, 8’ = {2}. Update the
12 if t=|T7"] then threshold densityp* = 1/4, increasep; to 4.
13 p* + GetDensityThreshold B, S'); ot = 4 (T".B, 8, p"S) = (4,8,{2},1/4,{1}),
14 T' «+ 2T"; B' + 2B'; O’ + O; V3(S)/bs = 1/5, thusps = 0, S’ = {2,3}. Update the
15 repeat threshold densityp* = 1/8, increasep; to 8.
16 i+ argmaxjeor (V;(S\ {j})); o t=>5: user 1 departs, s6' = {1,2,3}.
17 if b; S‘/;(S\{Z})/p* SBI—Zjespj'f‘pi ot = 6 (T/aB/aS/ap*aS) = (85167{15273}31/87{1})!
and V;(S\ {i})/p* > p; then Vi(S)/bs = 1, thusps = 8, S = {1,4}, 8" = {1,2,3,4}.
18 pi < Vi(S\ {i})/p*; o t=7T(T',B, S, p*,8)=(8,16,{1,2,3,4},1/8,{1,4}),
19 if i ¢Sthen S+« SuU{i}; V5(S)/bs = 1/3, thusps =0, §" = {1,2,3,4,5}.
20 end Thus, user 1 can obtain the payment 8 according to the
21 O« O\ {i}; OMG mechanism. Even if user 1 delays announcing its arrival
22 until O’ =0, time and report®; = (5,5, 2), it still cannot improve its pay-
23 end ment (the detailed computing process is omitted). Theegfor
24 t+—t+1; the time-truthfulness can be guaranteed in this case.
25 end

B. Mechanism Analysis

It is easy to know that theOMG mechanism holds the
According to the above principles, we design MG individual rationality and theconsumer sovereigntgs OMZ
mechanism satisfying all desirable properties under tineigg (with almost the same proof). Although it is hard to give
case, as described in AlgoritHoh 4. Specially, we consider tva strict competitive ratio, it is easy to know that tMG
cases as follows. mechanism still satisfies theonstant competitivengssind



only have slight value loss compared witbMZ In the
following, we prove that th@OMG mechanism also satisfies
the computational efficiengythe budget feasibilityand most 8 wens
importantly, thecost-andtime-truthfulness
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Lemma 11. The OMG mechanism is computationally efficien -

Proof: Different from OMZ, the OMG mechanism needs
to compute the allocations and payments of multiple online

users at each time step. Thus, the running time of computig,ocks from south to north with a total width of 0.319 km,
the allocations and payments at each time step is boundgg) includes the 6th,7th,8th Avenues and the 45th, 46th, 47t

by O(m|O]) < O(mn), where|O| is the number of onliné gy eets. We divide each road in the Rol into multiple diseret
users. The complexity of computing the density threshold js, s yith a uniform spacing of 1 meter, so the Rol consists

the same as that dMZ Thus, the computation complexity ot 4353 pols , = 4352) in total. Without loss of generality,

at each time step is the same as thaOOAZ, i.e., bounded et the coverage requirement of each Pol be 1. We set the
by O(mn min{m, n}). ®  deadline 7) to 1800s, and vary the budgeB) from 100 to
Lemma 12. The OMG mechanism is budget feasible. 10000 with the increment of 100. Users arrive according to a

_ ) ) Poisson process in time with arrival rateWe vary from 0.2
Proof: From the lines 6-7 and 17-18 of Algorithimh 4, wey, 1 \yith the increment of 0.2. Whenever a user arrives, it is

can see that it is guaranteed that the currgnt tota_ll paymsmced at a random location on the roads of the Rol. OMZ
does not exceed the stage-budgétNote that in the line 17, 1o chanism is implemented under the zero arrival-departure
pi is the price paid for usef in the previous stage insteadiniera| case, and th@MG mechanism is implemented under
of the current stage, so it cannot lead to the overrun of t general case where the arrival-departure interval off ea
current stage-budget. Therefore, every stage is budggibfea qeris uniformly distributed ové®, 300] seconds. The sensing
and when the deadlin€ arrives, the total payment does no?ange [®) of each sensor is set to 7 meters. The cost of each
exceedB. user is uniformly distributed ovelft, 10]. The initial density
Lemma 13. The OMG mechanism is cost- and time-truthfuthreshold §) of Algorithm[1 and’4 is set to 1. As we proved
in LemmalY, whend = 4 the OMZ mechanism isD(1)-
competitive for sufficiently largev. Meanwhile we note that
Theorem 2. The OMG mechanism satisfies computational ef: increases with the number of users who have arrived. Thus,
ficiency, individual rationality, budget feasibility, ifulness, for Algorithm[1 and[#, we sef = 1 initially, and change it
consumer sovereignty, and constant competitiveness thelerto § = 4 once the size of the sample set exceeds a specified
general case. threshold. Note that this threshold could be an empirichlesa
for real applications. In our simulation, we set this thi@dh
to 240, because we observe that each user’s value is at most
To evaluate the performance of our online mechanisms/100 of the total value when the number of users is larger
we implemented th©MZ and OMG mechanisms, and com-than 240. For theandommechanism, we obtain the average
pared them against the following three benchmarks. The figgérformance of 50 such solutions for evaluations, where in
benchmark is the (approximateptimaloffline solution which each solution the threshold density was chosen at randam fro
has full knowledge about all users’ types. The problem ihe range of 1 to 29.
this scenario is essentially budgeted maximum coverage All the simulations were run on a PC with 1.7 GHz CPU
problem which is a well-known NP-hard problem. It is knownand 8 GB memory. Each measurement is averaged over 100
that a greedy algorithm provides(a — 1/e)-approximation instances.
solution [23]. The second benchmark is tipeoportional )
share mechanism in the offline scenario (Algoritim 3). Th&- Evaluation Results
third benchmark is theandom mechanism, which adopts a Running Time Fig.[4 shows the running time of theMZ
naive strategy, i.e., rewards users based on an uninfornadl OMG mechanisms. Specially, Fig. 4{(a) plots the running
fixed threshold density. The performance metrics include ttime at different stages whilaé = 0.67. Fig.[4(b) plots the
running time the crowdsourcer’s valugand theuser’s utility.  running time at the last stage with different arrival ratsth
A. Simulation Setup the OMZ and OMG mechanisms have similar performance
' while OMG outperformsOMZ slightly. Note that the size of

The application scenario introduced in Sectibn | is consighe sample sety') increases linearly with the time and
ered in our simulation. Specially, we set the same simuiatio
scenario as the referende [24], where a WiFi signal sensingEach user can cover at most 29 Pols, and its bid is at least fts so
application is considered. As shown in Hig). 3 obtained frben t m?rg'”a' density is at most 29. _ o _
G le M the Rol is located at Manhattan. NY. which spa As we proved in LemmhBl]2, the computation complexity is doneidaby
oogle Map, ' , » Whi p '8§mputing the density threshold, so only the running timéhatend time of

4 blocks from west to east with a total length of 1.135km arghch stage is plotted.

Fig. 3. The region of interest.

The proof of Lemma_13 is given in Appendix E.

V. PERFORMANCEEVALUATION
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Fig. 5. Crowdsourcer’s value.
compared with theapproximate optimamechanism, and the

the arrival rate\, so Fig.[2 implies the relationship betweef®MG mechanism also sacrifices some value to achieve the
the running time and the number of users arriving befbre time-truthfulness compared with th@MZ mechanism. We
Thus, from Fig[% we can infer that the running time increas€gn also observe that both ti@MZ and OMG mechanisms
linearly with the number of users.), which is consistent with are guaranteed to be within a constant factor of the offline
our analysis in Section IIIB. solutions. Specially, although tl@MZ andOMG mechanisms

Crowdsourcer’s ValueFig.[§ compares the crowdsourcer@re only guaranteed to be within a competitive factor of at
value achieved by th©MZ and OMG mechanisms againstleast 8 of theproportional sharesolution in expectation, as
the three benchmarks. From Hig. %(a) we can observe that W@ proved in Lemmal7, the simulation results show that this
crowdsourcer obtains higher value when the budget constrdiatio is almost as small as 1.6 f@MZ or 2.4 for OMG. As
increases. From Fid. 5(b) we can observe that the crowgpmpared to thepproximate optimasolution, this ratio is still
sourcer obtains higher value when more users participéie. elow 2.2 forOMZ or below 3.4 forOMG. In addition, we
approximate optimamechanism and theroportional share can see that th®@MZ andOMG mechanisms largely outweigh
mechanism operate in the offline scenario, where the truestyihe randommechanism.
or strategies of all users are known a priori, and will theref  Truthfulness We firstly verified the cost-truthfulness of
always outperform theOMZ and OMG mechanisms. It is OMZ by randomly picking two users (ID=130 and ID=591)
shown that thgroportional sharemechanism sacrifices someand allowing them to bid prices that are different from their
value of the crowdsourcer to achieve the cost-truthfulnesse costs. We illustrate the results in FI[. 6. As we can




see, user 130 achieves its optimal utility if it bids truthfu utility function under the bidding model. However, theyléai
(b130 = c130 = 3) in Fig. [6(a) and user 591 achieves itgo consider theonsumer sovereigngnd thetime-truthfulness
optimal utility if it bids truthfully (bs91 = c591 = 8) in Fig. ) ) )
B(B). Then we further verified the time-truthfulnesaMG by B. Online Auctions and Generalized Secretary Problems
randomly picking two users (ID=17 and 1D=85) and allowing Online auctionis the essence of many networked markets,
them to report their arrival/departure times that are diffe in which information about goods, agents, and outcomes is
from their true arrival/departure times. We illustrate tesults revealed one by one online in a random order, and the agents
in Fig.[4. As shown in Fid. 7() and Fig. 7[b), user 17 achievesust make irrevocable decisions without knowing future in-
its optimal utility if it reports its true arrival and depare formation. Our problem can be modeled as an online auction.
times @17 = a1z = 50, di7 = di23 = 50). As shown in Combining optimal stopping theory with game theory proside
Fig.[7(c), user 85 achieves its optimal utility if it repoits us a powerful tool to model the actions of rational agents
true arrival time {s5 = ass = 201). Note that reporting any applying competing stopping rules in an online auction.
departure time dgs < dss < dgs) does not affect the utility = The theory of optimal stoppingis concerned with the
of user 85. problem of choosing a time to take a particular action, ireord
to maximize an expected reward or minimize an expected
V1. RELATED WORK cost. A classic problem of optimal stopping theory is the
secretary problem designing an algorithm for hiring one
secretary from a pool of applicants arriving online, to
Reddy et al. [[25] developed recruitment frameworks tmaximize the probability of hiring the best secretary. Many
enable the crowdsourcer to identify well-suited particifsa variants of the classic secretary problem have been stilied
for data collections. However, they focused only on thine literature and here we review only those most relevant
user selection instead of the incentive mechanism design.t8 this work. An important generalization of the secretary
present, there are only a handful of studies [10]-[14] on iproblem is themultiple-choice secretary problenin which
centive mechanism design for MCS applications in the offlintbe interviewer is allowed to hire up tb > 1 applicants in
scenario. Generally, two system models were considered: tirder to maximize performance of the secretarial groupdase
platform/crowdsourcer-centric model where the crowdseur on their overlapping skills (or the joint utility of selectééems
provides a fixed reward to participating users, and the usér-a more general setting). Kleinbeffg [18] and Babaioff et al
centric model where users can have their reserve pricebéor [19] presented two constant competitive algorithms for e sp
sensing service. For the crowdsourcer-centric modelpiinge  cial multiple-choice secretary problem in which the ohijext
mechanisms were designed by using a Stackelberg garme [I@hction is a linear one, equaling to the sum of the individua
[13]. The Nash Equilibrium and Stackelberg Equilibrium eervalues of the selected applicants. Bateni et(all [20] ptesen
computed as the solution, where the costs of all users ar th&iconstant competitive algorithm for tsebmodular multiple-
probability distribution was assumed to be known. In casifra choice secretary problerm which the objective function is
the user-centric model can be applied to the scenario intwhisubmodular. Another important generalization is kimapsack
each user has a private cost only known to itself. Dane&ecretary problemin which each applicant also has a cost
et al. [10] developed a sealed-bid second-price auction dad the goal is to maximize performance of the secretarial
estimate the users’ value of sensing data with locatiorepyiv group as along as the total cost of selected applicants dies n
Lee and Hohl[[111] designed and evaluated a reverse auctexteed a given budget. Babaioff et al.][19] and Bateni et al.
based dynamic price incentive mechanism, where users ¢a@] respectively presented constant competitive algoré for
sell their sensed data to a service provider with usersimedi the linear knapsack secretary problem in which the objectiv
bids. Jaimes et all [14] proposed a recurrent reverse auctfanction is linear, and thesubmodular knapsack secretary
incentive mechanism with a greedy algorithm that selectspgoblemin which the objective function is submodular.
representative subset of the users according to theiritocat Our problem is similar to theubmodular knapsack secre-
given a fixed budget. Yang et al. [13] designed an auctiotary problemin form, but we need to consider two significant
based incentive mechanism, and proved this mechanism wasperties, thetruthfulnessand the consumer sovereignty
computationally efficient, individually rational, profiike, and Although some solutions (([15]/ [17]/_[18]) of online auc-
truthful. However, all of these studies failed to accounttfee tions provided good ideas of designing truthful mechanjsms
online arrival of users. they cannot be directly applied to the problem setting with
To the best of our knowledge, there are few research waskkbmodular value function and budget constraint. Moreover
on the online mechanism design for crowdsourcing markatsene of these solutions considered ttesumer sovereignty
[26]-[28]. Singer et al.[[26] and Singla et al. [27] presehte
pricing mechanisms for crowdsourcing markets based on the
bidding model and the posted price model respectively. How-In this paper, we have designed online incentive mechanisms
ever, they focused only on a simple additive utility funatioused to motivate smartphone users to participate in mobile
instead of the submodular one. Badanidiyuru et[all [28] conrowdsourced sensing, which is a new sensing paradigm
sidered pricing mechanisms for maximizing the submodulalowing us to efficiently collect data for numerous novel

A. Mechanism Design for Mobile Crowdsourced Sensing
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applications. Compared with existing offline incentive tmec [14] L. Jaimes, I. Vergara-Laurens, and M. Labrador, “A lima-based

anisms, we focus on a more real scenario where users arrive

one by one online. We have modeled the problem as an 0n|[lj_1§ M. T. Hajiaghayi, R. Kleinberg, and D. C. Parkes, “Adsptlimited-

auction in which the users submit their private types to the
crowdsourcer over time, and the crowdsourcer aims to salect
subset of users before a specified deadline for maximiziag
total value of the services provided by selected users under
a budget constraint. We focus on the monotone submoduled
value function that can be applied in many real scenarios.
We have designed two online mechanisms under differgmg
assumptionsOMZ can be applied to the zero arrival-departure

interval case where the arrival time of each user equalssto f,

incentive mechanism for participatory sensing systemdh veiidget
constraints,” inProceedings of IEEE PerCqn2012, pp. 103-108.

supply online auctions,” ifProceedings of the 5th ACM conference on
Electronic commerge2004, pp. 71-80.

] Z. Bar-Yossef, K. Hildrum, and F. Wu, “Incentive-contjde online

departure time, an@MG can be applied to the general case.
We have proved OMZ satisfies 1) computational efficiency,

meaning that it can run in real time; 2) individual rationgli 120]

meaning that each participating user will have a non-negati
utility; 3) budget feasibility, meaning that the crowdscer's
budget constraint will not be violated; 4) cost-truthfudee

meaning that no user can improve its utility by reporting an

untruthful cost; 5) consumer sovereignty, meaning thaheac
participating user will have a chance to win the auction; ane?!

6) constant competitiveness, meaning that it can perfoasec!

to the optimal solution in the offline scenario. We have alg@3]

proved OMG satisfies all the above properties as well as ti 2] X. Sheng, J. Tang, and W, Zhang, “Eneray-efficient dafkative sensing

truthfulness, meaning that no user can improve its utiligy
reporting an untruthful arrival/departure time.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemméll
ConsideringV'(S) = ij:l min{r;, >

jes Vij ), for any

X CY CU andz € U\Y we have

V(X U{z}) - V(X)=> min{max{0,r; — Y vi;},va;}

J=1 i€X
m

> Z min{max{0, r; — Z Vit Va it
j=1 =%

— V(Y U{z}) - V(Y).

Moreover, for anyX C ¢/ andz € U\ X we haveV (X U
{z}) — V(X) > 0. ThereforeV (S) is monotone submodular
by Definition[3.

B. Proof of Lemma&al7
We consider two cases according to the total payment to

the selected users at the last stage as follows.
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Case (a):The total payment to the selected users at the last 4 ‘ o © ©
stage is at leasteB, a € (0,1/2]. In this case, since each 3900 /
selected user has marginal density at lgdsiso we have that 208l . |

/ !
V(Zh) > p*aB = 04/)613 _ 2aV§(Z1). 63.97— 108 P

Case (b): The total payment to the selected users at the 39 5396
last stage is less thamB, a € (0,1/2]. There might be two 3951 N
reasons leading to that users frdfp are not selected i&y. 3.941 3.94
The first case is when the marginal densities of some users 303l 1o ]
from Z, are less tharp*, and thus we do not select them. 772000 400 600 800 100
Even if these users are all ih, their expected total payment T 10 o 0’ 0 N

is at mostB/2. Because of submodularity, the expected total
loss due to these missed users is at most

B _pB _V(Z)
2 26 4
The other case is when there is not enough budget to pay
for some users whose marginal densities are not lessgthan
It means that the payment for such a user (for example, user
i) is larger than(1/2 — o) B, i.e., Vi(S)/p* > (1/2 — o) B;
otherwise adding this user t@, will not lead to that the
total payment forZ) exceeds the stage-budgey2. Because
E[p}] > p, we have that

*

1000

w1 1 —2a)E[pj]|B _ (1 —2a)pB ‘ W ‘
E[Vi(S)|>Elp ]'(5_0‘)3: ( 2)6 il > ( 25) . 10° 10° 10° w 10° 10° 10’
Because the expected total payment to all usergadns at (b) Optimal ratio ofE[V (Z4)] to E[V/(Z})]

most B/2, there cannot be more thz(qf—za — 1) such users
in Z,. Since the value of each user is at md37)/w, the
expected total loss due to these missed users is at(qq_é%t—

Fig. 8. The optimal ratio oE[V'(Z})] to E[V (Z])] by fixing properd with
different values ofv.

1)V(Z)/w. Therefore, we have that C. Proof of Lemmal9
! .
E[V(Z))] > E[V(Zs)] — ( o 1)V(Z) _ E[V(Z))] Assume that the set of selected users computed with the
1-2a w d budgetB’/2is §; = {1,2,...,1}, and the set of selected users
L V(2) y o 1)V(Z) _ E[V(Z1)] computed with the budgeB’ is Sy = {1,2,...,k}. Then,
-2 1 -2« w ] users can be sorted according to their increasing marginal
1 d 11 densities as follows:
>[5~ (7=52 ~ Uz — 5 EV(EZ)L N "
o w VA(So) o Ve(S1) o o VilSimn) o 2V(S) | Vi ()
Considering both of case (a) and (b), the ratideg¥ (Z7)) b — b, T b B T b
to E[V(Z])] will be at least2a/4, if it satisfies that N Vi(Se_1) N V(Sk) N Vier1 (Sk) . Vis|(Sisr)-1)

1 ) 1 1 2a

s o Vo5

Therefore, for a specific parameterwe can obtain the op-
timal ratio of E[V (Z3)] to E[V (Z1)] by solving the following D. Proof of Lemm&_10
optimization problem:

(1) b B~ b1 - b\8/|
Thus, it can be easily derived that(S;) > V(Sk)/2.

We consider two cases according to the total payment to
Maximize 2a subject to Eq. [) anda < (0,1/2]. the selected users at the last stage as follows.
4 Case (a):The total payment to the selected users at the last
stage is at leasttB, o € (0,1/2]. In this case, since each
Whenw is sufficiently large (at least 12), we can obtain @elected user has marginal density at lggisso we have that
constant ratio of£[V (Z})] to E[V(Z})]. Fig.[8 illustrates the , ,
optimal ratios that can be obtained by fixing propewhen V(Z)) > p*aB = ap B _ 20V(Z))
different values ofv are set. Asv becomes larger, a higher 0 0
ratio can be obtained. More importantly, both the optimdbra Case (b): The total payment to the selected users at the
of E[V(Z})] to E[V (Z])] and the optimal value af converges last stage is less thamB, o € (0,1/2]. There might be two
fast asw increases. Specially, the optimal ratio approadhs reasons leading to that users frafp are not selected itrs.
asw — oo andé — 4. The first case is when the marginal densities of some users




from Z, are less tharp*, and thus we do not select themlt can be easily proved since the decision at time step
Even if these users are all iff;, their total payment is at bid-independent. .
most B. Because of submodularity, the total loss due to theseProposition (b): fixb; and 6_;, reporting the true ar-

missed users is at most rival/departure time is a dominant strategy for useérlt's
B 2V(Z)) because that useris always paid for a price equal to the
p*-B= s - 5 maximum price attained during its reported arrival-dejart

interval. Assume that usércan obtain the maximum payment

The other case is when there is not enough budget 1 Ra¥ime step e [d;, d;]. Then reporting an earlier arrival time
for some users whose marginal densities are not lessghan g, o |ater departure time thandoes not affect the payment

It means that the payment for such a user (for example, uggrser;. However, if useri reports a later arrival time or

i) is larger than(1/2 — a)B, i.e., Vi(S)/p* > (1/2 — a)B;  an earlier departure time than then it will obtain a lower
otherwise adding this user @, will not lead to that the total

payment.
payment forZ; exceeds the stage-budgef2. Because’ =  Based on the proposition (b), it is sufficient to prove this
2V(21)/B = V(Z)/(4B) = p/4, we have that lemma by adding a third proposition:
L1 (1-2a)pyB _ (1—2a)pB Proposition (c): fix[a;, d;] and 6_;, reporting the true cost
Vi§) > p" - (5 —a)B = 55 — > S5 isadominant strategy for usér According to the proposition

(a), reporting a false cost at time stégannot improve user
i's payment at the current time. Thus, it only needs to prove
thatreporting a false cost at time stepe [a;, d;) still cannot
improve useri’s payment at time stefi(t < t' < d;).

Firstly, we consider the case when useis selected as
a winner by reporting its true type at time stép= ;. In

Because the total payment to all usersA4p is at mostB,
there cannot be more tha@%a —1) such users ir%,. Since
the value of each user is at mds{7) /w, the total loss due to
these missed users is at m@s€S— — 1)V (Z)/w. Therefore,
we have that

89 V(Z) 2V(Z)) this case it satisfies; < Vi(S;)/p; < Bi, and it can obtain
ZN > V(Zy) — -1 — i S Vilot)/ Py S Dy
V(Z2) 2 V(22) (1 — 2« ) w 4] the paymentV;(S;)/p;. At time t'(t < ¢/ < T}), due to the
- V(Z) ( 8 1)V zZ) 2V(Z)) submodularity of’ (S), we haveV;(Sy) > V;(S:). Then user
= 4 1 —2a w ) i will obtain the paymenv;(Sy)/p; if b, < Vi(Sw)/p; < Bj,,
1 86 1 2 otherwise it will obtain the payment 0. Thus, usecannot
> [; — (=5 — D= — SV(Z0). il

obtain higher payment at time stepthan that at. It means

Considering both of case (a) and (b), the ratiddiZ}) to that a user qannot improve its payment by reporting a false
cost if its arrival-departure interval does not span moanth

V(Z) will be at least2« /4, if it satisfies that
one stage.

1 iy 8 1)1 _2_ 2 @ Next we con§ider usei’s payment at time ste[b’(Tt’ <
4 1-—2a w 0 6 t' < d;) if its arrival-departure interval spans multiple stages.
Therefore, for a specific parameter we can obtain the According to the proposition (a), USE_S Payme”t at tim(_e step
optimal ratio of V(Z}) to V(Z}) by solving the following _t/ depends opy, and_Bg,. Becausqy, Is |ndependent wit,
it only needs to consider the effectigfon B;, . If useri reports

optimization problem:
P P a false cosb; which still satisfiesh; < V;(S:)/p; < By, then
Maximize 20 subject to Eq. [2) anda € (0,1/2]. it is still accepted at pric;(S:)/p; at time stept, and thus
4 B, remains unchanged. If uséreports a larger bid; > ¢;

Whenw is sufficiently large, we can obtain a constant ratiandb; > V;(S;)/p;, then it will not selected at time stepIn
of V(Z}) to V(Z}). Specially, the optimal ratio approacheshis case, more budget will be allocated for other users, and

1/12 asw — oo andé — 12. B;, will be diminished. Therefore, usércannot obtain higher
payment at time stef.
E. Proof of Lemm&_13 Secondly, we consider the case when usisrnot selected

Consider a uset with true typef; = (a;,d;,T';,c;), and @s a winner by reporting its true type at time step a;. In
reported strategy typé; = (d,d;, T, b;). According to the this case it satisfies; > Vi(S:)/p;, or Vi(S;)/pi > Bi. In
OMG mechanism, at each time steg [d;, d;], there may be casec; > V;(S;)/p;, if useri reports a false cost which still
a new decision on whether to accept useand at what price. satisfies; > Vi(S;)/p;, then the outcome remains unchanged.
For convenience, leT}, B;, p, andS; denote the end time If useri reports a lower bid; < ¢; andb; < V;(S;)/p;, then it
of the current stage, the residual budget, the current tyensill be accepted at pric®;(S;)/p; attime steg. In such case,
threshold, and the set of selected users respectively @t tiipwever, its utility will be negative. In additior3;, remains
stept and before making decision on userLet §_, denote unchanged, and thus usés payment at time ste§ > ¢ is not
the strategy types of all users excludifig We first prove the affected. In casé’;(S;)/p; > By, reporting a false cost does
following two propositions. not affect the outcome at time stepr the residual budgé®;,

Proposition (a): at some time stepe [di,di], fix pf and at time stept’ > t. To sum up, reporting a false cost cannot
B, reporting the true cost is a dominant strategy for uger improve useri’s payment at time step > ¢.
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