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Abstract

We study a data marketplace where a broker facilitates transactions between buyers and contributors.
Buyers seek to estimate the mean p of an unknown normal distribution A (g, 02), but have varying
valuations based on their estimation error. Contributors, each with different data collection costs, gather
samples from this distribution and report them (not necessarily truthfully) to the broker. The broker
then sells subsets of the combined dataset to buyers at varying prices and redistributes the revenue to
contributors. We formalize this as a mechanism design problem aimed at maximizing profit (total revenue
minus data costs) while satisfying key market constraints: individual rationality (buyers and contributors
benefit from participation), envy-freeness (no buyer prefers another’s allocation), budget balance (total
payments match revenue), and incentive-compatibility (contributors are incentivized to collect a sufficient
amount of data report it truthfully).

We design a mechanism which satisfies these requirements. We first establish a connection between
envy-free data pricing and ordered-item pricing (OIP) for unit-demand buyers and leverage OIP algorithms
to determine the optimal data allocation and expected prices for buyers. The actual prices paid by buyers
are centered around these expected prices, but also vary based on discrepancies in contributors’ reported
data. This variation is then passed on to the contributors via their payments. This scheme results in
a Nash equilibrium (NE) where only the two lowest-cost contributors collect all the data and report it
truthfully. Including this variation in the prices also helps us achieve individual rationality for buyers, as
buyers will pay less if there are significant discrepancies in contributors’ datasets.

To complement these findings, we prove a nearly matching upper bound on the maximum possible profit
achievable in any NE of any mechanism, thus proving that our mechanism is essentially unimprovable. We
also show that no nontrivial dominant-strategy incentive-compatible mechanism exists in this problem.

1 Introduction

With the ubiquity of Al, data has become a critical economic resource driving operations and innovation
across many domains. However, not everyone has the means to collect data on their own and thus must
rely on data marketplaces to acquire the data they need. For instance, materials data platforms (e.g. [4])
aggregate datasets from proprietary sources; smaller organizations and academic researchers, who do not
have access to extensive experimental infrastructure, can purchase this data to advance their research. In
recent years, data marketplaces have emerged across various domains, including advertising [5, 8], computer
systems [2, 32|, insurance [6], freight [7], logistics [3], and others [1, 9, 10]. As shown in Fig. 1, these platforms
act as intermediaries, facilitating data purchases between buyers and contributors.

Untruthful data reporting. In data marketplaces, buyers seek high-quality data for their learning tasks,
while contributors aim to maximize their profits. Aligning these incentives of buyers and contributors presents
a significant challenge. Strategic contributors seek to minimize their data collection costs, while maximizing
their compensation from buyers. Buyers, on the other hand, pay for data but may question its reliability,
particularly when contributors act in self-interest. These dynamics raise two critical and closely connected
questions which we wish to address in this work: First, are buyers receiving reliable data commensurate with



the price they pay? Second, are contributors incentivized to provide reliable data rather than prioritizing
personal profit, say, for instance, by submitting fabricated (fake) data instead of genuinely collecting it?

Positioning. Most prior work on data marketplaces sets prices for buyers and payments to contributors
based on quantity of data. This overlooks the fact that buyers ultimately care about performance on a given
learning task. Quantity-based pricing fails when strategic contributors can report untruthfully. For instance,
naively paying contributors based on the size of the dataset they contribute, incentivizes them to report large
fabricated (fake) datasets to inflate earnings.

Addressing this requires a joint analysis of buyer and contributor incentives. For instance, in the naive
mechanism above, contributors may benefit from fabricating data, but if buyers lose trust in data quality,
they may exit the market, reducing revenue and eventually harming contributors. To retain buyers, pricing
must be adjusted to reflect data quality. These adjustments should then be passed on to contributors to
incentivize truthful (high quality) data submissions. While there is prior work on incentivizing truthful data
reporting, they do not consider broader market constraints, e.g. contributor payments must originate from
buyers who derive value from the data they purchase.

Model. We study these questions in a mean estimation problem. A finite set of data contributors C, collect
data from the same but unknown normal distribution N (u,0?), with each contributor incurring a different
cost per sample. A finite set of buyers B aim to estimate the mean p of this distribution. Each buyer has a
different valuation based on her estimation error. A broker facilitates data transactions between contributors
and buyers. The contributors collect data and report it (not necessarily truthfully) to the broker. The broker
evaluates these submissions, and sells different amounts of data to different buyers at different prices to
maximize the cumulative profit, i.e. total revenue from buyers minus contributors’ costs. In doing so, the
broker should ensure that both buyers and contributors benefit from participating in the market, each buyer’s
price is fair relative to the others (envy-free), contributors are incentivized to collect a sufficient amount of
data and report it truthfully, and that revenue from buyers balances payments to contributors.

1.1 Summary of contributions

Problem Formalism. In §3, we formalize the problem. A broker designs a mechanism specifying: (a) how
much data each contributor should collect, (b) how much data is sold to each buyer, (c) the prices charged to
buyers, and (d) the payments distributed to contributors. Each contributor i’s strategy determines how much
data she collects (which may differ from the broker’s specification), and what she submits. For instance, a
contributor may only collect a small amount of data, and fabricate the rest to mislead the broker, say by
fitting a distribution to the small dataset she collected, and then sampling many points from it.

Requirements for the mechanism. The mechanism must satisfy: (i) Individually rational for buyers (IRB):
buyers’ prices should not exceed their valuation. (ii) Envy-free for buyers (EFB): no buyer prefers anothers’
data allocation and price. (iii) Individually rational for contributors (IRC): contributor payments cover data
collection costs. (iv) Incentive-compatible for contributors (ICC): collecting the specified amount of data in
(a) and submitting it truthfully is a Nash equilibrium (NE), i.e. the best strategy for a contributor, when
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Figure 1: An illustration of a data marketplace. (1) Data contributors collect and submit their data. (2) A broker
operating the marketplace evaluates the quality of their submissions and prices the data. (3) The broker sells subsets
of this dataset to the buyers. (4) The revenue is redistributed back to the contributors.



others are doing the same. (v) Budget balance (BB): total revenue from buyers equals total contributor
payments. (vi) Profit-optimality (PO): the mechanism should maximize profit among mechanisms satisfying
(1)-(v).

Accounting for uncertainty of underlying distribution. A key challenge in formulating this problem is
in accounting for the unknown underlying distribution. Evaluating a contributor’s truthfulness requires
comparing her submission to others. As this comparison is based on data, it necessarily depends on the
unknown distribution. Consequently, the buyer and contributor utilities, as well as the profit may also depend
on it. To address this, we consider the worst-case utilities and profit over all normal distributions with the
given variance.

Profit-optimal envy-free pricing with non-strategic contributors. In §2, we first study a simpler
setting where contributors are non-strategic, i.e. they follow the broker’s specification and report data
truthfully. Owur first goal is to establish a profit-maximization baseline, OPT, considering only buyer
incentives, which we will later try to approximate when contributors are strategic. Notably, in this baseline,
the lowest-cost agent collects all the data—a natural outcome in the truthful setting but one that fails ICC
with strategic contributors (see our hardness results).

Our second goal is to design algorithms for this non-strategic setting. We will later build on this procedures
when designing mechanisms with strategic contributors. A key insight is that designing revenue-optimal IRB
and EFB pricing schemes reduces to optimizing a posted pricing curve for ordered items [18], allowing us to
leverage those algorithms for our problem.

Hardness results. In §4, we establish two key hardness results. First, there is no nontrivial dominant-
strategy incentive-compatible mechanism for this problem, i.e. collecting the specified amount and reporting
it truthfully is the best strategy regardless of others’ strategies. Second, in any NE of any mechanism, the
maximum achievable profit is OPT — (ca — ¢1) where ¢1, ¢o are the costs of the cheapest and second cheapest
agents. Both results stem from a key insight: when others collect no data, an agent can fabricate data at no
cost from an any normal distribution.

Mechanism design. In §5, we design mechanisms that satisfy the six requirements outlined earlier. While
collecting all data from one agent is not ICC, we show that using two agents suffices. Intuitively, the broker
can verify truthfulness by comparing their reported data with each other. Thus, to maximize profit, the
mechanism assigns data collection to the two cheapest agents. Moreover, the cheapest contributor collects
almost all of the points. The second cheapest agent collects only a minimal amount (just one point for normal
mean estimation), as her primarily role is to help the broker verify the reliability of the cheapest contributor’s
submissions.

We employ the envy-free pricing algorithm from §2 to determine the total data collection amount, buyers’
dataset sizes, and expected prices. Buyers’ actual prices also include a term dependent on the difference
between the means of the two contributors’ reported datasets, with this variation passed on to the contributors’
payments. This design helps us achieve three of our requirements; ICC: as each contributor should report
truthfully when the other is doing so in order to minimize this difference, IRB: as buyers will pay less if there
are significant discrepancies contributors’ submissions, which may indicate unreliable data, and BB (with
probability 1): as the market must be feasible for every random realization of data.

Our proofs build on minimax lower bound techniques for normal mean estimation. Using these approaches
we show that when other contributors collect and contribute data truthfully, it is best for any contributor to
contribute her data truthfully regardless of how much she has collected. Furthermore, by carefully designing
contributor payments, we show that the optimal amount of data for contributors to collect is exactly the
amount recommended by the mechanism.

1.2 Related work

Data pricing. In recent years, a significant body of work has focused on designing markets and auctions for
data. Some studies assume settings where buyers either purchase (or are allocated) the entire dataset or none



at all [11, 12, 14, 20]. However, this assumption does not align with real-world markets (e.g. [1, 3, 4, 10]),
where buyers can purchase smaller subsets of data. This limitation also leaves untapped revenue from
buyers willing to pay smaller amounts for small datasets. Other works develop approaches for pricing
information [13, 15, 31, 34], but these approaches do not reflect real-world marketplaces, where brokers sell
datasets directly from various sources.

Pricing Ordered Items. General multi-item pricing is a notoriously difficult problem, and several works have
developed faster algorithms under structural assumptions on items. One pertinent line of work concerns
pricing ordered items, where unit-demand buyers share a common preference ranking over goods [18, 25].
Recently, Chen et al. [19] developed methods for pricing ordered items in the context of data markets,
assuming additional properties such as smoothness. As mentioned earlier, we build upon this line of research
to design profit-optimal, envy-free pricing schemes in our problem.

Principal-agent models for data collection. Some studies have explored principal-agent models in data
collection, where a principal incentivizes agents to collect data through payments or other means when data
collection is costly [16, 28]. These methods assume specific forms for the valuation of the data for the principal.
our approach is more general: we only assume that buyers’ valuation decreases with their estimation error.
Moreover, in these works, and the works on Data pricing it is assumed that contributors will report data
truthfully. Indeed, in many cases, they are able to design DSIC mechanisms for contributors, which, as we
demonstrate, is impossible in our problem.

Incentivizing truthful reporting. Previous work on incentivizing truthful reporting of already collected
data [21, 35] do not consider many of the market constraints we study, such as PO, IRB, IRC, and EFB. In
their model agents do not incur costs to collect data. Moreover, they assume that the principal has access
to a large budget for incentivization, but do not address the source of these funds. In contrast, our setting
requires that payments originate from buyers who derive value from the data contributed by contributors.

Truthful Contributions in Collaborative Mean FEstimation. Recent work has explored collaborative mean
estimation, where a group of strategic agents collaborate to estimate the mean of a distribution [22-24].
A common technique in our method and these works is comparing an agent’s reported data mean against
the mean of other agents to incentivize truthful reporting. However, our analysis techniques are different
from these methods, in part because we must adhere to market constraints that do not arise in collaborative
learning, and in part because all three methods assume specific forms for the agents’ valuation of data.

Moral Hazard. The issue of contributors submitting fabricated data can also be analyzed under the framework
of moral hazard, where agents (contributors) deviate from agreed-upon tasks (data collection) with a principal
(broker) [26, 27, 29, 33]. As in classical moral hazard settings, the outcome of a contributor’s work (the
collected dataset) is stochastic. However, unlike typical models, our broker lacks knowledge of the signal
distribution given contributors’ effort (the learning problem would be trivial if the data distribution were
known) and cannot directly observe the outcomes of these efforts, relying instead on potentially dishonest
reports from the contributors themselves.

2 Envy-free Profit Maximization with Non-strategic Contributors

We first study a simplified setting where contributors are not strategic. Our goal is twofold: first, in §2.1, we
establish a profit-maximization baseline that considers only buyer incentives, ignoring contributor incentives.
In §3, we will frame our mechanism design problem as approximating this baseline while accounting for
strategic contributor behavior. Second, in §2.2, we design algoithms for profit maximization with non-strategic
contributors. Later in §5, we will build on these techniques when developing mechanisms for the strategic
setting. Our ideas in §2 are not specific to mean estimation and apply to general data marketplaces. We
begin by describing the environment.

Data Marketplace. A data marketplace consists of three key actors: (i) a finite set of data contributors
C=A{1,...,[C|}, (ii) a finite set of buyers B, and (iii) a trusted broker who facilitates transactions between



contributors and buyers.

Contributors. Contributors collect samples from the same but unknown distribution. Contributor
incurs a cost of ¢; to collect each sample. Without loss of generality, we assume that costs are ordered as
c1 < g < -+ < ¢pe)- In this section, we assume contributors are non-strategic, meaning they will collect the
amount of data requested by the broker and submit it truthfully.

Buyers. Each buyer ¢ has a valuation function v; : N — [0, 1], where v;(m) represents her value for m data
points. Since more data is preferable, v;(m) is non-decreasing in m. We will assume v;(0) = 0. If a buyer
pays price p; € [0,1] for m; € N data points, her utility is given by u;?(mj,pj) = v;(m;) — p,.

Broker. The broker requests each contributor i € C to collect N; € N data points. Let N** =", . N;
denote the total data collected. The broker then allocates subsets of size {m;};es € {0,..., Ntot}Bl from all
contributors’ submissions to each buyer, and charges them prices {p;};es € [0, 1]8l. We denote the broker’s
mechanism® as M = ({N;}iec,{m;};es, {p;}jes). The cumulative profit of this mechanism is given by,

profit(M) = ZjeBpj — Y icc CilNi.
2.1 A baseline for profit maximization

Envy-Free Profit Maximization. Given a set of buyers B along with their valuations {v;};ecp, and a set
of contributors C along with their costs {¢; };cc, the broker aims to design a mechanism M, that maximizes
profit. Without any constraints this problem is poorly defined, as the broker can simply ask all buyers to “pay
more” to maximize profit. We will require the buyers’ prices {p;};es and dataset sizes {m;};ecp to satisfy
the following two constraints:

1. Individually rational for buyers (IRB): M is IRB if u}’(mj,pj) > 0 for all buyers j € B.

2. Envy-free for buyers (EFB): M is EFB if no buyer prefers another’s allocation and price over her own, i.e.

up(mj,p;) > u?(my,pr) Vi k€ B.

The first constraint ensures that buyers benefit from the market, as they would otherwise choose not to
participate. The second constraint ensures fairness, as otherwise the broker could sell all N**t points collected
to all buyers and charge each buyer p; = v;(N*"). This maximizes profit while satisfying IRB; however, in
this scheme different buyers would pay different prices for the same dataset, which would be unfair to buyers
who have to pay more.

We will refer to all {p;, m;};ep values which satisfy IRB and EFB as envy-free pricing schemes. Let
EF(N) denote all envy-free pricing schemes where the maximum amount of data sold is at most N, i.e.,
max; m; < N, and let EF = |y~ EF(N).

Optimal baseline profit. The optimal baseline profit OPT, subject to the IRB and EFB constraints, can
therefore be written as shown in (1). Here, OPT depends on the buyer valuations {v;};eg and contributor
costs {¢; }iec, but we have suppressed this dependence for simplicity. We have,

OPT = max ( gpj —> aN; ) (1)

{mj,pj}jEEF, {N’L}ZEN‘C‘ icC

Revenue-optimal envy-free pricing schemes. To better understand OPT, we first note that as buyer valuations
only depend on the amount of data they receive (and not which contributors collected the data), the broker’s
decisions for buyers’ dataset sizes {m;};cc and prices {p;},;ec need to depend on {N,};cc only through their
sum Nt = > icc Ni, ie. the total amount of data collected. The revenue rev for specific prices {p;};es,

'To minimize jargon, we use the term mechanism to describe the broker’s design of ({N;}icc,{m;};en,{p;}jeB), even
though neither buyers nor contributors require incentives to report truthfully in this setting. Later, we will use the term
mechanism again when incentivizing truthful reporting from contributors becomes necessary.



and the optimal revenue revOPT under IRB, EFB constraints when the seller has received Nt total data
points can be written as shown below:

rev ({p;}jes) = )i, revOT(N) = max rev ({pj}jen) - (2)

jeB {m;.,pj}jeBEEF(Ntt)

From optimal revenue to optimal profit. The following straightforward calculations lead to the following
expression for the optimal envy-free profit OPT (1):

OPT = max (rev({pj}jeg) — Zcﬂ\@)

{m;.p;};eBEEF,{Ni}; v

= max max rev L — c; N;
{(N:}: ({mj,pj}jegeEF@Ni) ({pdies) = 2 e )

ieC

= max (reVOPT (Z Ni> — ZciNi> = revOPT (NloPT) - clNloPT. (3)
(il ieC i€

where NOPT = argmax oy revOPT (V) — ¢; N. The last step uses the observation that agent 1 has the

smallest cost. Intuitively, the broker should ask the cheapest agent to collect all the data.

As we will see, we will not be able to achieve, or even be arbitrarily close to, OPT when contributors are
strategic and can misreport report data. In particular, if the broker relies on a single agent to collect all the
data, the agent can simply fabricate it, and the broker has no way to verify authenticity. We formalize this
rigorously through our hardness results in §4.

2.2 Designing envy-free profit-optimal mechanisms with non-strategic Contrib-
utors

We outline an algorithm for designing an approximately profit-optimal mechanism M with non-strategic
contributors. In §5, we will build on the methods here with strategic contributors.

Designing revenue-optimal envy-free pricing schemes. Our first key insight here is that designing
an envy-free pricing scheme reduces to constructing a revenue-optimal pricing curve (Lemma 1). Here, the
seller posts a pricing curve ¢ : {0,..., N} — [0,1] with ¢(0) = 0, and buyers choose their purchase quantities
to maximize utility (in contrast, in our setting, the broker directly determines dataset sizes and prices for
each buyer). When buyers have monotonic valuations, revenue-optimal pricing aligns with the ordered item
pricing problem [18], allowing us to leverage existing algorithms. We first define the ordered item pricing
problem below. To simplify the exposition, we do so in the context of data pricing?.

Definition 1. (Ordered item pricing [18]) Suppose the broker has N*' € N data points and posts a pricing
curve q. Buyers then decide how much to purchase based on q. A wutility-mazimizing buyer j selects
m € {0,..., N} to mazimize utility, vj(m) — q(m). If multiple values of m yield the same mazimum utility,
the buyer chooses the largest dataset. Thus, buyer j purchases m;(N**, q) data points, where

m;(N™" ¢) := max {argmax (vi(m) —q(m)) } . (4)

m<Ntot
It follows that the revenue from buyer j is q(m;(N*°',q)). Hence, the total revenue Tev(N'**, q) of a pricing

curve q is as defined below. The broker wishes to find a pricing function ¢°P* which mazimizes the cumulative
revenue. The optimal revenue Tev° T can be defined as:

eV (N, q) == 3 ep a (M (N*%, q)) ey O (N') := max, Tev(N™*, q). ()

2In Chawla et al. [18], the seller has Nt*°t € N items, and a set of unit-demand buyers, i.e. wish to purchase only a single
item, with non-decreasing valuations v; : [N*°'] — [0, 1]. While buyers may have different valuations for the same good, their
preference ranking is the same. The seller should choose a pricing function q : [N*t] — Ry to maximize revenue.




Algorithm Assumptions on buyer valuations Time complexity
Hartline and Koltun [25] - O@2Ne M)
Chawla et al. [1§] Monotonicity NO(e P loge™)
Monotonicity, K types 6(N K=K
Chen et al. [19] Monotonicity, K types, smoothness o (e725)
Monotonicity, K types, diminishing return (5(€3K logK(N )

Table 1: Algorithms from prior work applicable for pricing ordered items, along with their assumptions on
buyer valuations and time complexities to obtain an |B|O(€)-optimal solution when there are N total points.
Chawla et al. [18] were the first to study this problem, assuming monotonic buyer valuations. Chen et al. [19]
studied this problem in the context of data pricing, introducing additional assumptions on buyer valuations,
such as finite buyer types, smoothness, and diminishing returns.

From ordered item pricing to revenue-optimal envy-free mechanisms. Given a pricing curve g with Nt°t
points, it is straightforward to construct an envy-free pricing scheme {m;,p;},;cp € EF(N'") while achieving
the same revenue as ¢, i.e. Tev(N'** q) = rev({p;};en) (see (2) and (5)).

To do so, we can set m; = m;(N*", q) and p; = g(m;) (see (4)). Since each buyer selects data to maximize
utility in (4), it follows that u}?(mj,pj) > u? (m, q(m)) for every other m € [N], and in particular, for all
other buyers’ dataset sizes {my}rx;. This ensures EFB. Moreover, as buying no data (m; = 0 at p; = 0)
yields zero utility, IRB is also satisfied.

This also implies that the revenue of the optimal envy-free pricing scheme is at least as large as the
revenue of the optimal pricing curve, i.e. revOPT(N*t) > fevOPT(Nt) (see (2) and (5)).

Our next lemma shows the converse, thus establishing an equivalence between optimizing ordered item
pricing curves and envy-free pricing schemes. Thus, we have revOPT(N*ot) = 7evOFT(Ntt), The proof is
provided in §2.3.

Lemma 1. Given the set of buyers B, along with their valuations {v;};cp. Let N be the amount of data
available to the broker. For every envy-free pricing scheme ({m;};cn,{p;}jen) € EF(N'™"), there exists a
pricing curve q which achieves a higher revenue, i.e., Tev(N*' q) > rev({p;}jen)-

Algorithms for ordered item pricing. The ordered item pricing problem is known to be NP-hard [17, 25]. As
a result, prior work has developed approximation algorithms. An ordered item pricing algorithm takes as
input the buyer valuations {v;};eg, the total amount of data N**, and an approximation parameter e. It
outputs a pricing curve ¢ such that the cumulative revenue satisfies Tev(N™t, q) > TevOP T (N — |B|O(e).
Table 1 summarizes algorithms from prior work under various assumptions on buyer valuations.

Designing profit-optimal envy-free mechanisms. The above observations suggest the following
procedure to design an approximately profit-optimal mechanism, by leveraging an algorithm for ordered
item pricing. For any given N%** € N, we apply A to determine an approximately optimal pricing curve. To
maximize profit, we assign all data collection to contributor 1 and optimize over N** to maximize revenue
minus c; N,

Algorithm 1 outlines this procedure. It takes as input buyer valuations {v;} ez, contributor costs {c; }icc,
an ordered item pricing algorithm A, and an approximation parameter €. It returns the optimal data quantity
N7, the corresponding pricing curve qy+, and dataset allocations {my+ jries. Since buyer valuations are
bounded in [0, 1], the maximum total buyer value is |B|. Thus, it suffices to search for N** < |B|/c;. While
our brute-force approach is admittedly inefficient; we leave it to future work to develop more computationally
efficient procedures to find the optimal N**t. The following lemma lower bounds the profit of Algorithm 1,
with the proof given in Appendix B.



Algorithm 1

1: Input: Buyer valuations {v;},eg, contributor costs {c;}icc, an algorithm for ordered item pricing A,
approximation parameter e.

2 for N € {1,2,... B},

3: gN A({”Uj}jeg,N, €). #Execute A to obtain an |B|O(e)-optimal pricing curve.
4: my,j < T?Lj(N, gn) for all j € B. #Compute buyer dataset sizes. See (4).
5: pI“OﬁtN — ZieB qN(le) c1N. #Compute the profit if collecting N data.
6: NT «— argmaxNE{LQ’ 1\‘,?0‘ }pI‘OﬁtN #Find the optimal data collection amount.
7 m;r S MN+ 5, q;L — qN+( j) #0ptimal prices and dataset sizes for buyer.

. + +
8 Return: N, {m]}jes, {q; }jes

Lemma 2. Suppose we ezecute Algorithm 1 with an algorithm A for ordered item pricing. Let N, q©, and
{mn+ j}jen be the returned values. Consider the envy-free mechanism M = ({Ni}tiec,{m;}jes, {pj}jen)
obtained by choosing Ny = N*, N; =0 for all i € C\{1}, mj = my+ ; for all j € B, and p; = qn+(m;). We
then have profit(M) > OPT — |B|O(e).

2.3 Proof of Lemma 1

We need to show that for any envy-free pricing scheme {(m;,p;)} there exists a non-decreasing price

JjEB’
curve g : {0,1,..., N**} — [0, 1] that yields a revenue of at least > jespj- Without lose of generality, we

assume my < mg < -+ <myp. We define ¢ as follows:

p1, ifm<my

p2, ifmp <m <my
q(m) =

D8 if mig—1 <m < Ntot

This price function ¢ is non-decreasing and has at most |B| steps. By the purchase model of ordered item
pricing (4), each buyer j would purchase m;(N'*"*, ¢) data points under price curve ¢, where

m;(N™" q) := max {argmax (vj(m) —q(m) )}

mSNtot

It is sufficient to show that m;(N®** ¢) > m; holds for every buyer j. Then, as the price curve is
non-decreasing, the revenue from each buyer when using the pricing curve ¢ would be larger than her price in
the envy-free pricing scheme. Therefore,

rev(N' q) = q(m; (N, q)) > Y q(m;) = p; =rev({p;}jen).
JjeB JjEB JjEB

which will complete the proof.
To show that m;(N'** ¢) > m;, let us first consider an arbitrary m < myp|- For any m < myg|, let
k € [|B]] be such that mi—1 < m < my. As valuations are non-decreasing we have,

vi(m) —q(m) < wvj(my) —q(m) = vi(my) — g(my) < vj(m;) — q(m;).

This implies that m; € arg max (v;(m) — g(m)). Finally, as m 3 < N*°*, we have

m<mg)|

m; < max (arg max (vj(m) — q(m))) < max (arg max (v;(m) — q(m))) = m;(N**,q).

m<mg| m<Ntot



3 Problem set up with strategic contributors

In §2, we modeled the data marketplace based on the quantity of data transacted. However, this framework
breaks down in the presence of strategic contributors. We will now study strategic contributor behavior. Our
goal will be to approximate the baseline in §2.1 while accounting for strategic contributor behavior. We study
such strategic considerations in the restricted, yet nontrivial setting of normal mean estimation.

In §3.1, we describe the environment, including the mechanism, the contributors’ strategy spaces, and
contributor and buyer utilities. §3.2 formulates the mechanism design problem, aiming to maximize profit
while satisfying constraints on buyer and seller incentives and market feasibility. In §3.3, we discuss our
modeling choices. We begin by briefly describing normal mean estimation.

Normal mean estimation. A finite dataset X = {z;}; consists of i.i.d points drawn from a normal
distribution N'(u1, 0%), where the variance o2 is known, but the mean p is not. A finite dataset ¥ = g(X) =
{y;}: is reported to a learner, where the (possibly random) reporting function g maps the collected dataset X
to a dataset Y. The learner estimates p via the sample mean (YY) = ‘71| Zer y Conventionally, one studies
the loss the learner incurs as a function of the estimation error |i(Y") — p|, where the loss increases with error.
Here, we instead model the value the learner derives as a decreasing function v : Ry — [0, 1], where v¢(€’) is
her instantaneous value if her error is ¢/. We can write the learner’s valuation v for a reporting function g as:

v(g) = inf By, [v* ([E(g(X)) — p])].- (6)

The expectation E, ,, is over the randomness in generating data X from the unknown distribution N (x, a?),
and possibly the reporting function g. The inf,, accounts for the fact that the y is unknown and a learner
wishes for a good reporting function to yield good estimates for all unknown distributions. To illustrate, let
it € R be some arbitrary value. A pathological reporting function g(-) = (i, . .., t) which always reports a
vector of repeated g values will achieve maximum value when the true mean is g, but does poorly elsewhere.

Typically, g is either the identity function or selects a random subset of X, in which case Y remains
an i.i.d. dataset. In a marketplace, although data is sampled i.i.d., strategic contributors may fabricate or
misreport data to maximize their personal benefit. This strategic behavior can result in situations where the
reported data is no longer i.i.d samples from N (u, 02).

3.1 Description of the environment

Data marketplace for normal mean estimation. In the data marketplace, each contributor draws i.i.d.
samples from the same but unknown distribution A'(u,0?), and submits a dataset (potentially misreported)
to the broker. Buyers wish to estimate p, but have different valuations {v§};cp based on their estimation
errors. Once contributors have submitted datasets, the broker sells subsets of the combined dataset to buyers,
and redistributes the revenue among contributors. These interactions proceed in the following order follows:

1. Mechanism design: The broker designs and publishes a mechanism to collect data from contributors,
allocate subsets and set prices for buyers, and redistribute the revenue back to contributors. She also
instructs contributors to collect amounts {N;};ec € NICl.

2. Data collection: Each contributor i € C collects n; € N i.i.d. data points at cost ¢;n;, to produce a dataset
X; € R™. Here n; is not necessarily equal to IV;.

3. Data submission: Each contributor submits Y; = f;(X;) € U,2, R*, where the submission function f; may
modify the collected dataset. This enables strategic alterations (e.g. fabrication) to maximize personal
benefit by reducing costs and/or increasing their payment.

4. Data allocation and purchases: The broker allocates independent subsets of size {m;},;es € NIBI of all
contributors’ submissions ;¢ Y; to each buyer, and charges them prices {p}};es € RIBI



5. Revenue redistribution: The broker redistributes the total revenue ZjGB p’; from buyers via payments
{r!}iec € RICl to contributors.

Problem instance. Let ¢ := {c¢;}iec € Rfl denote all contributor costs, and v°® := {v?}jeg denote all
buyer valuations. An instance of this market design problem is specified by the tuple (C, B, ¢, v®, 0?), which
we assume is public information, i.e. known to the broker and all contributors and buyers. Neither the
contributors, buyers, or broker has any additional information (e.g. a prior on ).

Notational convention. We will use primed quantities to denote specific realizations of quantities that are
otherwise functions of the reported dataset. For instance, a contributor’s payment m; will be a function of the
reported data, but above 7r; € R denotes the specific amount paid to the contributor. The amount charged
to a buyer for a dataset is referred to as the price denoted p;, p;, while the amount given to a contributor for
their work is called a payment, denoted ;, 7r§-.

We will define three types of (related) valuation functions for buyers. First the non-increasing function
v§(e’) is buyer j’s valuation as a function of her estimation error €’. Second, v}**(M, s) is j’s valuation as a

function of the mechanism M and contributor strategies s—we will define this in (8). Third, vjd-(m) is j’s
valuation as a function of the dataset size m when the reported data is truthful—we have defined this in (11);
in particular, v}i is related to the valuations in §2.

Finally, we will denote the contributor and buyer utilities by u$(M, s) and u?(M, s) respectively, in a

mechanism M under contributor strategies s—we will define them in (7) and (9) respectively.

Mechanism. A broker’s mechanism determines how much data each contributor should collect, the
buyers’ dataset sizes, buyers’ prices, and contributors’ payments. To define this, let X = Ujio R¢ be the
space of datasets that each contributor may submit. A mechanism is specified by the following tuple of
(possibly randomized) quantities M = ({N;}iee, {m;}jen, {pj}jen, {mi}icc). Here N; € N is an specification
to contributor ¢ on how much data she should collect (contributors need not follow this specification). Next,
m; € N is the dataset size for buyer j, which satisfies m; <, . N;. Finally, p; : XI€l - R is the pricing
rule for buyer j, and m; : XI°l = R is the payment rule for contributor i. These quantities may depend on
the public information (C, B, c,v,?), but we have suppressed this dependence.

To incentivize truthful reporting from contributors, we would like to pay them based on the quality of the
data they have submitted and not just the amount of data they report; if the payment only depended on the
size of the reported datasets, contributors would find it advantageous to fabricate data. Hence contributor
payments m; should depend on the reported datasets. To ensure the market remains feasible, we should also
allow the prices p; to also depend on the reported datasets.

Due to the stochastic nature of data collection and the mechanism’s randomness, prices and payments
will also be random. We allow ez post (i.e. stochastic) negative prices (where the broker pays a buyer) and
negative payments (where a contributor pays the broker). Although unconventional, this enables the design
of mechanisms with strong guarantees. Notably, in our mechanism, the ez-ante (i.e. expected) prices and
payments are always non-negative.

Contributors. After the mechanism is published, each contributor decides how much data to collect
and what to submit to the broker. A contributor i’s strategy is a possibly randomized pair s; = (n;, f;)-
First, the contributor samples n; € N points to collect an initial dataset X; = {z;;}Z,, incurring a cost
of ¢;n;. Here, each z; ; is drawn independently from the unknown normal distribution N'(p, 0?). She then
submits Y; = {y; ;}; = fi(X,), where f; : X — X maps the collected dataset to a possibly altered dataset of
potentially different size. Let s = {s;}ec denote the strategy profile of all contributors, and s_; = {s;}cc\ {i}

the strategies of all contributors except i.

Strategic behaviors. A strategic contributor may not collect the amount specified by the broker, i.e. n; may
differ from N;. She may under-collect to reduce costs. To provide reliable mean estimates for buyers, the
broker wishes to incentivize contributors to submit data truthfully, i.e., use the identity function f; = I which
maps the dataset to itself. However, in naive mechanisms, contributors may benefit from misreporting, i.e.,
using f; # I to fabricate or falsify data. Our formalism allows contributors to modify their submission based
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on their collected dataset X;. For instance, a contributor could collect a small dataset (n; < N;), fit a normal
distribution to it, and sample additional synthetic points to mislead the broker into believing a larger dataset
was collected.

Contributor utility. If a contributor samples n; points and receives payment 7, € R, her ez post utility is
7, — ¢;n;. As these quantities depend on the mechanism M and the contributors’ strategies s, her ex ante
utility u§ is defined as,

ui(M,s) := ;IEI%EM,S,;L [Wz({fz(Xz)}ZGC) - Cini] : (7)

Here, the expectation Ejps, , is taken over the randomness in the mechanism, the contributor strategies
s = {(ni, fi) }icc, and the stochasticity of i.i.d. datasets {X;};cc drawn from N(u,0?). We consider the
infimum for a similar reason to (6). Since the true distribution N (u,o?) is unknown to the contributor a
priori, a contributor’s strategy should perform well for all values of p. To illustrate further consider an
arbitrary @ € R. Suppose a contributor chooses to not collect any data (incurring zero cost) and report a
large vector consisting of multiple copies of i, i.e. (&,..., ). This strategy benefits the buyers, as they could
obtain arbitrarily good approximations of u using the sample mean. As a result, buyers will be willing to
pay more, which in turn increases the contributor’s expected payment, without incurring any cost. However,
such a strategy is only feasible if the contributor a priori knew that y = p. Taking the infimum over all p
accounts for the fact that p is unknown, ensuring the problem is well-defined?.

Buyers. Buyers receive data from the mechanism, pay the specified price to the broker, and then estimate
w1 via the sample mean of the dataset they received. Different buyers may have differing valuations for varying
errors, modeled by buyer-specific non-increasing functions v§ : Ry — [0, 1], where v§(e’) is her ez-post value
if her estimation error is €’. Her value vj in a mechanism M under a strategy profile s can be written as
(with slight abuse of notation),

UM, ) 1= 00, ) = 10 Bt 5 (| g, ((Xibice) = e])] (8)

Here, g5 is the “reporting function” (see (6)) induced by the contributor strategies s = {(n;, fi) }icc and the
mechanism M = ({m;};eB,{p;};jen, {miticc); this accounts for each contributor sampling n; i.i.d. points Xj,
submitting ¥; = f;(X;), and the mechanism then sampling an independent subset of size m; ({f;(X;)}icc)
from the the combined dataset of all contributors. Similar to (6) and (7), the infimum is necessary for v; to
be well-defined as p is unknown.

Buyer utility. Defining a buyer’s utility is a bit tricky in our setting and infimum and expectations do not
commute. For this, we may consider two options shown below in (9) and (10):

uj (M, s) := uj (my, pj, 8) = v} (my, 8) — ilélﬂgEM,s,u [p; ({fi(Xi)ice)] - 9)
uy (M, s) = uj (my, pj, 5) = inf Barsp [v§ (| B(gs.m, {Xitiee) — n|) = ps {fiXi) }iec)] . (10)

Here, (9) captures the difference between the buyer’s worst-case expected value (see (8)) and worst-case
expected price, while (10) considers her ez-post utility, v?(e’ )— p;-, for error ¢’ and price pj;, and then takes the
worst-case expectation. Clearly, (9) < (10), so guarantees on (9) extend to (10). Thus, we adopt (9) as the
utility measure. That said in our mechanism, both quantities are equal, as the expected price is independent
of the underlying distribution A (u, 02).

d

Buyer valuation for i.i.d data. For what follows, we define the buyer’s valuation vj as a function of the

amount of 1.i.d data she receives. We have

v§(m) = Inf ExXan(uo?y [ ([ (X)) — )] (11)

3An alternative approach to account for uncertainty of y is to consider a prior over i and take expectation with respect to
this prior. While we do not study this Bayesian setting here, our high-level techniques can also be applied in that context.
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Comparing this with (8), we see that for any mechanism M = ({N;}icc, {m;};en, {pj}icn, {mi}icc), we have

05 (M, {(Ns,1)}) = v (m;). That is, buyers achieve v(m;) when contributors collect the instructed amounts

and report truthfully (recall that the mechanism always chooses m; <3
is the same as the buyers’ quantity-based utility we studied in §2.

sec Ni.) In particular, note that v

Cumulative profit. If the contributors collect data in amounts {n;};cc € NI€l and the buyers are charged
prices {p}}jes € RIBI, the cumulative profit for contributors is > jesPj — Dicc cini- Hence, the expected
cumulative profit is given by,

proﬁt(M, S5 ,LL) = Ek[,s,p ij ({fz( }'LGC chnl ) proﬁt(M, 5) = /}Lgf pI‘Oﬁt(M S5 N) (12)
JjEB ieC

As before, the infimum accounts for the fact that p is unknown. For an arbitrary mechanism, profit may
depend on reported data, which itself depends on the actual distribution. We wish for a mechanism to
achieve high profit for all unknown distributions {N (i, 0?) : 4 € R}, and not just do well for some specific
distributions. However, we will see that for our mechanism and contributor strategies, the expected cumulative
profit profit(M*, s*; 1) is independent of u.

3.2 The mechanism design problem

Our goal is to design a mechanism M* = ({N/}icc, {m}}jen, {P]}jen: {7} biec} to maximize the cumulative
profit for contributors, while ensuring that all buyers and contributors do not lose by participation, charge
fair prices to buyers, fully redistribute revenue from buyers to contributors, and incentivize contributors
to collect the instructed amounts (n; = N}) and report it truthfully (f; = I). To state these requirements
formally, let s* = {(N},I)}iec denote the “well-behaved” contributor strategy profile. The mechanism should
satisfy the following requlrements.

1. Individually rational for buyers (IRB): M* is ex ante individually rational for the buyers if u?(M *§*) >0
for all buyers j € B.

2. Envy-free for the buyers (EFB): M* is envy-free for the buyers if no buyer prefers another buyer’s dataset
size selection rule and pricing rule to her own, i.e. u; P(m m;,p;,s*) > u']?(m;,p;, s*) for all buyers j, k € B.

3. Individually rational for contributors (IRC): M is ex-ante individually rational for the contributors if
u§(M*, s*) > 0 for all contributors i € C.

4. Incentive-compatible for contributors (ICC): M* is incentive-compatible for contributors if s* is a Nash
equilibrium. That is, for all contributors i € C, and for every alternative strategy s; for ¢, we have
u§(M*, s*) > ug(M*, (sz, ;). (In §4, we show that no DSIC mechanisms are possible).

5. Budget balance (BB): M* satisfies budget balance if the total revenue is equal to total payments with prob-
ability 1, i.e. for every realization of the data {Xy}rec we have 3 -, cc 7 ({Xitree) = 2 cpP; ({Xk}ree)-
(Note that contributors submit truthfully, i.e. fi =1, in s*).

6. Profit optimality (PO): Let OPT in (1) and (3) be the optimum envy-free revenue with non-strategic
contributors, when using the valuation functions {U?}jeg for i.i.d. data, as defined in (11). We say M* is
e-PO if profit(M*, s*) > OPT —e.

In BB, we require total payments to equal total revenue. Payments cannot exceed revenue to ensure market
feasibility. We additionally require equality to ensure that trade benefits are fully distributed to contributors,
leaving no unallocated excess revenue. Unlike the other five requirements, BB must hold always and not just
in expectation, as the market must be feasible for every realization of data.

We note that the baseline mechanism achieving OPT in (1) satisfies IRB and EFB by design, as well as IRC
and BB, since all revenue can be allocated to contributor 1. However, this mechanism is not ICC. Intuitively,
if a single agent collects all the data, she can fabricate it without detection, as the broker has no basis for
verification. We prove this rigorously in Claim 6.
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3.3 Discussion of modeling choices

We conclude this section with a few observations on our modeling choices.

Knowledge of buyer valuations and contributor costs. ~ We assume buyer valuations v = {v;};ep and
contributor costs {¢; }iec are public information. This allows us to focus on our key challenges: incentivizing
truthful data contribution while adhering to market constraints, and analyzing its impact on buyer incentives.
Extending our model to cases where these are unknown but can be elicited via bids or learned in repeated
markets is left for future work.

Better but untruthful Nash equilibria. Our requirements in §3.2 assume that s* is a truthfully reporting
NE. This is without loss of generality—if a non-truthful NE achieves higher profit, then one can obtain
truth-telling NE with the same profit via the revelation principle.

Buyers using the sample mean. We assume that buyers estimate p using the sample mean. While it is
possible that other estimators could be optimal for different valuations v;, general techniques for constructing
optimal estimators based on specific loss/valuation functions remains an open problem in the statistics
literature and are beyond the scope of this work.

Broker returning biased or corrupted data to buyers. In §3.1, we assume that the broker sells an independent
subset of contributor submissions to buyers, with the sizes of the subsets given by {m;};cp values. One
might ask whether brokers could extract more revenue by biasing the selection or even corrupting the data.
While this is technically possible, such practices could undermine trust in the market if buyers suspect data
manipulation by a broker. Returning an independent subset is less controversial.

Impact of (un)truthful reporting on buyer valuations. We do not explicitly model the fact that truthfully
reported data from contributors maximizes buyer valuations, even though this is generally expected in
practice. Modeling how different types of untruthful behaviors could affect buyer valuations will be unwieldy,
as it would require additional assumptions on v; and an analysis of optimal estimators for different v;. Our
approach instead is to define a profit-optimal baseline where non-strategic contributors always follow the
mechanism’s data collection and truthful reporting rules. Instead of explicitly modeling how untruthful
reporting can help or hurt buyers, we frame our goal as designing a mechanism which incentivizes strategic
contributors to follow the broker’s rules, while still approximating the profit in the baseline.

4 Hardness results

We will first present two hardness results for this problem. Our first theorem, states that it is not possible to
design a nontrivial dominant-strategy incentive-compatible mechanism for this problem. To state this recall
that s; is said to be dominant strategy for agent i if for all strategies s_; of other agents, and all alternative

*

strategies s for agent ¢ we have u§(M, s}, s_;) > u§(M, s;, 5—;).
Theorem 3. If s = {(ni, [i) };cc is a dominant strategy profile under any mechanism M, then Vi € C, n; = 0.

Our next theorem provides an upper bound on the maximum profit achievable in any Nash equilibrium of
any mechanism. In §5, we will design a mechanism whose profit is arbitrarily close to this upper bound.

Theorem 4. Let OPT be as defined in OPT (1). Let M be any mechanism satisfying EFB and IRB
properties, and let s be a Nash equilibrium of this mechanism. Then profit(M,s) < OPT — (¢ca — ¢1).

4.1 Proofs of Theorems 3 and 4

The following lemma is the key technical ingredient in proving both results above. It states that when other
agents are not collecting any data, then, regardless of their submission functions, the best response for an
agent is to also not collect any data. Note that even when an agent has not collected any data, an untruthful
submission functions may actually report some data.
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Lemma 5. Let M be any mechanism and let s_; = {(0, f;)};£: be a strategy profile for all agents except i,
where { f;}j2i are arbitrary submission functions. If s; = (ns, fi) is the best response of agent i to s_;, then
n; = 0

We will prove Lemma 5 in §4.2. We first prove Theorem 3 and Theorem 4 using Lemma 5.

Proof of Theorem 3. Let s”; = {(0, f})};»i be a strategy profile for all agents except i, where {fj}j# are
arbitrary submission functions. Since s is a dominant strategy profile we know that Vs

U

i (M7 (Si7 S*Z)) > uf (M, (827 S*%))
i.e. s; is the best response to s_;. By Lemma 5 we conclude that n; = 0. O]

We now present and prove a short claim that will be used in the proof of Theorem 4 that follows.
Claim 6. If s = {(ni, fi)};cc i @ NE under M and ¥j # i, nj = 0, then n; = 0.

Proof. Since s is a NE under M, Vs] we have that u§ (M, (s;,s-;)) > u§ (M, (s}, s_;)), i.e. s; is the best
response to s_;. By hypothesis we also know that s_; = {(0, fj)}j#. Therefore, we can apply Lemma 5 to
conclude n; = 0. O]

Proof of Theorem 4. Claim 6 tells us that under any Nash equilibrium s = {(n4, fi)},cc, at least two
contributors must collect data. Assuming that ¢; < cg < -+ < ||, We have that the cheapest way for at
least two contributors to collect a total of N*°* := }".n; points is to have agent 1 collect N*°* — 1 points and
agent 2 collect 1 point. Combining this with the fact that revOPT (N*t) is the best revenue achievable when
selling N*°* data points under IRB and EFB, we get

profit(M, s) < revOPT (Nmt) - ZCiNi < revOPT (Nmt) - (NtOt - 1) —Cy
i€C
= revOPT (Nt"t) - (N“’t) —(ea—0c1) < max {reVOPT (N) — clN} — (2 — 1)
= OPT — (CQ - 61).

The last step follows from equation (3), the definition of OPT. O

4.2 Proof of Lemma 5

At a high level, Lemma 5 claims that when the other agents do not collect data, it is best for agent i to not
collect data. This is because the mechanism has no knowledge of the true value of 4 € R and thus cannot
penalize agent ¢ for submitting fabricated data since the others to do not provide data to validate against.
Therefore, agent i has the ability to forgo the cost of data collection without decreasing the payment they
receive. Hence, agents ¢’s best response involves collecting no data.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that n; > 0. Define the strategy s; ,» = (n, fi,v) where f; s is the
submission function which disregards X; and instead samples and submits n; points from N (u/,0?) using f;,
ie. fi() = fi(Zi), Zi ~ N(i',0%)". Applying the definition of contributor i’s utility we see that

inf B [m (G0, (500, ) | —emi > it B [ (20, (5(2)),) | - e

HER X;~N(u,02)mi HER Z,~N (1! ,o2)™i

=it B [m (A (5@),) | 2 it B [m (20, (5(@),)] -

HER XN (u,02) HER Z N (u',02)™

For clarity we omit writing the dependence on M and s_; under the expectation as it is not relevant to the
proof. Now notice that since all of the other agents are not collecting data we have

SR o E iy e (520 ((20)1.)| = ZinN (" 0% [ (5020, (5(20),)
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> inf E [Wi (fi(Zi)’ (fj(g))j#)]

WER Z;~N(p/ ,02)mi

=i B [ (R0 (50),)]

HER X, ~N (1,02

Because we have both matching upper and lower bounds, we conclude that Vi’ € R

wt B [m (A0 0@, - 7 (71020, (5 2)),)] -

HER X;~N(p,02)mi Zi~N (! o2)i

Intuitively this says that the expected payment an agent receives is independent of which normal distribution
they submit data from. But this means that agent i can avoid the cost of data collection by submitting
fabricated data with no reduction in payment. More formally, for any i/ € R, consider the strategy
5; :== (0, fi,ur) - Under this strategy agent 4’s utility is

(M, Gios)) = inf B m (Fi(Z0,(52)),)]

BER Z,~N (! ,02)mi

=inf B [m (X0, (5(2)),)]

pER X;~N(p,02)mi

Sinf B m (X0, (15(2));)] - em = uf (M (si,5-).

HER XN (u,02)"i

But this contradicts that s; is the best response to s_;. Therefore, n; = 0. O

5 Profit-optimal mechanisms with strategic contributors

Algorithm 2

1: Input: Buyer valuations {v;};ep, contributor costs {c;}icc, algorithm for ordered item pricing A,
approximation parameter e.

2: The broker:
3 N, {m}'}jeg, {q;'}jeg <+ Execute Algorithm 1 with {v,};eg, {¢i}icc, 4, €.
4: Instruct contributors to collect {N;};cc where,
Nf=N*—1, N;y=1, Nj=0forallje{3,...,[C[}
5. Each contributor i € C:
6: Chooses a strategy s; = (n;, f;).
7 Collects n; data points X;, and submits Y; = f;(X;) .
8: The broker:
9: Receive {Y;}iec from contributors.
10: Let Y < Y7 UY5 be the combined dataset of the first two contributors.
11: Allocate mj (= mj) randomly chosen points from Y to each buyer j € B5.
12: Charge p} from each buyer j € B (see (14)).
13: Pay 77 to each contributor i € C (see (15)).

We have outlined our mechanism in Algorithm 2. We will first describe it procedurally, specify our choices
for M* = ({N} }iec, {m} }jen, {p]j }ien, {7} biec}, and then motivate our design choices.

Algorithm 2 takes as inputs the buyer valuations, contributor costs, an algorithm for ordered item pricing,
and an approximation parameter. First, we execute Algorithm 1 to obtain N7, {m;r} jeB; {qj}jeg. We then
set {N/ }icc, {m}}jes as shown below.

N =Nt"—1, Nj=1, Nf=0fori>3. mj =m; for j € B (13)
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That is, the broker instructs contributor 1 to collect N7 points, contributor 2 to collect N3 = 1 point, and
the rest to collect none. Then these two contributors (and possibly others), collect n; points each to collect a
dataset X;, and submit Y; = f;(X;).

Let Y =Y; UY5, be the union of the first two contributors’ submissions (the broker ignores the others
submissions). She then allocates m} points to buyer j and charges them prices p} as shown below in (14).
She then issues payments 7} to the contributors as shown below in (15).

For i € {1,2}, let Y_; denote the data submitted by the agent other than i, let N*, = NT — N
be the amount of data that the other agent should collect, and let d; = ¢; - (N})?/o?. Denote W =
ZJEB q;.r —c¢1 (NT — 1) — ¢, where, recall {q;r }; are the prices computed in Algorithm 1. As we will show,
W will be the expected profit of our mechanism. We can now state p; as follows:

)

N . Nt | di 0® | d; o di (. ) ?
p (00 = 3 1= 80) (of s+ e e )~ 2 (09 —a0%0)

ie{1,2} i€{1,2}

Next the payments 7} ({Y;};) =0 for all ¢ € {3,...,|C|}. For agents i € {1,2} we have,

* 2 2 2

() = 1% = 80 (W + e dife i ) = as(a00 —a0m0)) . (9
Design choices. Here, the payments to buyers are designed so that the expected payment matches the
value q;.r obtained from Algorithm 1. Similarly, the payments to contributors ensure that cumulative profit is
distributed in proportion to their contributions. Specifically, contributor i’s expected payment is given by
;N +WN}/NT.

However, the actual prices and payments are further adjusted based on the difference between the means
of the datasets provided by the two contributors. If this difference is large, buyers pay less; if it is small, they
pay more. These adjustments are then passed on to the two contributors. This design allows us to achieve
three requirements: ICC: each contributor should report truthfully when the other does so, to minimize this
difference; IRB: buyers pay less if there are significant discrepancies in contributors’ submissions, which may
indicate unreliable data; BB: the market must remain feasible for every random realization of data, i.e., with
probability 1.

Finally, we set m} = mj since Algorithm 1 is designed to maximize profit. However, if contributor 1 were
to collect all the data, she could fabricate it. Fortunately, as we prove in Theorem 5.1, using just one data
point from contributor 2 is sufficient to incentivize contributor 1 to follow the rules.

The following theorem summarizes the key properties of our mechanism. It satisfies all the required constraints
while achieving a profit arbitrarily close to the upper bound in Theorem 4, demonstrating that the mechanism
is essentially unimprovable.

Theorem 5.1. Let A be an algorithm for ordered item pricing which takes in an approximation parameter €
and returns a |B|O(€) approzimation to the optimal revenue. Let M* denote the mechanism in Algorithm 2
when executed with A. Let s* = {(N},I)}icc denote the strategy profile where contributors are collecting
the amounts specified in (13) and reporting it truthfully. Then M* satisfies IRB, EFB, IRC, ICC, and BB.
Moroever, its expected profit is

profit(M™, s*) > OPT — (cg — ¢1) — | B|O(e),

The proof is given in Appendix A. We have outlined the key ideas of our ICC proof in §5.1.

Discussion. We highlight two observations. 1) Multiple minimum cost agents. If there are multiple agents
with the same minimum cost, we can distribute the data collection evenly among them to achieve OPT. This
also reduces the variance of the comparison terms in (14) and (15), which in turn lowers the variance in prices
and payments. This may be desirable in practical settings.
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2) Beyond mean estimation. We believe many of our insights extend to learning tasks beyond mean
estimation. For instance, we expect that no nontrivial DSIC mechanism exists and that two contributors
would still suffice to induce a profit-optimal Nash equilibrium. However, the requirement of only one sample
from the second contributor is specific to normal mean estimation, where there is only a single learnable
parameter. More generally, we expect the number of required samples from the second contributor to scale
with the model’s degrees of freedom, as their primary role is to help the broker verify the reliability of the
first contributor’s submissions.

5.1 Proof sketch of ICC in Theorem 5.1
To prove ICC we must show that s* is a Nash equilibrium of M*. That is, we will show, Vi € C, V (n;, fi),

ui (M, ((ni, fi), 525)) < ui (M, (s7,5%5)) -

Note that because we are only asking the two agents with the lowest collection costs to collect data, we
can focus on {1,2} € C as the above inequality is immediately satisfied for all other agents. We now prove
the inequality for these agents in three steps, each with a corresponding lemma.

Step 1. Let (n,, f;) be given. First we show that a contributor can improve her utility by switching
their strategy from (n;, f;) to (ns, fo), where f, is a function that always submits exactly N points while
maintaining the same sample mean as f;. This is true as our mechanism determines a contributors penalty
based on the sample mean of their submitted data and whether or not they submitted exactly N/ points.
This is stated formally in the lemma below.

(Lemma 7): Fix any (n;, f;). Let f, : X — RN: be a function such that VX; € X, i (fo(X3)) = i (fi(X))).
Then,

ug (M7 ((nzafz)wstz)) <ug <M7 ((niyfa)7sti)) :

Step 2. The second step is showing that a contributor can improve their utility by switching their
strategy from (n;, fo) to (ni, fp), where f is a function that always submits exactly N points and whose
sample mean agrees with the sample mean of the original data X;. We will show that this is a result of a
standard fact from normal mean estimation that the sample mean is minimax optimal [30]. This is stated
formally in the lemma below.

(Lemma 8): Fix any n;. Consider any f, : X — RN and let fi, : X — RN be a function such that
VX; € X, i (fo(X;)) = 1(X;). Then,

ug (M, ((ni, fa), %)) < u§ (M, ((ni, fo), s%5)) -

Step 3. The final step is showing a contributor can improve their utility by switching their strategy from
(ni, fv) to (N7, fp). We will show that when a contributor is using f, their utility is a concave function in n;
which is maximized at (N}, f,). We then show the utility under (N7, fp) is the same as under (N}, I) = s}.

(Lemma 9): Fix any n;. Let f, : X — R be a function such that VX; € X, i (f5(X:)) = fi (X;). Then,

ui (M, ((ni; o), 5%3)) < uf (M, (s7,5%4))

These three steps now combine to prove ICC as follows. Fix any (n;, f;), we then have that

u: (M’ ((nm fz)a siz)) < 'U,f (M7 ((nu fa)v 311)) (Lemma 7)
<u§ (M, ((ni, fo), %)) (Lemma 8)
<u§ (M, (sf,s%,)) - (Lemma 9)
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6

Conclusion

We design a data marketplace where a broker facilitates transactions between buyers, who seek to estimate
the mean of an unknown normal distribution, and strategic data contributors, who collect data from these
distributions at a cost. Our mechanism admits a Nash equilibrium (NE) in which the two lowest-cost
contributors collect all the data and report it truthfully. In this equilibrium, we maximize profit while
satisfying key market constraints. Furthermore, we show that our mechanism is essentially unimprovable, as
it achieves a profit arbitrarily close to the maximum possible in any NE of any mechanism. An interesting and
challenging direction for future work is to extend our framework to learning tasks beyond mean estimation.
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A Proof of Theorem 5.1

(ICC): Under M, s* is a Nash equilibrium for contributors.

Proof. We will show that s* is a Nash equilibrium of M*. That is, we will show, Vi € C, ¥V (n,, f;),
ug (M*, ((ni, i), s%;)) < ui (M, (s,5%;)) -

Fix any (n;, fi). Let f, : X — RNV be a function such that VX; € X, i (f.(X;)) = 4 (f:(X;)). Let
fo : X = RN be a function such that VX; € X, fi (f,(X;)) = fi (X;). We then have that

ug (M, ((ni,fi),s* )) <u (M7 ((nl,f ),s*_z)) (Lemma 7)
< ug (M7 ((nz" fo)s 5*_2)) (Lemma 8)
<uf (M, (s}, s%)). (Lemma 9)
O
(IRC): Under M, s* is individually rational for contributors.
Proof. Under the recommended strategy, the utility for contributor ¢ is
N} dio?  d;o? 9
c *\ | NT* v R e N — 77 . — c. N*
wi01,5%) = int B 1% = N2) (W + eV + G + 52 ) = UK ~ A=) — e
N} dio?  d;o? 2
= 9 ) — eiN? —disupE | d; (A(X:) — (Yo
( Nt +N*+Ni*) ciVi' = disup (1(X3) = p(Y=4))
N* * diO'2 diO'2 * di02 didz
= (Wt e+ S5+ ) e - (3 )
N*
WNJr > 0.
O

(IRB): Under M, s* is individually rational for buyers.

Proof. Under the recommended strategy, the expected payment for buyer i is

* * * N d; o* d; o? d;
Ep5(M,s*)]) = Y 11(|}Q—|NZ.)<]N+ BN +|B|N;)_ ) @E

ie{1,2} ie{1,2}
o2 di [ o2 o2
_ + _ e
- (qﬂ*,z BN, Z|B|N*> 2 5 (NZ+NL>
i€{1,2} 1€{1,2}
= q. (16)

Therefore, combing with definition of buyer’s utility (9), and buyers’s value for i.i.d. data (11), buyer j’s
utility under recommended strategy is

WP(M, ") = (] p}, ) = 10k Bage e 05 (| (030 ({Xi}iec) —u]) = ({f X }iec)

= vl (m}) — supEaser o {0 ({fi(Xi) }iee) } = v(m}) —¢f = vf(m})—q¢f >0.  (17)
HER
In the last step, recall that (mj7 qj)jeg are generated by Algorithm 1, combing with the buyer’s purchase
model in (4), we have U?(m*) - ;r >0.

J
O
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(BB): The mechanism M satisfies the budget balance property.

Proof. From the definition of the payment rule in M and a sequence of algebraic manipulations we have

Sowons) =3 (W + vt + %2 jlv(’) - (%) - A0

ieC ieC
. 2
S SN Y e +z( e — i (a(x) - X))
1€C 1eC 1eC
S W Y ey +zz W ) - )
‘i |B| N* BNy ) A T A
ieC jGB ieC g
YTy L0 Ay — )y
) |B|N* BNy s :
jeB JEB ieC
7, d0'2 di02 dl ~ ~ 2
Z(Z( +‘B‘N* +|B|N;7®(N(Xi)fﬂ(X—i)) >)
JEB \ieC
= p(M,s")
JjEB

Therefore, M satisfies the budget balance property.

(EFB): Under M, following s* is envy-free for buyers.

Proof. To show that when contributors follow s*, M is envy-free for buyers, we must prove that u? (m;‘, p;,s*) >
u?(m;,p;,s*), Vj,k € B. As demonstrated in (17), we know u; b(M, s*) = u?(m},pj, s*) = (m+) qj' > 0.
Similarly, by the definition of buyers utility (9) and buyer’s Valuatlon for i.i.d. data (11), we have

U?(mLpZa 5*) = inf EM,S*,/J [U§ (| ,a(gs*,m,*C ({XZ}ZEC) |) pk {fz }zeC)]

=vd(mk)—81€1pEMsw{pk ({fiXD)}iee)} = vf(mp) — ¢ = vj(m) — qf < vj(m}) —qf.
©w

The last step is by the definition of {qj.'}jeg in Algorithm 1, and buyer’s purchase model (4). O

Approximately optimal profit: Under M, when the contributors follow following s*, the expected profit
of buyers approximates the optimal profit upper bound (defined in Theorem 4) with additive error |B|O(e).

Proof. By definition of contributors’ cumulative profit (12),

profit(M, s*) = mf En,sx,p [ZP] ({/fi(Xi)}iec) — Zcz’m]

jEB ieC

= 1nf EMS* [ij {fz z zGC ‘| ZCzN*

jEB ieC

Z 4 - Z ¢ N} (By proof of IRB, equation (16))
jEB ieC

Ny =N*T —1, Ny =1, we have

3 ?

Recall that Tev(NT, gn+) = > cp5 qj and that Nt =3 N

profit(M, s*) = T( togn+) — e (NT) = (ca — ¢1) > Tev(N', gyror) — 1 (N*Y) = (c2 — 1)
OPT (NtOt) — C1 (Nmt) — |B|O(6) — (CQ - Cl) = OPT — (CQ — Cl) — |B|O(6),

\/
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where the first inequality is by the optimality of N in Algorithm 1, the second inequality is because algorithm
A returns a |B|O(e) approximation.

O
B Proofs of technical lemmas

Lemma 7. Fiz any (n;, fi). Let fo : X — RN be a function such that VX; € X, [ (fo(X;)) = A (fi(Xy)).
Then,

’U,g (Mv ((nzvfz)vsiz)) Suf (M ((nmfa) 1))
Proof. Under M we have that

. N N* N d'02 d;o? 5 ~ 2
= lfE H(|Y¢=Ni)<WN++ N+ St ]’V;)—di (A(f:(X2)) = i(Y=4)) —cmz«]

—1i

N} dio?  djo? 2
< infE| (W N ‘ d —d; (u X)) —a(Y_,))" —¢in;
< inf l( N N: 4 G ) = e (X)) = AV — o

= Uf (Ma ((nu fa); Siz)) .
The inequality follows from the definition of f,. O

Lemma 8. Fiz any n;. Consider any f, : X — RN and let fpi X — RN be a function such that ¥X; € X,
i (fp(X) =1 (X:). Then,

u§ (M, ((ni, fa)ys%3)) < u§ (M, ((nis fi),5%;)) -

Proof. From the definition of f, we have

inf E
JSN

US (M, ((nza fa)v siz))

N7 . d02 d;o? N A 2
(W5 + a4 -+ ) = de AU (X) = A(-0) —n]

N * dl'O' dl'O' . ~ ~ 2
(W5 + iz + 5 4 G2 ) —cons -+l B [~ U (X0) — V-0

N7 N d02 d;o? ~ ~ 2
= (W e+ S+ G ) — = desp B [(A(A06) ~ RO (9

Now notice that because the other agents truthfully submit a combined N*, points under s* ;, we have that

—i

supE [(i(fa(X0) — V-0))°| = sup (E [(@(fa(X0)) = )] + E [(B(Y=0) - )?])

HER HER
2

— sup (]E [(ﬁ(fa(Xi)) - “)2}) ty

—.
HER NZ;

Therefore, we can rewrite (18), using the fact that the sample mean is minimax optimal [30] and the definition
of fy, to get

N* . dz‘0'2 d2‘0'2 dO’ ~ 2
(WN oy + S N:) eimi — - = despE [(i(£a(X) Y]

pneR
N} d;oc?  d;o? d;o? 2
< i — S0 dsupE [ (H(X;) —
—< N7 Al A +N;> il e, T s (@) = )’
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N} dio?  dio?
<W “ 4N+ <A U)

~ Ao | —emi — diswp E [ (3(X0) — i(V-1))°]

pER

=u§ (M, ((ni, fo),5%;)) -
O
Lemma 9. Fiz any n;. Let fi, : X — RN be a function such that VX; € X, fi (fo(X;)) = 1 (X;). Then,
ug (M7 ((ni,fb),sii)) < (M7 (sf,sii)) .
Proof. From the definition of f; we have that
uf (M, ((ni, fp),s%;)) = inf El <W o + N + di(f + dlaj) —d; (A(f5(X3) = B(Y-3))" = Ci”i]
peR N+ N*, TN

= (W et + 5+ 5 ) — o s E (X0 — V0]

= (ng + NS+ Zl\l[i + d&?) —cng — d;ZZ - C]l\léj
Define the concave function ! : Ry — R, given by I(n;) = —¢;n; — d;ZZ. Observe that I'(n;) = —¢; + d;‘gz SO

'(n;))=0 < n; =0 ‘Ci— = N}. Therefore the choice of n; which maximizes u{ (M, ((nl, Iv), s*_z-)) is N7.

Together with the fact that 2(fp(X5)) = n(X;) = p(I(X;)) we conclude

ug (M, ((ni, fb),sti)) <y (M, ((Ni*,fb),sii)) = uy (M, ((NZ-*,I),S’:Z.)) = uy (]\47 (sf,s* )) .

Lemma 2. Suppose we ezecute Algorithm 1 with an algorithm A for ordered item pricing. Let NT, q*, and
{mn+ j}jes be the returned values. Consider the envy-free mechanism M = ({Ni}tiec, {m;}jes, {pj}jen)
obtained by choosing Ny = N*, N; =0 for all i € C\{1}, mj = my+ ; for all j € B, and p; = qn+(m;). We
then have profit(M) > OPT — |B|O(e).

Proof of Lemma 2. First, let ¢ = A ({vj }jeB , NOPT, e) denote the price curve obtained by applying A to

the buyers’ valuations {v; }j <> total amount of data NPPT and the approximation parameter e. Using the

definition of OPT in equation (3) and the equivalence between envy-free pricing schemes and ordered item
pricing curves (see Lemma 1 and the discussion above it), we have

OPT = revO"T (NPPT) — ¢ NPPT = 1evOPT(NPPT) — o NPT
Since algorithm A returns a |B|O(e) solution we get
tevOPT(NPPT) — ¢, NPPT < 7w (NPPT ¢) + |B|O(e) — en NPFT.

| B]

Finally, from the definition of N*: NT = argmax %}proﬁtl\,7 since NPPT < 2L we have
Nto

Ne{1,2,..,
profit s+ = Tev(N T, qn+) — et NT > 1ev(NPPT /) — ¢; NPPT. Therefore,

e (NPT, ¢') + [B|O(e) — e NOFT < 1e9(N T, qn+) — et NT + |B|O(e)
= profit(M) + |B|O(e)

so we conclude that
profit(M) > OPT — |B|O(e).
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