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Abstract

Over the past decade, crowdsourcing has emerged as a cheaffiaient method of obtaining
solutions to simple tasks that are difficult for computersdtve but possible for humans. The popularity
and promise of crowdsourcing markets has led to both engpizicd theoretical research on the design
of algorithms to optimize various aspects of these markeish as the pricing and assignment of tasks.
Much of the existing theoretical work on crowdsourcing nedskhas focused on problems that fall into
the broad category of online decision making; task requestethe crowdsourcing platform itself make
repeated decisions about prices to set, workers to filterppablems to assign to specific workers, or
other things. Often these decisions are complex, requadgagrithms that learn about the distribution of
available tasks or workers over time and take into accowntitategic (or sometimes irrational) behavior
of workers.

As human computation grows into its own field, the time is ripeaddress these challenges in a
principled way. However, it appears very difficult to cagtwall pertinent aspects of crowdsourcing
markets in a single coherent model. In this paper, we refleti®@modeling issues that inhibit theoretical
research on online decision making for crowdsourcing, dadtify some steps forward. This paper grew
out of the authors’ own frustration with these issues, ancheoge it will encourage the community to
attempt to understand, debate, and ultimately address them

1 Introduction

Crowdsourcing markets have emerged as a tool for bringiggti@rrequesterswho have tasks they need
accomplished, andvorkers who are willing to perform these tasks in a timely mannerxohange for
payment. Some crowdsourcing platforms, such as Amazon aecdl Turk, focus on small “microtasks”
such as labeling an image or filling out a survey, with payment the order of ten cents, while other
platforms, such as oDesk, focus on larger jobs like desggmiabsites, for significantly larger payments,
but most share the common featurergfpeated interactionIn these markets, workers, requesters, and the
platform itself can all adjust their behavior over time t@ptto the environment. For example, requesters
can choose which workers to target (or filter out) for theikeaand which prices to offer, and can update
these choices as they learn more about salient feature® @nifironment, such as workers’ skill levels,
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the difficulty of their tasks, and workers’ willingness tocapt their tasks at given prices. In principle, the
platform could also make smarter decisions over time agihkemore about the quality of both requesters
and workers.

Naturally, as crowdsourcing has gained popularity and luoaanputation has grown into its own field,
researchers have taken an interest in modeling and anglylzenproblem of online decision making in
crowdsourcing markets. There is plenty of prior work on vihtic build. Online decision algorithms have a
rich literature in operations research, economics, andratareas of computer science including machine
learning, theory of algorithms, artificial intelligencendaalgorithmic mechanism design. A large portion
of this literature is concerned with the tradeoff betwesploration (obtaining new information, perhaps
by sacrificing near-term gains) aedploitation(making optimal decisions based on the currently available
information). This tradeoff is often studied under the naméti-armed banditsa reader can refer to Cesa-
Bianchi and Lugosi [14], Bergemann and Valimaki [7], Gigtet al. [26], and Bubeck and Cesa-Bianchi [11]
for background and various perspectives on the problemesgamother (somewhat overlapping) stream of
work concernglynamic pricingand, more generallyevenue managemeptoblems; see Besbes and Zeevi
[8] for an overview of this work in operations research, arab&ioff et al. [3] for a theory-of-algorithms
perspective. Further, there is extensive literature omerdecision problems in which all information per-
tinent to a given round is revealed, either before or afteraligorithm makes its decision for this round; see
Borodin and El-Yaniv|[10], Buchbinder and Naor [13], and &&sanchi and Lugos| [14] for background.

Despite the vast scope of this existing work, crowdsourdiriggs an array of domain-specific chal-
lenges that require novel solutions. To address theseetiggs in a principled way, one would like to
formulate a unified collection of well-defined algorithmigastions with well-specified objectives, allowing
researchers to propose novel solutions and technigueséahdie easily compared, leading to a deeper un-
derstanding of the underlying issues. However, it appeamgdifficult to capture all of the pertinent aspects
of crowdsourcing in a coherent model. As a result, many oéttisting theoretical papers on crowdsourcing
propose their own new models. This makes it difficult to corapgachniques across papers, and leads to
uncertainty about which parameters or features matter winsih designing new platforms or algorithms.

There are several reasons why developing a unified modebuwfdsourcing is difficult. First, there is
a tension between the desire to study models based on gxmétiorms, such as Mechanical Turk, which
would allow algorithms to be implemented and tested imntelliaand the desire to look ahead and model
alternative platforms with novel features that could ptgdy lead to improved crowdsourcing markets
further down the line. A plethora of different platform dgss are possible, and different designs lead to
both different models and different algorithmic questions

Second, even after a model of the platform has been detedirone must take into account the diversity
of tasks and workers that use the platform. Some workers radetier at some tasks than others, and may
find some tasks harder than others. It is natural to take Wsgity into account when designing algorithms
(especially for a problem like task assignment), but the imayhich this diversity is modeled may impact
the choice of algorithm and the theoretical guaranteesaitesattainable.

Third, crowdsourcing workers are human beings, not alganic agents (with the possible exception of
spambots, which bring their own problems). They may actegjieally, maximizing their own welfare in
response to the incentives provided by the requesters anpldakform. Taking into account this strategic
behavior is essential. Moreover, workers also may act insvlagt are even less predictable and seemingly
irrational. As just one example, empirical studies havenshtinat workers may not know their own costs of
completing a task, and are susceptible toahehoring effectn which they judge the value of a task based
on the first price they see (see Mason and Watts [43], Masosard42], Yin et al. [65] and the literature
reviews therein). One must be aware of these nuances wheglingpd/orker behavior.

This paper offers a detailed reflection on the modeling s$ut inhibit theoretical research on repeated
decision making in crowdsourcing. Our goal is not to offergyke unified model, but to raise awareness of



the issues and spark a discussion in the community abouteiteAlays to move forward. To this end, we
identify a multitude of modeling choices that exist, andadibe a few specific models that appear promising
in that they potentially capture salient aspects of the lprab

A note on our scope.There have been some recent empirical or applied resean@tim aimed at devel-
oping online decision making algorithms that work well iragtice on existing crowdsourcing platforms,
primarily for the problems of task assignment and label egation (see, for example, Chen et al. [16],
Ipeirotis et al.|[31], and Wang et al. [62]). While it is of ase valuable for anyone interested in theoretical
models of crowdsourcing to be aware of related empiricahadgs, we do not attempt to provide a complete
survey of this work here.

A similar attempt has been made to categorize future doestof crowdsourcing research within the
human-computer interaction and computer-supportive e@tjye work communities [36]. While their pa-
per discusses many of the same broad problems as ours (supralig control, platform design, and
reputation), the research agenda they lay out is heavilysked on the high-level design of the technical and
organizational mechanisms surrounding future crowd wgstesns, while we focus more specifically on
low-level modeling and algorithmic challenges for onlirecion making.

2 Informal problem statement

Let us start with an informal and very general descriptiothefclass of problems that fall under the umbrella
of online decision making in crowdsourcing markets. ThesethAree parties: workers, requesters, and the
crowdsourcing platform. Over time, requesters submitddskthe platform. Workers get matched with
requesters, perform tasks, and receive payments. Workerseguesters may arrive to the platform and
leave over time. Some workers may be better than others a smshks; some tasks may be more difficult
than others for some workers. Some workers may enjoy sorke taere than others. All parties make
repeated decisionsover time. All parties carearn over time, which may help them in their decision
making. All decision makers receiygartial feedback: they see the consequences of their decisions, but
typically they do not know what would have happened if thegt heade different decisions. Workers and
requesters cabehave strategically so their incentives need to be taken into account. The enobs
to design algorithms for decision making, on behalf of thatfpkm, the requesters, or perhaps even the
workers.

We can think about this setting from the point of view of ea€lthe three parties, who face their own
choices and have differing motivations and goals:

e Requesters can choose the maximal price they are willindféo for a given task, and specify any
budget constraints that they have. They may also be ableaosehwhich prices to offer to given
(categories of) workers for given (categories of) tasksrtheu, they may be able to choose which
(categories of) workers they are willing to interact withdavhich instances of tasks to assign to each
(category of) worker. The utility of the requester is typigdan increasing function of) the value that
he obtains from completed work minus the price that he hasydaqr this work.

e The platform may match (subsets of) requesters to (subfetgookers. In principle, the platform
may also be able to modify the offered prices, within corstsaspecified by the requesters, and to
determine how to charge requesters and/or workers for tisgirof the platform. In the long run,
the platform cares about maximizing long-term revenue. hinghort term, the platform may care
about keeping workers and requesters happy to attract nusiedss, especially in the presence of
competing platforms.



e Workers can decide whether to accept a task at a given prideh@v much effort to put into it. They
may be able to choose between (categories of) tasks, and enagkbd to provide some information
such as their interests, qualifications, and asking pridé&skers care about the amount of money that
they earn, the cost of their labor (in terms of time or effoad perhaps the amount of enjoyment
they receive from completing tasks.

As parties interact over time, they may be able to learn amesé workers’ skill levels, how much
workers value their effort and time, the difficulty of tasks)d the quality level of particular workers on
particular tasks.

We focus on two natural versions of the problalequester-sideandplatform-sid@ The requester-side
problem is to design a mechanism which makes repeated alesigr a specific requester. The platform-
side problem is to design a mechanism which makes repeatésiaies for the platform. Both versions
should take into account realistic constraints and ingeatof workers and requesters.

3 Possible modeling choices

To study and understand any particular aspect of repeatediate making for crowdsourcing markets,
one must first determine a model or framework in which to woTlia date, most theoretical papers on
crowdsourcing have proposed their own models, which aendfard to compare, and with good reason;
one could come up with any number of valid models, and eachithasvn appeal. However, we would
argue that in order to extract and solve the fundamentatssthat are present in any crowdsourcing market,
one must be keenly aware of the (implicit or explicit) modglchoices they make, and the extent to which
their algorithmic ideas and provable guarantees are sensit their modeling assumptions — essentially
how robustresults are to modifications in the model.

In this section, we identify a variety of modeling choicesrepeated decision making in crowdsourcing,
some of which have been discussed in prior work and some aftwirive not. We break these choices
roughly into five categories: task design, platform desmmlity of work, incentives and human factors,
and performance objectives, though other categorizabompossible.

Task design. A wide variety of tasks can be crowdsourced. In many tasksh a8 translation [66], audio
transcription |[40], image/video analysis [61] 46], or fplanning [67], the workers’ output is unstructured.
On the other hand, in many applications currently deployethé Internet industry, the workers’ output
has a very specific, simple structure such as a multiplecehgiiestion or a free-form labeling question. In
particular, most tasks that the assess relevance of wethsesults are structured as multiple-choice ques-
tions. The output structure (or lack thereof) determinestivar and how workers’ output can be aggregated.
Below we survey some possibilities in more detail.

e Multiple-choice questionsThe simplest structure is a binary questid® this a correct answer? Is
this spam?. Alternatively, a question can include more than two ami¢/Vhich of these web search results
is more appropriate for a given query? Which of these categois more appropriate for this websile?
or allow workers to submit more than one answer when apgtgriFurther, the possible answers may be
numeric or otherwise ordered\ihat age group does this person belong){df? which case the similarity
between the answers should be taken into account.

e Free-form labeling.In image labeling and various classification tasks, a wonkay be allowed to
submit arbitrary labels or categories. A worker may be afldwo submit more than one label for the same
task. Some task designs may include a list of prohibiteddadeas to obtain more diverse results.

In principle, one could also consider the decision makiraplems faced by workers. This area is still largely une>gdoand
could be a source of interesting research questions. Hoyweealo not consider it here.
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e Rankings and weightsSome tasks strive to compute more complex structures su@dmimgs or
relative weights for a given pool of alternatives|[47, 41%ch worker may be asked to provide either a full
ranking or weight vector or only a comparison between a gpaanof alternatives.

Platform design. All interaction between workers and requesters takes platiee context of a particular
crowdsourcing platform. The platform designer controls #iay in which requesters and workers may
interact. In modeling crowdsourcing markets, one may wismbdel the features of a specific existing
platform (such as Amazon Mechanical Turk, oDesk, or TaskiRpbr explore alternative platform designs
that may lead to improved crowdsourcing markets in the &tuin either case, one must consider the
following modeling issues.

e Selection of workerdDoes the platform allow requesters to limit their tasks tecsfic (categories of)
workers, and if so, how? Possibilities range from coarséqrla-defined categories of workers (e.qg., fil-
tering by demographic information or feedback rating/tapian) to allowing requesters to specify arbitrary
workers by worker ID.

e Selection of tasksHow does the platform allow workers to select tasks? Does kevseeall
offerings that are currently in the market? If so, how are tbmted? Alternatively, the platform could limit
the options presented to a given worker. When the task(s) &ajiven requester are offered to a given
worker, does the platform allow the requester to restridttvbfferings from other requesters this worker is
exposed to?

e Feedback to the requesteiVhat is the granularity of feedback provided to a given retgreby
the platform? In particular, does the platform expose the&kers’ performance by individual IDs or only
coarse categories? Does the platform expose some or aleafithnkers’ attributes? Does the platform
expose workers’ performance for other requesters? If asvariews a task but ultimately does not decide
to complete it, does the requester of that task learn thadstwiewed?

e Temporal granularity.How often does the platform allow a requester to adjust iscsien prefer-
ences? How frequently does the platform provide feedbac&doesters? When is it reasonable to assume
that workers complete a given task sequentially, one ate, timd when is it necessary for a model to allow
multiple tasks to be accepted or completed simultaneously?

e Price negotiation. How do requesters negotiate prices with workers? Typidélly assumed that
requesters post one take-it-or-leave-it price, but thimtthe only possibility. Can a requester post different
prices to different workers depending on the workers’ lattes? Can the requester update the price over
time? Alternatively, one could imagine a crowdsourcingfplen on which workers communicate minimal
asking prices to the requesters and prices are determinexhauction.

e PaymentsHow do payments happen? The simplest version is that eadtewapon completion of
a task, receives the posted price for that task. Can a remusstcify a payment that depends on the quality
of submitted work? If so, must he declare the exact paymédatuufront? In particular, must he commit to
a specific way of determining the quality of submitted work?

e Persistent identitiesDoes a platform ensure persistent worker identities? Hdficdit or expensive
is it for a worker to abandon his old identity and create a ne®j, @r to create multiple identities?

o Platform-wide reputation.Does the platform maintain a platform-wide reputation ecfar each
worker and/or requester? If so, then how exactly is thisesc@fined? What properties of this score are
guaranteed? How are reputations used? How are workers quelsters prevented from manipulating their
own reputations and the reputations of others?

e Qualifying tests.Does the platform allow requesters to require workers t@ pagualification test



before being allowed to work for money?

The quality of work. In crowdsourcing environments, both tasks and workers igrdyhdiverse. Naturally
certain workers will be able to complete certain tasks moofigiently than others, yielding higher quality
results, possibly for less effort. Although the difficultyatask and the skills of each worker are generally
not known to the platform or requester a priori, they can laerled and refined over time, though this is
made more difficult when the quality of a completed task isaigervable or easily measured, or when the
users of the market are themselves changing over time.

e Worker skills and task difficulty levelSome workers may be better than others at some tasks, and
worse than others at other tasks. Ideally, an online algorishould learn estimates of workers’ skills
for various tasks over time. However, if each worker has #itrary skill level for each task, it will be
impossible to generalize based on observed performancerefine, it is desirable to model some type of
structure on tasks or workers. Can the inherent skill le¥ed given worker be summarized by a single
number? Can the inherent difficulty of a task be summarized bingle number? More generally, how
should one model a given worker’s proficiency at a given task?

o Effort. The quality of a worker’s output may also depend on the amotieffort that the worker puts
into the task. How can one model the effect of varying levélsfimrt on the quality of completed work?

e Time dependenceWNorkers’ skills and the quality of their completed work mayaage over time,
either because of learning (perhaps after completing time dask several times) or changes in effort level.
Additionally, properties of the population of workers (huas the size of the population or their average
guality) may change over time, for example based on time wf da

e Measurable vs. unmeasurable qualiBome tasks, such as labeling an image as containing a face or
not, or answering a multiple-choice question, have objectieasures of quality; either the provided answer
is correct, or it is not. For other tasks, such as translagimmragraph from one language to another or
drawing a picture, the quality of the work is more difficultqoantify. For tasks without objective measures
of quality, it is necessary to clearly define criteria on vwhactask will be judged.

e Observable vs. unobservable qualiBven if the response to a task is objectively right or wrorsgsa
the case in the image labeling task above, the quality of #tdmwork may not be immediately observable;
if the requester already knew the correct label, he woulde&d the worker to provide it. For many tasks
of this form, it is possible for the requester to assign thmesguestion to multiple workers and estimate the
correct answer by consensus; if a statistically signifi¢atighted) majority agrees on some answer, it may
be safe to assume it is correct.

e Availability of gold standard taskdn some cases in which task quality is not observable, a stgue
may have access to a set of “gold standard” tasks for whicledhrect answer is known a priori. He can
then use these tasks to bootstrap the process of learnirkgrsbskill levels (possibly as part of a separate
qualifying test, if allowed).

Incentives and other human factors. Perhaps the most difficult and controversial aspect of ftrng

the repeated decision making problem in a crowdsourcing@mwent is modeling the incentives of par-

ticipants. In the economics literature, it is standard talel@gents as self-interested and rational utility
maximizers. Empirical research studying the behavior ofkers on Mechanical Turk suggests that there
may be difficulties applying such models in crowdsourcintjirsgs in which workers do not have a good

sense of their own costs of completing a task and may choatieytar tasks based on intangible qualities
such as fun. This leads to another set of modeling issues.

e Rationality. Do workers behave rationally when choosing tasks to com@leparticular prices? The



standard model from economics is that each worker maximazeisple well-defined notion of “utility,”
(an increasing function of) payment received minus prddaatost. However, workers may also take into
account other factors, such as perceived value to societparsonal enjoyment. The significance of these
intangible factors in crowdsourcing environments is noilawaderstood.

o Effort levels.Can the workers strategically alter the amount of effort thay put into a given task,
or is it assumed that workers complete each task to the béstiofability?

e Costs.How do the workers evaluate their internal costs for conmudea given task or putting forth
a given level of effort? Is this internal cost even a well-defi quantity? It may, in principle, depend on
subjective perceptions (such as value to society and palrsajoyment), and also on the offered prices (the
so-calledanchoring effecf59,43]). Even if the internal cost is a well-defined quantito workers know it?

o Fair price. Workers may have a perception of a “fair price” which is sepafrom their internal costs,
and may be reluctant to accept a task at a lower price [43, 65].

e Task-specific motivationsin some cases, workers may be motivated by task-specifiorfactor
example, if a task involves creating content to be postednenateb, workers may be motivated by the
possibility of receiving attention [25].

e Myopia vs. long term strategieddlow myopic are the workers? When making a decision about a
particular task, do they take into account the effects o deicision on their future? For example, a worker
may be reluctant to accept highly priced tasks that she isuitdble for, because her bad performance on
these tasks would impact her reputation score with thegtatfand/or the requester, and therefore affect
what she is offered in the future. For a similar reason, a eionkay accept an easy but low paying task, or
exert additional effort. More generally, workers may beeabl strategically alter their behavior in order to
affect the long-term behavior of a particular requesteherglatform.

e Strategic timingCan the workers strategically choose the time intervalsxgwrhich they are online?
If a requester is using an online learning algorithm, somasph of this algorithm may be more beneficial
for workers than others. For example, if a requester staitsvith a low price for a given category of tasks,
and then gradually adjusts it upwards, then workers may twaautrive later rather than sooner.

Performance objectives.The statement of an algorithmic problem should include @ifipgoerformance
objective to be optimized, perhaps under some constraints.

A requester-side decision making algorithm typically nmaizies the utility of this requester, i.e., the
value of completed tasks minus the payment to the workerghelfrequester has a pre-specified budget,
the algorithm may instead maximize the value of completsist@ubject to budget constraints. In some
settings it may be feasible to take into account the workeaippiness, so as to encourage them to stay with
this requester in the future. Specifically, in incentivengatible mechanisms that elicit workers’ production
costs one may wish to optimize tisecial welfare— the utility of the requester plus the total utility of the
workers — or some other weighted sum of these two quantities.

For platform-side algorithms, the performance objectiwghtitake into account the utility of requesters,
workers, and the platform itself. Assuming the platformeiees a fixed percentage of every transaction, the
platform’s revenue is simply a fixed fraction of the total pegnt from requesters to workers. One reasonable
objective is a weighted sum of the platform’s revenue andaked utility of the requesters; the choice of
weights is up to the platform. Moreover, the platform mayhwiis ensure some form of fairness, so that no
requesters are starved out. Further, the platform may hddit@nal forward-looking objectives that are not
immediately comparable with the platform revenue and rsgug’ utility, such as the market share and the
workers’ happiness (to encourage workers to stay with taggein in the future).



4 Specific directions

Given the abundance of modeling choices identified, it afgpleapeless to seek out a single unified model
that attempts to capture all aspects of repeated decisi&mgian crowdsourcing markets. Nevertheless,
it may be possible to study, understand, and solve the fuadthissues that arise in this problem space
by carefully choosing specific (families of) models thatamsulate specific salient features — especially if
we, as a community, keep generalizability and robustnessrid as we make our modeling and algorithmic
choices.

Below we identify and discuss several directions in the |enmbspace that appear ripe for near-term
progress. As it happens, these directions encompass msishg@xvork of which we are aware.

4.1 Adaptive task assignment

One problem of interest is assigning tasks to workers wighgial of maximizing the quality of completed
tasks at a low price or subject to budget constraints. Intdgk assignmenproblem, strategic issues are
ignored in order to gain analytical tractability; the modgbically does not touch on the way in which
prices are set, and does not include workers’ strategiornsgs to these prices. It can be studied in settings
in which the quality of work performed is immediately obsale or settings in which it is not.

Much of the existing work on task assignment focuseslassification tasksin which workers are
asked multiple-choice questions to provide labels for iesagvebsites, web search results, or other types
of queries. Then it is natural to assume that the quality ofopmed work (i.e., the correct label) is not
immediately observable; instead, the requester may haweited supply of gold standard tasks that can
be used to learn more about workers’ skills. While the pnobtd inferring the solutions to classification
problems using labels from multiple sources has been stddredecades in various forms [20, 53| 18, 19,
21,163], here we focus on the problem of choosing workers iordime fashion to provide the labels; this
problem is relatively new.

Existing research on task assignment typically focusef@ptoblem faced by a single requester. Each
worker charges a fixed and known cost per task completed kwiigy or may not be the same for all
workers), and each task may be assigned to multiple workevedier to the improve the quality of the final
result (as is necessary for classification tasks). The tigeis to optimize a tradeoff between the total cost
and the quality of the completed tasks, for example, mirimgizhe total cost of work subject to the quality
being above a given threshold. Partial information on tkk thfficulty and the workers’ skills may or may
not be known, e.g., in the form of reputation scores or Bayepriors.

In the most common variant of this problem, workers arrivéinenand the requester must assign a
task (or sequence of tasks) to each new worker as she arif\ager et al.|[34, 35] introduced one such
model for classification tasks and proposed a non-adapsisigrament algorithm based on random graph
generation along with a message-passing inference digoiitspired by belief propagation for inferring
the correct solution to each task. They proved that thehrtiggie is order-optimal in terms of budget when
each worker finds all tasks equally difficult. Other modelshig form have been studied both for tasks with
observable qualityl [27] and for classification tasks witlolservable quality but access to gold standard
tasks|[29]. In these papers, the authors utilize online @iFdual techniques [13, 23] and show that adaptive
task assignment yields an improvement over non-adaptsigrasent when the pool of available workers
and set of tasks are diverse.

Alternatively, one might consider a model in which the rexsjae may choose a particular worker or
category of workers to assign to a particular task rather th@osing a task to assign to a particular worker.
This setting already encompasses a variety of specific rmamfeVarying levels of difficulty, but even a
version with a single task assigned multiple times is quit@lenging |[1].



It is worth noting that the models described above are na¢rem/by prior work on multi-armed bandits
(where an algorithm observes a reward after each round &ngaddl is to maximize the total reward over
time). Essentially, this is because in adaptive task assggin each rounds bringsformationrather than
reward; the value of this information is not immediately Wmp and in any case the goal is not to maximize
the total value of collected information but to arrive athiiguality solutions for the tasks.

On the other hand, multi-armed bandit formulations are ndoextly applicable to versions of adaptive
task assignment in which the quality or utility of each coetptl task is immediately observable, and the
goal is to maximize the total utility over time. The basicsien in which the tasks are homogeneous and
the algorithm chooses among workers has been studied inThanh et al.|[58]; the novelty here is that
one needs to incorporate budget constraints. This versitsmunder the general framework that was later
defined and optimally solved in Badanidiyuru et al. [6].

The problem formulations surveyed above are quite diffefrem one another, and the algorithms and
theoretical guarantees are therefore incomparable. Thart of room for further work extracting the key
features of the task assignment problem and take-away gessHzat generalize to a wider range of models
and assumptions.

4.2 Dynamic procurement

Dynamic procurement focuses on repegbedted pricing as applied to hiring workers in a crowdsourc-
ing markef] Each interaction between the requester and the workesmela very simple protocol: the
requester posts a price (for a given task) which can be esttepted or rejected by the workers.

The basic model of dynamic procurement is as follows. In eaahd, the requester posts a task and a
price for this task, and waits until either some worker atedpe task or the offer times out. The objective is
to maximize the number of completed tasks under fixed cdntdran budget and waiting time. A standard
model of workers’ rationality is assumed. In particularcleavorker has a fixed “internal cost” which is
known to the worker but not to the mechanism. A worker accapésk only if the posted price for this task
matches or exceeds her internal cost. If multiple such task®ffered at the same time, the worker picks
the one which maximizes her utility (offered price minus thiernal cost). The requester typically has a
very limited knowledge of theupply curvethe distribution of workers’ internal costs. However, supply
curve may be learned over time.

The basic model described above assumes several signgiogpitfications as compared to the discus-
sion in Sectiom 3. First, workers cannot strategically malzite their effort level in response to the offered
prices. Second, workers are myopic, in the sense that theypttake into account the effects of their de-
cision in a given round on the future rounds. A standard wamdalel myopic workers is to assume that
the requester interacts with a new worker in each round.dJthie supply curve does not change over time.
Finally, the issues of (explicit) task assignment are cetghy ignored.

Despite all the simplifications, this basic model is very 4tiivial. Considerable progress has been
made in a recent line of work![4, 6,5,/55], but it is not clearet¥ter the current results are optimal. Further,
multiple extensions are possiblethin the basic model. For instance, the requester may be irgerest
in multiple categories of tasks, and may offer more comgdidd'menus” that allow workers to perform
multiple tasks of the same tyae.

One can also consider a platform-side version of dynamicyseonent, in which the platform is in
charge of setting posted prices for all requesters, undeggdiuconstraints submitted by the requesters or
imposed by the platform. The most basic goal would be to maérnhe total number of completed tasks

2The term “dynamic procurement” is from Badanidiyuru et!d||6, 5].
*The general result in Badanidiyuru et al. [6, 5] applies tme®f these extensions, but the particular guaranteeskaty to
be suboptimal.



over all requesters, perhaps under some fairness cortstrain

It is worth noting that dynamic procurement is closely rethto dynamic pricing repeated posted
pricing for selling items. In particular, dynamic procurent on a budget with unknown supply curve has a
natural “dual” problem about selling items: dynamic prigiwith limited inventory and unknown demand
curve. The latter problem has received some attention, (&,63,/9,.6]). Moreover, Badanidiyuru et all [6]
consider a general framework which subsumes both problems.

Dynamic procurement can be compared to a more general ¢lgasn@-theoretic mechanisms in which
workers are required to explicitly submit their preferengsee, e.g., Singer and Mittal [54]). Dynamic
procurement is appealing for several reasons (as disqussezkample, in Babaioff et al.|[3] and Chawla
et al. [15]). First, a worker only needs to evaluate a givdarafather than exactly determine her internal
costs and preferences; humans tend to find the former tas& tough easier than the latter. Second, a
worker reveals very little information about themselveslyovhether she is willing to accept a particular
offer. Third, posted pricing tends to rule out the posdipilhat workers may strategically alter their behavior
in order to manipulate the requester. However, it is posdibat more general mechanisms may achieve
better guarantees in some scenarios.

Behavioral effects. In order to ensure that results are applicable to real-worikets, apart from ad-
dressing dynamic procurement under the traditional assangpon workers’ rationality, it is desirable to
incorporate more complicated behaviors, such as percéaedrices and the anchoring effect. Then the
prices offered by the requester may influence the propestitee worker population, namely change work-
ers’ perception of fair prices and/or production costs. Thallenge here is to model such influence in a
sufficiently quantitative way, and design dynamic pricingoaithms that take this influence into account.
However, the existing empirical evidencel[43, 65] appaasgfficient to suggest a particular model to design
algorithms for; further, even surveying the potentialljevant models is not easy. To make progress, there
needs to be a convergence of empirical work on modeling shgéared towards algorithmic applications,
and algorithm design work that is fully aware of the modeisgues.

One can draw upon a considerable amount of prior work oneeéer prices [60, 49, B2,/57], and some
recent work on dynamic pricing with reference price effdd&, 45]. However, all of this work is usually
in the context of selling items to consumers, and therefaag not be directly applicable to crowdsourcing.
Moreover, Popescu and Wu [48] and Nasiry and Popescu [46jresa known demand distribution.

In view of the above, one wonders how significant the behaVieifects are in real-life crowdsourcing
markets, and whether it is safe to ignore them in the contesliypamic procurement. To the best of our
understanding, this issue is currently unresolved; whggricant behavioral effects have been observed in
specifically designed, very short-term experiments, itdsatear whether the significance is preserved in
longer-running systems.

4.3 Repeated principal-agent problem

Consider an extension of dynamic procurement to a scenarvidich the workers can strategically change
their effort level depending on the price or contract thaythre offered. The chosen effort level probabilisti-
cally affects the quality of completed work, determiningistribution over the possible quality levels. Each
worker is characterized by a mapping from effort levels tsts@nd distributions over the quality levels; this
mapping, called worker'sype is known to the worker but not to the mechanism. Cruciahig ¢hoice of
effort level is not directly observable by the requested eannot (in general) be predicted or inferred from
the observed output. The single-round version of thisrsgis precisely th@rincipal-agent probleni39],
the central model in contract theory, a branch of Econrc:ﬁﬂcs.

“In the language of contract theory, the requester is the¢jpal” and workers are “agents.”
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Posted pricing is not adequate to incentivize workers talyece high-quality work in this setting since
workers could exert the minimal amount of effort without dags of payment. Instead, requesters may
want to use more complicated contracts in which the paymentaepend on the quality of the completed
work. Note that contractsannotdirectly depend on the worker’s effort level, as the latteendt known to
the requester. The mechanism may adjust the offered cowotractime, as it learns more about the worker
population.

To make the problem more tractable, it would probably helpgsume that workers are myopic, and
that the quality of completed tasks is immediately obsdevalds in dynamic procurement, the issues of
task assignment are completely ignored.

Even with these simplifications, threpeated principal-agensetting described above is significantly
more challenging than dynamic procurement. Essentidiig, because the principal-agent problem is a
vast generalization of the simple accept/reject intepactin dynamic procurement. The space of possible
contracts and the space of possible types are much richeithba counterparts in dynamic procurement,
and the mapping from an action to requester’s expectedyuslimore difficult to characterize and analyze.
In particular, contracts are not limited to mappings fronserved outcomes to payments. In principle, the
requester can specifyrmenuof several such mappings, and allow a worker to choose antarg.t (It is
well-known that using such “menus” one can maximize the estpr’s expected utility among all possible
interaction protocols between a single requester and éesivayker [39].)

A notable additional complication is that it may be advaetags to reduce the action space — the class of
contracts that an algorithm considers. While reducing tti®a space may decrease the quality of the best
feasible contract, it may improve the speed of convergamtig@s contract, and make the platform more user-
friendly for workers. For example, one may want to reducertiimber of items in the “menu” described
above (perhaps all the way to single-item menus), reducgrideularity of the quality levels considered,
or restrict attention to human-friendly “monotone” comtsy in which higher quality levels always result in
higher payments to the workers.

Perhaps surprisingly, the rich literature in contract thiesheds little light on this setting. Most work
focuses on a single interaction with an agent whose typahgreknown or sampled from a known distri-
bution, see Laffont and Martimort [39] for background. Sapapers|[2, 44] have studied settings in which
the principal interacts with multiple agents, but makestaltlecisions at a single time point. In Sannikov
[51], Williams [64], and Sannikov [52], the principal make=peated decisions over time, but the requester
interacts with only a single agent who optimizes the longatetility. The agent’s type is sampled from a
known prior.

Conitzer and Garera [17] consider the basic version of theated principal-agent problem — with
single-item “menus” and no budget constraints — adapt séedgorithms from prior work to this setting,
and empirically compare their performance. In an ongoirgjgat, Ho et al.|[30] design algorithms with
(strong) provable guarantees for the same basic versiawimy on the connection with some prior work
[3€,112,56] on multi-armed bandit problems. However, tigeiarantees make significant restrictions on the
action space. We are not aware of any other directly relewark (beyond the work on dynamic pricing,
which does not capture the unobservable choice of workéost éevel).

Progress on repeated principal-agent problems might stggerovements in the design of crowd-
sourcing platforms. In particular, it may inform the platfds choice of the action space. Currently even
the basic version of the repeated principal-agent probsenoi well-understood.

4.4 Reputation systems

Persistent reputation scores for workers may help limitbspad encourage high quality work. Likewise,
persistent reputation scores for requesters may encoueagesters to be more considerate towards the

11



workers. Thus, one may want to design a stand-alone “repataystem” which defines and maintains such
scores (perhaps with the associated confidence levelsYoaswwhich can be used in different applications
and in conjunction with different higher-level algorithmReputation systems may be designed to address
issues related to eithenoral hazard(when workers’ effort is desirable but not immediately otvable) or
adverse selectiofwhen similar-looking workers may be different from one #msw, and it is desirable to
attract workers who are more skilled or competent), or a d¢oation of the two.

There is already a rich literature on reputation systemsfidine commerce, peer-to-peer networks,
and other domains; see, for example, Friedman et _al. [243niRk et al. [[50], or the seminal paper of
Dellarocas|[22]. However, the basic models for reputatigstesns have several limitations when applied
to crowdsourcing markets. First, there may be domain-fipedésign goals that depend on a particular
application or (even worse) on a particular algorithm whicles the reputation scores. Then it may be
necessary to design the reputation system and the plafanrequesters’ algorithms in parallel, as one
inter-related problem. Second, reputation systems aiieaiyp designed separately from task assignment,
which artificially restricts the possibilities and can thiere lead to sup-optimal designs. Third, whenever
the properties of the worker population are not fully knothere is an issue of exploration: essentially, it
may be desirable to give the benefit of a doubt to some lowdnat@kers, so as to obtain more information
about them.

Zhang and van der Schaar|[68] and Ho etlal. [28] examine tHagmoof designing a reputation system
specific to crowdsourcing markets, building on the ideaatfial normdirst proposed by Kandori [33]. So-
cial norms consist of a set of prescribed rules that markeicgzants are asked to follow, and a mechanism
for updating reputations based on whether or not they do.y paé reputation systems witthifferential
service schemethat allocate more resources or better treatment to thogehigher reputation in such a
way that market participants have the incentive to follow fitescribed rules of the market. The social
norms designed by Zhang and van der Schaar [68] and Ho etEdlafliress only the moral hazard prob-
lem, ignoring issues related to adverse selection by makasgmptions about known types, and do so on
greatly simplified models that capture some salient feataferowdsourcing systems (such as the difficulty
of perfectly evaluating the quality of work and the fact ttieg population may be changing over time) but
ignore many others (such as the vast diversity of workersraqdesters in real systems and the fact that
workers may be learning over time).

There is significant room for further research studying nreadistic models, looking simultaneously
at moral hazard and adverse selection, and better definiiag) avh“optimal” reputation system means in
general.

4.5 One common theme: The exploration-exploitation tradefb

Most models surveyed in this section exhibit a tradeoff leemexplorationandexploitation i.e., between
obtaining new information and making optimal per-roundisieas based on the information available so
far [14,[7,11]. This tradeoff is present in any setting wigpeated decisions and partial, action-dependent
feedback, i.e., whenever the feedback received by an #iigoin a given round depends on the algorithm’s
action in this round. The explore-exploit tradeoff occuramany areas, including the design of medical
trials, pay-per-click ad auctions, and adaptive netwonkting; numerous substantially different models
have been studied in the literature, to address the peitielsaof the various application domains.

An issue which cuts across most settings with explore-éxphleoff, including those arising in crowd-
sourcing markets, is whether to use a fixed schedule for eda, or to adapt this schedule as new ob-
servations come in. In the former case, one usually allscaéeh round to exploration or exploitation
(either randomly or deterministically, but without loogimt the data), chooses uniformly at random among
the available alternatives in exploration rounds, and maeas per-round performance in each exploitation
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round given the current estimates for the unknown quastitie the latter case, which we callaptive ex-
ploration, exploration is geared towards more promising actiondjaut sacrificing too much in short-term
performance. Often there is no explicit separation betwegioration and exploitation, so that in each
round the algorithm does a little of both. Adaptive explmnattends to be better at taking advantage of
the “niceness” of the problem instance (where the partiautdion of “niceness” depends on the model),
whereas non-adaptive exploration often suffices to achteveptimal worst-case performance.

For a concrete example, consider a simple, stylized modehich an algorithm chooses among two
actions in each round, each actiorbrings a 0-1 reward sampled independently from a fixed digion
with unknown expectatiop,, and the goal is to maximize the total reward over a given hiorizon of100
rounds. One algorithm involving non-adaptive exploratwould be to try each action 10 times, pick the
one with the best empirical reward, and stick with this acfirmm then on. (However, while in this example
choosing the best action in each exploitation round isakivih some settings this choice can be the crux
of the solution [[29].) On the other hand, one standard amprdar adaptive exploration is to maintain a
numerical score (index or upper confidence bound) for eanbraevhich reflects both the average empirical
reward and the sampling uncertainty, and in each round togriaction with the highest score.

A closely related issue, endemic to all work on dynamic prement (and dynamic pricing), gis-
cretizationof the action space (in this case, the price space). Eskgnitidgs complicated to consideall
possible prices or price vectors, and instead one ofterséscan a small but representative subset of thereof.
For example, one may focus on prices that are integer mestipf some a priori chosenc (0, 1). While
optimizing among the remaining prices is very simple in thestrbasic setting of dynamic procurement
without budget constraints [37], it can be very difficult irore advanced settings [6,/5. 55]. Prior work on
related, but technically different explore-exploit prefvls [38| 12, 56] suggests that it may be advantageous
to choose the discretizati@daptively depending on the previous observations, so that the glgodooms
in faster on the more promising regions of the action space.

Understanding these issues is crucial to the design ofitigus for repeated decision making in crowd-
sourcing systems. At the same time, models designed spadgifior the crowdsourcing domain often
present new algorithmic challenges in explore-exploitriesy (as is the case for most work on adaptive
task assignment and dynamic procurement). Techniquegreebto address these challenges may be appli-
cable more broadly in other scenarios in which the explonagixploitation tradeoff arises. (For example,
dynamic procurement for crowdsourcing markets is one ofrthr motivating examples behind the general
framework in Badanidiyuru et al.|[6].)

5 Conclusions

Crowdsourcing is a new application domain for online decisnaking algorithms, opening up a rich and
exciting problem space in which the relevant problem foatiahs vary significantly along multiple model-
ing “dimensions.” This richness presents several chaliengylost notably, it is difficult for the community
to converge on any particular collection of models, and assalt, it is difficult to compare results and
techniques across papers. Additionally, any particuladefing choices have inherent limitations that are
sometimes hard to see. It is not clear a priori which limitasi will impact the practical performance of
algorithms, making claims about robustness difficult toesh

In this paper, we attempt to raise awareness of these is$aesrds this goal, we identify a multitude
of possible modeling choices, and discuss several speaiéictbns in which progress can be made in the
near future. We hope that this will spark discussion and tidecommunity as it moves forward.
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