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Abstract—To facilitate responsive and cost-effective computing resource scheduling and service delivery over edge-assisted mobile
networks, this paper investigates a novel two-stage double auction methodology via utilizing an interesting idea of resource overbooking
to overcome dynamic and uncertain nature from edge servers (sellers) and demand from mobile devices (as buyers). The proposed
auction integrates multiple essential factors such as social welfare maximization and decision-making latency (e.g., the time for
determining winning seller-buyer pairs) reduction, by introducing a stagewise strategy: an overbooking-driven pre-double auction
(OPDAuction) for determining long-term cooperations between sellers and buyers before practical resource transactions as Stage I,
and a real-time backup double auction (RBDAuction) for handling residual resource demands during actual transactions. In particular,
by applying a proper overbooking rate, OPDAuction helps with facilitating trading contracts between appropriate sellers and buyers
as guidance for future transactions, by allowing the booked resources to exceed supply. Then, since pre-auctions may cause risks,
our RBDAuction adjusts to real-time market changes, further enhancing the overall social welfare. More importantly, we offer an
interesting view to show that our proposed two-stage auction can support significant design properties such as truthfulness, individual
rationality, and budget balance. Through extensive experiments, we demonstrate good performance in social welfare, time efficiency,
and computational scalability, outstripping conventional methods in dynamic edge computing settings.

Index Terms—Edge-assisted mobile networks, dynamics and uncertainty, two-stage double auction, overbooking, time efficiency

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

THE proliferation of smart devices and their increased
computing capabilities have witnessed a wide range of

innovative mobile applications, e.g., large language models,
smart city, and E-health [1]. These applications generally
rely on complex computing for real-time data analysis,
imposing significant challenges for a single device with
limited computing resource and battery supply [2]. To ad-
dress this, edge computing becomes a viable solution by
sharing computing and storage resources at the network
edge with devices. This proximity facilitates responsive
and cost-effective resource sharing among diverse network
entities [3]. Nevertheless, ensuring adequate computing re-
sources for delay-sensitive and computation-intensive ap-
plications remains challenging due to the limited capacity
of edge servers and concurrent demands from large amount
of devices [4]. Addressing this challenge by maintaining
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the balance between supply and demand of limited edge
computing resources is becoming more challenging due to
growing dynamics and diversity of distributed application
requirements. To effectively connect distributed supply of
edge computing resources and diverse service demands, the
double auction [5] serves as a promising solution, enabling
both resource requesters (buyers) and providers (sellers)
submit bids and asks for resources, respectively, while es-
tablishing a mutually beneficial exchange. It facilitates a
resource trading market with built-in incentives, allowing
computing services to be traded between sellers and buyers
[6], thereby improving overall network performance.

1.1 Motivations

Edge computing significantly alleviates the communication
burden between resource providers and requesters at the
network edge. However, conventional resource allocation
approaches often fail to meet the demands during peak
usage periods, resulting in suboptimal performance [7]. By
integrating double auction in edge networks, resource shar-
ing can be facilitated through paid services [8]. However,
implementing conventional double auctions (rely on on-site
decision-making) poses significant challenges in dynamic
and uncertain edge networks. For instance, inefficiencies
and performance bottlenecks can be incurred when meeting
the demands during peak usage periods due to limited edge
resources. Moreover, fluctuating and unpredictable resource
demands and supplies require frequent decision-making
to establish appropriate seller-buyer matches and trading
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prices, leading to excessive delays, increased energy costs,
and potential trading failures [9].

Therefore, to facilitate a responsive and cost-effective
double auction process for resource trading in edge net-
works with dynamic nature, we delve into a pre-auction
mechanism, allowing participants to negotiate and compete
for appropriate resources, streamlining future practical trad-
ing procedure. Such an unique consideration encourages
some sellers and buyers to become long-term partners, and
can participate in the market without frequent bargains (and
thus reducing overheads on time and energy). More impor-
tantly, since the uncertain resource supply and demand can
always be fluactant (e.g., due to factors such as mobility and
personality of smart devices) and may lead to unsatisfying
trading performance, we involve an interesting concept of
overbooking [10] during this process. In particular, overbook-
ing enables sellers to allocate more resources to buyers than
their theoretical supply would suggest. It also encourages
buyers to request more resources than their actual need, as a
preparation against the possibility that some buyers/sellers
may not fulfill their commitments. However, the success of
such a pre-auction process heavily depends on the accurate
estimation of historical data related to uncertain factors in
the network/market. Relying solely on this approach can
pose significant risks. For instance, improper overbooking
rates and trading prices can lead to unsatisfactory trading
experiences and economic losses.

Inspired by the above discussions, we integrate both
pre- and real-time decision-making processes to develop
a novel two-stage double auction mechanism for resource
provisioning in dynamic and unpredictable edge networks.
We also leverage the strategic advantage of resource over-
booking to optimize performance under uncertainty.

1.2 Literature Investigation and Key Challenges

Numerous studies have investigated auction-promoted re-
source sharing in edge networks. L. B. Ma et al. [11] pro-
posed a truthful combinatorial double auction mechanism
to achieve efficiency and fairness by adapting to the lo-
cal connectivity and resource constraints of edge servers
and mobile devices. X. Chen et al. [12] introduced a dou-
ble auction that integrates spectrum allocation and data
routing, addressing both computing and network resource
trading problems to guarantee quality of service (QoS).
M. Wei et al. [13] studied a blockchain-based architecture
for UAV-assisted MEC on security/privacy enhancement,
while solving a joint optimization problem in maximizing
task completion rates and social welfare. M. Dai et al.
[14] presented an incentive-oriented two-tier task offloading
scheme for marine edge computing networks using a hybrid
Stackelberg-auction game approach, to maximize utilities
of marine wireless devices, while improving efficiency. L.
Zhang et al. [15] focused on optimizing both the overlooked
aspects of mobile user mobility during task scheduling and
profit allocation during competitive resource distribution.
A. Samanta et al. [16] proposed a double auction mechanism
to encourage heterogeneous mobile devices to join MEC
services. N. Qi et al. [17] introduced a group-buying coali-
tion auction that motivates sensors to form coalitions for
bidding on UAV data collection services. Y. Du et al. [18]

investigated a mixed double auction and matching mech-
anism using smart contracts, automating and enhancing
transactions among network entities. Y. -Y. Shih et al. [19]
established a multi-market trading framework that merges
double auction and a market selection game, engaging
resource providers in multiple auctions and strategically
select their interested markets. Y. Zhang et al. [20] studied
a transfer scheme for wireless computing power networks
that leverages the Shapley value and a double auction to
address the dynamic nature of edge resource demands.

Although the aforementioned works have made no-
table efforts and contributions, they primarily focus on on-
site double auctions, where decisions rely on current net-
work/market conditions, while overlooking the overhead
caused by the complex auction process. For instance, deter-
mining winning seller-buyer pairs and trading prices often
requires multiple rounds of bargaining and negotiation. This
process introduces excessive delays and thus energy costs,
particularly when dealing with a large number of mobile
and battery-constrained devices. Additionally, existing stud-
ies typically assume certain resource supplies and demands,
such as fixed resource availability from edge servers and
consistent demands from mobile devices. However, these
assumptions are impractical in real-world networks where
dynamics and uncertainties prevail, such as the fluctuating
resources of an edge server. These challenges call for design-
ing time-efficient auctions to cope with ubiquitous network
dynamics.

To this end, making decisions in advance to the practical
trading process becomes a promising solution, as verified in
our early studies such as [22] and [25]. Also, our previous
findings indicate that resource overbooking can be an effec-
tive strategy for enhancing trading performance [21], [23],
[24]. Nevertheless, this operation carries risks when uncer-
tain factors, such as dynamic resource supply and demand,
and wireless communication conditions, are inaccurately
assessed. These drawbacks can result in an unsatisfactory
resource trading experience, including undesired utility for
sellers and buyers, unreasonable trading prices, and the
failure of mobile applications.

Driven by the above discussions, this paper explores a
novel stagewise double auction methodology in dynamic
and uncertain edge networks, which combines pre-decisions
and real-time decisions into a two-stage process for resource
trading. To make this consideration implementable, we are
confronting the following key challenges:
• Double auctions typically have inherent properties, such as
truthfulness and individual rationality. Maintaining these
properties while designing the two-stage double auction
presents a significant challenge. For example, it requires
careful consideration on factors such as price determination
during the pre-auction process.
• An unique aspect of our studied auction is to determine an
appropriate overbooking rate. A low overbooking rate can
limit the effectiveness of pre-made decisions in managing
dynamic resource demands, while a large one can result
in insufficient resource supply. Therefore, integrating over-
booking into a double auction and determining proper rate
remains a noteworthy challenge.
• The adaptation and scalability of a double auction in dynamic
and uncertain network environments are crucial. The inherently
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dynamic and unpredictable nature of real-world edge net-
works necessitates designing double auction mechanisms
that are highly adaptable and scalable to effectively manage
various uncertain factors.

1.3 Contributions
To the best of our knowledge, this paper makes the first
attempt among the existing literature to design a stagewise
double auction mechanism that facilitates resource trading
between edge servers (as sellers) and mobile devices (as
buyers), upon considering the dynamic and uncertain na-
ture of edge networks. Our core principle is to maintain
economic efficiency in resource trading, ensuring mutually bene-
ficial outcomes for all parties involved, while fostering a truthful,
individually rational, and risk-aware auction environment. Addi-
tionally, we aim to minimize overhead (e.g., delays) in decision-
making, thereby facilitating a time-efficient auction process. More
importantly, we introduce the concept of overbooking, and
further demonstrating its effectiveness in handling dynam-
ics. Key contributions are summarized below.
• Given the dynamic nature of edge networks, characterized
by uncertain buyer participation and fluctuating resource
supply from sellers, we propose a novel two-stage double
auction methodology. This integrates a pre-double auction
stage with overbooking (Stage I) and a real-time double auc-
tion stage as a backup (Stage II), with the goal of optimizing
social welfare, ensuring time efficiency, while supporting
essential auction properties.
• We first design an overbooking-driven pre-double auction
(OPDAuction) implemented before future practical resource
transactions. This approach incentivizes sellers and buyers
to negotiate risk-aware, long-term trading contracts aimed
at maximizing expected social welfare. Specifically, sellers
are encouraged to overbook their services to account for
potential buyer participation uncertainties. These contracts,
comprising terms such as trading price, resource volume,
and default clauses for breaches, can be directly imple-
mented in actual transactions, thus reducing the problem’s
scale in the subsequent stage.
• Given that uncertainties can result in unsatisfactory ser-
vice quality, such as sellers failing to deliver promised
resources due to overbooking or buyers not receiving the
resources they require, we subsequently design a real-time
backup double auction (RBDAuction). This serves as a con-
tingency plan to further enhance the practical realization of
social welfare.
• Through both theoretical analysis and simulations, we
demonstrate that our proposed two-stage double auction
upholds essential properties, including truthfulness and
individual rationality. Furthermore, extensive evaluations
showcase strong performance across multiple dimensions,
such as social welfare, time efficiency in auction decision-
making, individual rationality, and truthfulness.

2 OVERVIEW

We are interested in a dynamic resource trading market over
edge networks that involves three key parties: (i) multiple
resource buyers denoted by B =

{
b1, . . . , bn, . . . , b|B|

}
,

where each bn ∈ B periodically generates computation-
intensive tasks [26], requiring edge resources for further

computing; (ii) multiple resource sellers (edge servers) rep-
resented by S =

{
s1, . . . , sm, . . . , s|S|

}
, where each sm ∈ S

owns a certain amount of resources that can serve buyers for
certain fee; and (iii) a neutral auction platform, playing the
role of a trustworthy auctioneer that coordinates resource
trading among buyers and sellers. Note that in our model,
resources are quantized, e.g., resource blocks (RBs), for
analytical simplicity [27].

A transaction in our considered market refers to a trading
event, in which a buyer can transfer its task to a seller for
edge processing while paying for the obtained services, while a
seller can serve multiple buyers simultaneously according to its
resource supply. To characterize the uncertain and dynamic
nature of resource supply and demand in a trading market,
we introduce two key uncertainties. First, factors such as
selfishness, willingness, and mobility of buyers can lead to
their uncertain participation in auctions, causing fluctuating
resource demand. For instance, a buyer may be absent from a
transaction if they move out of the sellers’ coverage. Second,
the resource supply of sellers can change over time due to
various factors such as local workloads that tie up resources,
thereby affecting the availability of resources that can be sold
to buyers.

Designing an efficient auction in such a dynamic market
is both critical and challenging. To address these dynam-
ics and ensure timely resource provisioning, we develop
a novel double auction methodology consisting of two
stages: (i) Stage I stands for a pre-decision-making process,
for which we develop an overbooking-driven pre-double
auction (OPDAuction), allowing resources to be traded in
advance to future practical transactions. By implementing
such a pre-auction process, buyers and sellers are facil-
itated to bargain for and sign long-term contracts while
controlling potential risks they may encounter during a
practical transaction, by analyzing historical information of
resource demand and supply. To distinguish, each buyer
who wins in OPDAuction is named as a member of the
corresponding seller. More importantly, Stage I introduces
overbooking to address fluctuations in resource demand,
acknowledging the possibility of buyer absenteeism in real
transactions. This consideration motivates sellers to engage
with a larger number of buyers than usual by permitting
the volume of resources stipulated in contracts to surpass its
theoretical capacity. To achieve this, the market endeavors to
determine a viable overbooking rate, thereby aiding in the
enhanced protection of sellers’ profits. With OPDAuction,
sellers and their members can directly fulfill pre-signed
contracts without negotiate trading decisions (e.g., service
price) during practical transactions. This can significantly
relieve overhead such as delays in auction decision-making.

Nevertheless, OPDAuction can also impose risks such as
inaccurate estimations between the current network/market
conditions and historical statistics. We thus deploy (ii) Stage
II as a complementary auction stage, which can be trig-
gered during each practical transaction. In this stage, we
explore a real-time backup double auction (RBDAuction)
strategy as an auxiliary approach. This approach engage
non-member buyers (referred to as “guests” for clarity) and
volunteers (members who have not received their promised
resources due to resource shortage) in competing for the
remaining available resources, by leveraging up-to-date
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network/market information. Specifically, RBDAuction en-
ables a prompt auction process that enhances the practical
system efficiency (e.g., social welfare).

2.1 Key Definition

In the following, we will cover the unique definitions in our
auction design.

Definition 1. (Member and Guest): Buyers who have signed
long-term contracts with sellers in Stage I are called members;
while those who without contracts and will be engaged in Stage II
are named as guests.

Definition 2. (Volunteer): A volunteer is a member who partic-
ipates in a transaction but fails to obtain the required resources
stipulated in the pre-signed contract. As compensation, each
volunteer receives a monetary incentive from the corresponding
seller, and will compete with guests for available resources.

The aforementioned member, guest, and volunteer con-
stitute the most critical personas regarding buyers in the
considered market. Following this, we next detail crucial
auction properties.

Definition 3. (Individual rationality): An auction is individual
rational if the expense of any winning buyer (paid to a seller) does
not exceed its bid; while the income of any winning seller can
cover its asked payment.

Definition 4. (Truthfulness): An auction is truthful (or incentive
compatible) when all the buyers and sellers declare the bids and
asked payments same as their true (private) valuations. Namely,
participants will not misreport their information.

Definition 5. (Budget-balance): An auction achieves budget-
balance if the overall income of the auctioneer from winning
buyers can be larger than or at least equal to the total expense
that it pays to winning sellers.

Definition 6. (Computational efficiency): A mechanism is com-
putationally efficient if it runs in polynomial time.

Our two-stage double auction aims to support the above
key properties from unique perspectives (see Section 3.2.2).
Besides, as a distinctive feature of our auction design, we
then introduce the concept of overbooking rate, representing
an innovative consideration to enhance resource provision-
ing in dynamic trading markets.

Definition 7. (Overbooking rate): As the actual available re-
sources (denoted by Rm for analyzing simplicity) of seller sm
is challenging to be evaluated during stage I, we consider its
expected value denoted as Rm to quantify the theoretical resource
supply. Accordingly, the overbooking rate of sm (denoted by λm)
indicates the ratio of the amounts of booked resources t (e.g., the
overall contractual resources) to its expected resource supply, as
calculated by λm = max

{
0, t−Rm

Rm

}
1.

1. In our designed market, overbooking represents a fundamental
policy where all the sellers use the same overbooking rate to maintain
the market law. Different overbooking rates among various sellers and
their optimization will be studied in our future work.

3 STAGE I. OVERBOOKING-DRIVEN PRE-DOUBLE
AUCTION (OPDAUCTION)
We first delve into the overbooking-enabled pre-double
auction (OPDAuction) scheme that facilitates early agree-
ments on resource trading between buyers and sellers, prior
to future transactions. Specifically, OPDAuction focuses on
identifying suitable members for sellers and establishing
their long-term contracts.

3.1 Key Modeling

3.1.1 Modeling of long-term contract
The long-term contract Cb↔s

m,n between buyer bn and
seller sm in stage I is modeled by a 5-tuple Cb↔s

m,n ={
tn, p

b
n, r

s
m, qb→s

m,n , q
s→b
m,n

}
, where tn represents the amount of

trading resources (quantized by RBs for analytical simplic-
ity); pbn indicates the unit payment (per RB) from bn to the
contractual seller; rsm is the unit reward (per RB) of sm for
offering services; qb→s

m,n and qs→b
m,n describe the default clause,

referring to the unit penalty (per RB) when bn, and sm
breaks the contract, respectively. For example, when buyer
bn is absent from a transaction and will not purchase the
preserved resources, it has to pay a penalty (e.g., qb→s

m,n ) to
seller sm. Similarly, the limited resource supply of sellers
can also result in failures to afford promissory computing
services, causing possible compensations (e.g., qs→b

m,n ) to buy-
ers. Our proposed OPDAuction in Stage I makes efforts to
maximize the expectation of social welfare, e.g., the overall
expected profit of all the three parties (see Section 3.2.2), by
mapping buyers to feasible sellers while optimizing their
contract terms as well as a proper overbooking rate.

3.1.2 Modeling of buyers
Considering multiple resource buyers collected in set B,
where each bn ∈ B is described by a 4-tuple bn =
{tn, vm,n, bidm,n, αn}. Specifically, tn denotes its required
resources; vm,n represents the unit valuation (per RB) of
bn as benefited from enjoying computing service offered
by sm, which varies across different sellers due to hetero-
geneous attributes of edge servers, e.g., hardware settings.
Specifically, vm,n is a privacy information of bn, unknown
to neither sellers nor the auctioneer. Besides, bidm,n refers
to the unit price (per RB) that bn is willing to afford
to sm. To capture the random nature of edge networks,
buyers in our model are assumed to be non-independent
identically distributed (non-iid), for which we adopt ran-
dom variable αn as one of the key dynamic factors in
describing the uncertain participation of bn. Specifically, αn

is supposed to obey a Bernoulli distribution denoted by
αn ∼ Ber {(1, 0), (an, 1− an)}, where αn = 1 at probability
an, indicating that bn attends a practical transaction; while
αn = 0 at probability 1− an, otherwise. Note that different
buyers can have different values of an to capture their
diverse behaviors.

To facilitate our analysis, let xm,n represent the assign-
ment between buyers and sellers, where xm,n = 1 indicates
that buyer bn wins the service of seller sm in OPDAuction
and thus becomes a member; while xm,n = 0, otherwise. We
then use X = {xm,n|bn ∈ B, sm ∈ S} to denote the profile
of xm,n for notational simplicity.
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1) Utility and expected utility of bn: The utility of a
buyer bn ∈ B is denoted by UB

n

(
tn, p

b
n, q

b→s
m,n , q

s→b
m,n

)
, which

comprises three key aspects: (i) The profit that bn receives
from enjoying computing service offered by sm, (ii) The
compensation that bn obtains from the contractual seller sm
for being selected as a volunteer, and (iii) The penalty that bn
pays to the seller when it breaks the contract (e.g., αn = 0).
Correspondingly, the utility of bn can be calculated as

UB
n

(
tn, p

b
n, q

b→s
m,n , q

s→b
m,n

)
=∑

sm∈S
xm,ntnαn

(
Mn

(
vm,n − pbn

)
+ (1−Mn)q

s→b
m,n

)
−
∑

sm∈S
xm,ntn(1− αn)q

b→s
m,n ,

(1)

where pbn is the unit payment of bn; and Mn denotes a
binary variable for volunteers. Specifically, we have Mn = 1
at probability 1 − Pn, describing that buyer bn attends a
practical transaction and enjoys computing service from
sm; while Mn = 0 at probability Pn depicts that bn is
selected as a volunteer (derivation of Pn is given by (5)).
Let M =

{
M1, ...,Mn, ...,M|B|

}
be the profile of Mn for

notational simplicity.

Since OPDAuction is implemented before practical
transactions, obtaining the practical value of UB

n is chal-
lenging due to the uncertain value of αn, we accordingly
calculate its expectation as

UB
n

(
tn, p

b
n, q

b→s
m,n , q

s→b
m,n

)
=∑

sm∈S
xm,ntnan

(
(1− Pn)

(
vm,n − pbn

)
+ Pnq

s→b
m,n

)
−
∑

sm∈S
xm,ntn(1− an)q

b→s
m,n .

(2)

2) Risk analysis of bn: Given that our considered trading
market encompasses both profits (e.g., positive utility for
buyers) and risks, we evaluate two key risks that each buyer
may encounter during a transaction. First, we define the
risk of a member bn (not a volunteer) experiencing a non-
positive utility, abbreviated as “BRisk”, as the probability
that bn’s utility falls too close to or below its acceptable
minimum threshold Umin:

RBRisk
n

(
tn, p

b
n, q

b→s
m,n

)
= Pr

(
tn
(
αn

(
vm,n − pbn

)
− (1− αn) q

b→s
m,n

)
Umin ≤ ξ1

)

=


0, c1 < 0

1− an, 0 ≤ c1 < 1

1, 1 ≤ c1

(3)

where Umin is a positive value approaching to zero,
ξ1 denotes a positive threshold coefficient, and c1 =

Uminξ1
tn

+qb→s
m,n

vm,n+qb→s
m,n−pb

n
represents a constant for notational simplicity.

Derivation of RBRisk
n is detailed in Appendix C. Then, the

implementation of resource overbooking may force some
members to take on volunteer roles and forgo access to
edge services. Although these buyers can be compensated,
this arrangement might lead to a less favorable trading

experience for them. Therefore, we also consider the risk
of a member being selected as a volunteer, referred to as
“VRisk”, during an actual transaction (see (4)). This risk is
defined as the probability that a member bn participates
in a transaction but is chosen as a volunteer owing to the
insufficient resources of its contractual seller.

RVRisk
n =

Pr

(
tn −

∑
sm∈S

xm,n

dmrm −
∑

bn′∈B−

an′xm,n′tn′


⩾ 0, αn = 1

)
= anPn

(4)

where B− = B \ {bn} denotes the set of buyers excluding
bn. Moreover, we have Pn as the following (5).

Pn = 1−

∑
sm∈S xm,n

(
dmrm −

∑
bn′∈B− an′xm,n′tn′

)
tn

(5)

Apparently, a large value of RVRisk
n indicates an in-

creased likelihood of the buyer bn chosen as a volunteer,
which negatively impacts their trading experience. Parame-
ters dm and rm associated with sm will be elaborated in the
following section, and the detailed derivation of RVRisk

n is
provided in Appendix C.

3.1.3 Modeling of sellers

A seller sm ∈ S is denoted by a triple sm =
{cm, askm, Rm}, where cm represents the unit cost (per
RB) for processing buyers’ tasks, e.g., consumed energy
and hardware cost, which is a private information of sm;
while askm denotes the unit price (per RB) asked by sm for
providing services. Given that the actual resource supply
can vary over time, we use Rm to quantify the number
of available resources that sm can offer during each trans-
action. Without loss of generality, Rm is modeled as a
random variable obeying a Binomial distribution denoted
by Rm ∼ Bin (dm, rm) with parameters dm and rm, where
Pr {Rm = k} = Ck

dm
r
k
m (1− rm)

dm−k. Specifically, rm rep-
resents the probability that one RB is available, while 1−rm,
otherwise.

1) Utility and expected Utility of sm: The utility of seller
sm ∈ S involves two key aspects: (i) the income obtained
from members (not volunteers), e.g., the payment from
attendant members and the penalty of absent members; and
(ii) the compensation from sm to volunteers. Accordingly,
the utility of sm is expressed as:

US
m

(
rsm, qb→s

m,n , q
s→b
m,n

)
=∑

bn∈B
xm,ntnαn

(
Mn (r

s
m − cm)− (1−Mn)q

s→b
m,n

)
+
∑
bn∈B

xm,ntn(1− αn)q
b→s
m,n ,

(6)

where rsm denotes the unit reward (per RB) that sm obtains
for offering services. Similar to buyers, since it is challenging
to ascertain the practical value of US

m during the first stage,
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we therefore compute its expected value as

US
m

(
rsm, qb→s

m,n , q
s→b
m,n

)
=∑

bn∈B
xm,ntnan

(
(1− Pn) (r

s
m − cm)− Pnq

s→b
m,n

)
+
∑
bn∈B

xm,ntn(1− an)q
b→s
m,n .

(7)

2) Risk analysis of sm: Our OPDAuction is also designed
to be risk-aware for sellers. Accordingly, we define the
risk of sm receiving an unsatisfactory utility (abbreviated
to “SRisk”) as the probability that US

m

(
rsm, qb→s

m,n , q
s→b
m,n

)
ap-

proaches too close or falls below its expectation, shown as

RSRisk
m

(
rsm, qb→s

m,n , q
s→b
m,n

)
= Pr

(
US
m

(
rsm, qb→s

m,n , q
s→b
m,n

)
Um
s

(
rsm, qb→s

m,n , q
s→b
m,n

) ≤ ξ2

)

= 1−
∑

bn∈B xm,ntnan ((1− Pn) c2 − c3)

c4

(8)

where ξ2 represents a positive threshold coefficient
approaching to 1. Also, we use constants c2 =(
rsm − cm + qs→b

m,n

)
, c3 = qs→b

m,n + qb→s
m,n , and c4 = US

mξ2 −∑
bn∈B xm,ntnq

b→s
m,n to simplify the complicated calculations

associated with (8), for notational simplicity. Derivation of
RSRisk

m is detailed in Appendix C.

3.1.4 Modeling of the auctioneer
An auctioneer plays a pivotal role in coordinating the auc-
tion process, including collecting bids/asks, determining
winning sellers/members, designing long-term contracts,
and optimizing the overbooking rate. The utility of the auc-
tioneer in Stage I can generally be defined as the difference
between the total income received of sellers and the total
expenses paid from buyers, as expressed by:

UP
(
pbn, r

s
m

)
=∑

bn∈B

∑
sm∈S

xm,ntn (αnMn + µ (1− αn))
(
pbn − rsm

)
,

(9)

where the µ in (9) represents a penalty factor, intentionally
introduced for buyers and sellers. Regarding the penalties
specified in long-term contracts, we have the following con-
siderations: We set a penalty factor, µ, whose value ranges
between 0 and 1. Similarly, we further show the expected
utility of the auctioneer as

UP
(
pbn, r

s
m

)
=∑

bn∈B

∑
sm∈S

xm,ntn (an (1− Pn) + 1/2 (1− an))
(
pbn − rsm

)
(10)

In subsequent sections, our algorithm design will sys-
tematically ensure that the auctioneer’s income remains
nonnegative (also see Appendix B). Therefore, we will not
address the associated risks for the auctioneer in detail.

3.2 Design of OPDAuction

This section details problem formulation and solution de-
sign of OPDAuction in Stage I.

3.2.1 Problem formulation

A fundamental and critical goal within an auction market is
to maximize its social welfare. In our model, social welfare
is defined by the collective utilities of three parties (e.g.,
buyers, sellers, auctioneer), as given by:

USW =
∑
bn∈B

UB
n +

∑
sm∈S

US
m + UP

=
∑
bn∈B

∑
sm∈S

xm,nαnMntn (vm,n − cm)
(11)

Interestingly, since our proposed OPDAuction imple-
ments an unique auction procedure prior to actual trans-
actions, our emphasis during this stage relies on the expec-
tation of social welfare, as illustrated by (12).

USW =
∑
bn∈B

∑
sm∈S

xm,nantn (1− Pn) (vm,n − cm) (12)

In this context, the primary goal of OPDAuction is to
identify the winning pairs of sellers and buyers (i.e., determining
the members for each seller, which involves figuring out all the
feasible xm,n), establish their long-term contracts (e.g., Cb↔s

m,n ),
and determine the appropriate overbooking rate (e.g., λm). These
issues are encapsulated in the following optimization prob-
lem F1, given by (13).

F1 : argmax
xm,n,Cb↔s

m,n ,λm

USW
(13)

s.t. RBRisk
n ≤ ξM ,∀bn ∈ B, (C1)

RVRisk
n ≤ ξV ,∀bn ∈ B, (C2)

RSRisk
m ≤ ξS ,∀sm ∈ S, (C3)∑

bn∈B
xm,ntn ≤ (1 + λm)Rm, ∀ sm ∈ S, (C4)∑

sm∈S
xm,n ≤ 1, ∀ bn ∈ B, (C5)

xm,n ∈ {0, 1} ,∀ bn ∈ B,∀ sm ∈ S, (C6)

where ξM , ξV , and ξS represent positive threshold coef-
ficients related to risk assessment, while the correspond-
ing constraints (C1)-(C3) are designed to manage risks for
both buyers and sellers. Constraint (C4) guarantees that
the volume of overbooked resources does not surpass the
anticipated resource supply. Constraint (C5) specifies that
each buyer can be mapped to only one seller, whereas
constraint (C6) confirms the binary nature of xm,n. Appar-
ently, F1 represents a mixed integer linear programming
(MILP) problem with discrete unknowns (e.g., xm,n) and
continuous unknowns (e.g., items in Cb↔s

m,n and λm), which is
generally NP-hard [28]. More importantly, the probabilistic
constraints regarding risks (i.e., (C1)-(C3)) can add further
complexity to the problem, presenting significant challenges
in solving F1. To tackle such a complex optimization,
we explore an effective solution called OPDAuction in the
following, to identify viable matchings between buyers and
sellers, i.e., determine members for each seller and their
respective contract terms (e.g., payment and penalties). Fur-
thermore, to mitigate potential losses for participants (such
as incurring penalties for breaking contracts) against market
dynamics, our OPDAuction also fine-tunes the overbooking
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rate to enable better expected social welfare.

3.2.2 Solution design
The proposed OPDAuction in Stage I is characterized as
sealed-bid, private, and free from collusion, meaning that
all the sellers and buyers will submit their asks and bids
under a sealed manner to the auctioneer simultaneously.
Specifically, we delve into three crucial sub-problems, in-
cluding: F1a that addresses the member selection problem
for each edge server, namely, winning seller-buyer determi-
nation; F1b that refers to long-term contract design; and
F1c that aims to optimize the overbooking rate. Specifi-
cally, problems F1a and F1b focus on finding a feasible
assignment between diverse buyers and sellers, along with
establishing their contract terms (such as payment and
penalties) to facilitate future resource trading. Meanwhile,
F1c copes with the dynamic and uncertain nature of re-
source demand/supply, enabling each seller to reserve more
resources for members than its theoretical supply.

To achieve better analysis, we begin by an overview of
how OPDAuction operates in the considered market, as
shown in Fig. 1. Following this, the strategies for tackling
the three subproblems mentioned earlier are detailed in
Algorithms 1-3, respectively. Specifically, subproblems F1a

and F1b are addressed by Algorithms 1 and 2, respectively,
while Algorithm 3 handles subproblem F1c by testing
various overbooking rates, ultimately bring the desicion of
feasible long-term contracts. In the following, we delve into

Buyers 
Overbooking 

rate

Member 
determination

Price 
determination

Seek for 
Contract 

terms that 
maximize 

the 
expected 

SW

Overbooking 
rate update

Sellers Seek for 
Contract 

terms that 
maximize 

the number 
of winning 
buyer-seller 

pairs
OPDAuction-OverbookOpt

OPDAuction-MemberD OPDAuction-ContractD

Record long-term contract 
terms under the current overbooking rate

Fig. 1. Flow diagram of OPDAuction.

how we address the aforementioned sub-problems.
• Member determination (Algorithm 1): Member determi-
nation represents a key feature of our OPDAuction, which
is abbreviated as OPDAuction-MemberD for notational sim-
plicity, shown in Algorithm 1. It aims to achieve feasible
mappings between buyers and sellers, thereby supporting
the signing of long-term contracts between them.

To bridging between resource supply and demand, it is
essential to firstly reorder both buyers and sellers according
to their asks2 and the bids. Given that each buyer can offer
different bids for various sellers, we organize buyers in list
Lb by following a non-ascending order of the average value
of their bids (line 5), calculated by (14).

Mbidn′ =

∑
sm′∈S bidm′,n′

|S|
, (14)

2. In the context of a double auction, the term “ask” refers to the
price requested by a seller for their offered services, as commonly used
in existing literature, which signifies the payment amount a seller seeks
to receive. To streamline the expressions, we adopt the term “ask” as
a noun to denote the asked price or payment requested by resource
sellers, a convention also supported by existing works [29].

while the list Lb of buyers can be expressed as

Lb={(kb, bn′ ,Mbidn′)|bn′ ∈B, non-ascending on Mbidn′}
(15)

To capture the position of different buyers in list Lb, we
utilize a notation kb to indicate the index of each specific
buyer in Lb. Also, let Lb(kb) refer to the buyer correspond-
ing to index kb in list Lb, and Lbidkb

denote the average
value of bid of the buyer Lb(kb). Note that in Lb, we have

Lbid1 ≻ Lbid2 ≻ · · · ≻ Lbid|B| (16)

Similarly, sellers are sorted in a non-descending order ac-
cording to their asked prices (line 6), for which we introduce
list Ls as (17).

Ls = {(ks, sm′ , askm′)|sm′ ∈ S, non-decending on askm′}
(17)

Here, ks represents the new index of sellers in list Ls. For
better analysis, let Ls(ks) denote the seller corresponding to
index ks in list Ls, and Laskks

be the asked price of seller
Ls(ks). Note that in Ls, we have:

Lask1 ≺ Lask2 ≺ · · · ≺ Lask|S| (18)

where symbols “≻” and “≺” are used to indicate the order
of elements within lists Lb and Ls. For instance, “≻” denotes
that the element on left-hand side is positioned before that
on its right-hand side in list Lb, while “≺” indicates a similar
relationship in list Ls. To determine winning sellers and
their members, the next crucial step is to find the key buyer
and the key seller in given lists Lb and Ls (lines 7-18). To
distinguish, we denote their corresponding indices as k∗b (for
the key buyer) and k∗s (for the key seller), respectively. To
maintain the property of budget balance, the values of k∗b
and k∗s should satisfy the following two conditions:

Lbidk∗
b+1 ≥ Laskk∗

s+1 and Lbidk∗
b+2 < Laskk∗

s+2, (19)

Lbidk∗
b+1 ≥ Laskk∗

s+1

and (k∗b + 1 = |B| or k∗s + 1 = |S|),
(20)

where (19) ensures that bids Lbid1, Lbid2, . . . , Lbidk∗
b+1

are sufficient to meet or exceed asks
Lask1, Lask2, . . . , Laskk∗

s+1, while Laskk∗
s+2 exceeds

Lbidk∗
b+2. This implies that the revenue of the winning

seller will meet or exceed their asking prices. When
Lb (k

∗
b + 1) refers to the last buyer in Lb, or Ls (k

∗
s + 1)

is the last seller in Ls, this indicates a continuous pricing
structure without any pivot points. Consequently, we define
the index of the last buyer/seller in these lists as the pivotal
index, detailed by condition (20).

Recall that F1 aims to maximize the expected value of
social welfare, which involves aggregating the difference be-
tween profits gained by members and the costs incurred by
successful sellers. An equivalent alternative consideration
is to maximize the number of successful seller-buyer pairs,
i.e., determining as many members for sellers as possible
while keeping risks within acceptable limits, with the aim of
effectively increasing the expected social welfare. To achieve
such a goal, our proposed OPDAuction-MemberD given in
Algorithm 1 is structured around three key phases. First, we
start with generating lists Lb and Ls (Phase 1, lines 4-5).
According to the given lists, in Phase 2, we consider buyers
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from indexes kb = (|B| − 1) to kb = 1 (line 8). Suppose
that n′ and m′ denote two constant indices, if Lb (n

′)
and Ls (m

′) satisfy conditions (19) and (20), OPDAuction-
MemberD assesses the resource capacity of the first m′

sellers and determines the maximum number of buyers that
can be accommodated by these sellers (lines 12-18). Notably,
the resource capacity does not necessarily have to match the
number of winning buyers, as this step may not guarantee
the property of truthfulness. When OPDAuction-MemberD
finds better values of k∗b and k∗s that enable a larger number
of winning buyer-seller pairs, it updates MaxNumB, k∗b ,
and k∗s accordingly, where MaxNumB denotes the number
of buyers that selected sellers can serve (lines 15-17).

When coming to buyer-seller matching (Phase 3, lines
18-32), our proposed OPDAuction-MemberD considers only
the top k∗b buyers in Lb and the top k∗s sellers in Ls (lines
21-23). Such a consideration can support the property of
budget-balance, ensuring that the auctioneer will not incur
a deficit. Then, we focus on selecting the optimal group
of members for each seller to maximize the expectation of
social welfare. This can be formulated as a 0-1 knapsack
problem and effectively solved by using dynamic program-
ming [30] (lines 24-27). Specifically, we start with creating
an empty matrix U to record the difference between buyers’
bids and sellers’ asks. Then, according to Lb and Ls, we
methodically compile the essential elements required for a 0-
1 knapsack problem (01KP), including: (i) for each seller, we
denote hm as the amount of available RBs after overbooking,
serving as the capacity of the knapsack (line 20); (ii) from
matrix U , a set of buyers can be selected, with the optimal
selection among them determined by solving 01KP. This is
aimed at maximizing the profit for seller Ls (m

′); (iii) we
use the respective number of RBs required by each buyer
as the weight array v in the 01KP (line 25); and iv) the
bids from buyers for Ls (m

′) are considered as the values
w of items in 01KP, which is then resolved through dynamic
programming (line 26).

For buyers who have not been selected in this round
for Ls (m

′), their bids to sellers in Ls (m
′) are set to zero.

This adjustment signifies that their maximum bid in their
respective bid lists is disregarded, and the second-highest
value in the original bid list is promoted to become the
new maximum one. Such an operation ensures that these
non-selected buyers are still able to participate in auctions
conducted by other sellers, maintaining their engagement
in the auction process without being prematurely excluded.
Then, to support individual rationality, the selected buyer
Lb (n

′) compares its bid (bidm′,n′ ) for seller Ls (m
′) with the

mean bid (Mbidn′ ) of its bid array. If bidm′,n′ is greater than
Lbidn′ , the matching between bn′ and Ls (m

′) is considered
to be successful. Subsequently, the seller deducts the volume
of the buyer’s task from their available resources. Once the
seller’s resources are fully allocated, they conclude their
participation in the auction. This ensures that transactions
are mutually beneficial and adhere to the principles of
individual rationality, preventing sellers from accepting bids
that are too low, and buyers from paying more than their
average bids.

The process described above continues iteratively until
either all buyers have successfully reached agreements with
sellers or all available resources have been allocated. This

enables the auction to adapt to fluctuations in resource
supply and demand, thereby maximizing the number of
successful matches between buyers and sellers within the
constraints of available resources.

Algorithm 1: OPDAuction-MemberD

1 Input : B, tn, vm,n, bidm,n,an,S, cm, askm,dm, rm
2 Output : X∗

3 Initialization : Mbidn ← mean(bidm,n),MaxNumB ←
0, k∗

b ← 0, k∗
s ← 0, Um′,n′ ← bidm′,n′ − askm′ , U ←

[U1,1 · · ·U1,n′ ; · · · ;Um′,1 · · ·Um′,n′ ]
4 # Phase 1: List generation
5 Generating lists Lb and Ls

6 # Phase 2: Key index determination
7 for each n′ = |B| − 1, ..., 1 do
8 for each m′ = |S| − 1, ..., 1 do
9 if bidn′+1 ≥ askm′+1 and (n′ + 1 = |B| or

m′ + 1 = |S| or bidn′+2 < askm′+2) then
10 R←

∑m′

k=1 Rk,∀sk ∈ S
11 for each n′ = 1, ..., n do
12 R← R− tn′ , ∀bn′ ∈ B
13 if R<0 then
14 if n′ > MaxNumB + 1 then
15 MaxNumB ← n′ − 1
16 k∗

b ← n′ − 1, k∗
s ← m′

17 break

18 # Phase 3: Buyer-Seller matching
19 hm′ ← Rm′ × (1 + λm′)
20 for each m′ = ks, ..., 1 do
21 UMAX ← max (U)
22 for each n′ = k∗

b , ..., 1 do
23 if Um′,n′ = UMAXn′ then
24 v ← [v, tn′ ]
25 w ← [w, bidm′,n′ ]
26 tt← 01KP (c, v, w)
27 for each n′ = k∗

b , ..., 1 do
28 if ttn′ = 0 then
29 Um′,n′ ← 0

30 else if bidm′,n′ ≥ bidn′ then
31 Xm′,n′ ← 1
32 hm′ ← hm′ − tn′

33 Return X∗

• Long-term contract design (Algorithm 2): For subprob-
lem F1b, since each buyer bn′ has already identified its
interested seller Ls (m

′) through Algorithm 1, we develop
OPDAuction-ContractD by borrowing the idea of binary
search algorithm to finalize the payments made by win-
ning buyers (members), as detailed in Algorithm 2. This
approach simplifies the negotiation process, ensuring that
contract terms (particularly payments related components)
are efficiently and satisfactorily settled for both parties in-
volved. At the beginning of Algorithm 2, we replace the
value Lbidn′ used in Algorithm 1 for participation in the
double auction sorting with bidm′,n′ (lines 5-8). This adjust-
ment ensures that the negotiation for long-term contracts
reflects the genuine valuation for bn′ of service provided by
sm′ , facilitating a more accurate and fair contract agreement.
Subsequently, during the pricing process for bn′ in Algo-
rithm 2, it consistently uses the actual bids bidm′,n′ as the
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sorting criterion for the double auction. This step ensures
that the buyer’s payment can be calculated according to
its true bid for matching the seller, thereby preparing to
guarantee the buyer’s truthfulness.

Note that our designed OPDAuction-ContractD only
considers the winning buyers (lines 6-15). For each winner
with index bn′ ∈ Lb, the lower bound is set as Lbidkb+1

while the upper bound is set by Lbidn (line 8). This is
due to a key criterion: the final price paid by the winning
buyer should not be lower than the seller’s asking price nor
higher than the buyer’s initial bid. Then, our OPDAuction-
ContractD leverages the binary search algorithm [29] to
identify the minimum acceptable price within the range of
lower- and upper-bound prices that can make a buyer to win
(lines 9-15). This process efficiently narrows down the opti-
mal price point that satisfies both the buyer’s and seller’s
constraints. Afterwards, OPDAuction-ContractD also ad-
dresses the pricing process for winning sellers (lines 17-
19), which parallels the methodology applied to buyers.
Nonetheless, when the pricing determination condition is
satisfied, the algorithm sets the lower bound low = askm′ .
This operation ensures that sellers receive at least their
asking price while simultaneously minimizing the costs for
buyers. Ultimately, OPDAuction-ContractD concludes by
returning the payment vectors for both buyers and sellers
(line 20), summarizing the financial transactions to be made
following the auction outcomes. Then, we use a similar
method to set prices for sellers (lines 21-32), which will not
be reiterated here.
• Overbooking rate optimization (Algorithm 3): Allow-
ing overbooking represents an unique aspect in our con-
sidered auction market in handling dynamics in resource
demand/supply. Establishing an appropriate overbooking
rate is thus a key to facilitate a seamless and time-efficient
double auction process. We then introduce how we figure
out the overbooking rate by Algorithm 3, helping the market
maintain operational efficiency and effectiveness, as well as
meeting the needs of both buyers and sellers.

We first set up four matrixes, U#, r, p, and X# (line
4), to record the long-term contract terms by testing differ-
ent overbooking rates. By gradually raising the overbook-
ing rate (the increment is set at an unit rate), we input
them into Algorithms 1-2, obtaining three types of risks
under each overbooking rate (lines 6-10). The determina-
tion of the overbooking rate mainly considers factors an

and rm, while adhering to constraints imposed by risks
RVRisk

n ,RBRisk
n ,RSRisk

m . We define step as the incremental
step size of overbooking rate (e.g., step%). Firstly, remove
the buyer-seller pairs that do not satisfy the risk constraints
from the long-term contracts. The qualified contract terms
are then recorded in matrices U#, p, r, and X# (lines 11-
20). From U#, we search for the contract term that enables
the largest expected social welfare (line 20). If multiple
overbooking rates yield the same value of expected social
welfare, the selection criteria then prioritize the rate that
includes the largest number of successful matches between
buyers and sellers. This final determination for long-term
contracts (lines 21-23) aims to maximize participation and
satisfaction within the market, ensuring that as many as
possible participants can benefit from the auction outcomes.
We adjust the value of overbooking rate and check their

Algorithm 2: OPDAuction-ContractD

1 Input : B, tn, vm,n, bidm,n,an,S, cm, askm,dm, rm,X∗

2 Output : pb∗, rs∗

3 # Phase 1: Initialization
4 pbn′ ← 0, rsm′ ← 0
5 for each n′ = |B| − 1, ..., 1 do
6 for each m′ = |S| − 1, ..., 1 do
7 if xm′,n′ = 1 then
8 bidn′ ← bidm′,n′

9 # Phase 2: Buyer’s payment determination
10 for each n′ = |B| − 1, ..., 1 do
11 if

∑
m′∈S xm′,n′ = 1 then

12 high ← bidn′ , low ← bidk∗
b
+1, tmp ← bidn′

13 while low < high do
14 bidn′ ← (high + low)/2
15 XTemp ← OPDAuction-MemberD
16 if

∑
m′∈S xTemp

m′,n′ = 1 then
17 high ← bidn′

18 else
19 low ← bidn′

20 pbn′ ← bidn′ , bidn′ ← tmp

21 # Phase 3: Seller’s reward determination
22 for each m′ = |S| − 1, ..., 1 do
23 if

∑
n′∈B xm′,n′ = 1 then

24 high ← askm′ , low ← askk∗
s+1, tmp ← askm′

25 while low < high do
26 askm′ ← (high + low)/2
27 XTemp ← OPDAuction-MemberD
28 if

∑
n′∈B xTemp

m′,n′ = 1 then
29 low ← askm′

30 else
31 high ← askm′

32 rsm′ ← askm′ , askm′ ← tmp

33 return pb∗, rs∗.

impacts across various long-term contracts, where the best
one can be chosen among them with the maximum expected
value of social welfare. Finally, we can obtain the long-term
contracts Cb↔s

m,n in Stage I (line 24), which will be directly
fulfilled during the next stage.

4 STAGE II. REALTIME BACKUP DOUBLE AUC-
TION (RBDAUCTION)

Given that our proposed OPDAuction in Stage I may en-
counter certain risks, we proceed to Stage II, which takes
place during actual resource transactions. In this stage,
members and their respective sellers fulfill their pre-signed
contracts. This involves either utilizing and paying for edge
services, or serving as volunteers in exchange for compen-
sation (when a member is participated), or paying penalty
when a member is absent. To further enhance practical social
welfare, we encourage volunteers, guests, and sellers with
surplus resources to participate in an additional double
auction process, referred to as the RBDAuction. Apparently,
RBDAuction, auction decisions of RBDAuction are based on
the current network/market conditions, such as available



10

Algorithm 3: OPDAuction-OverbookROpt

1 Input : B, tn, vm,n, bidm,n,an,S, cm, askm,dm, rm
2 Output : X∗,pb∗, rs∗, λ∗

3 # Phase 1: Initialization
4 U# ← ∅,p← ∅, r ← ∅,X# ← ∅
5 # Phase 2: Exhaustive overbooking rate analysis
6 for each k = 100, ..., 1 do
7 λ← k × step%
8 X ←OPDAuction-MemberD
9 [pb, rs]←OPDAuction–ContractD

10 get RSRisk,RBRisk,RVRisk

11 for each m′ = |S| − 1, ..., 1 do
12 if RSRisk

m′ > ξS then
13 xm′,n′ ← 0, bn′ ∈ B
14 else
15 for each n′ = |B| − 1, ..., 1 do
16 if RBRisk

n′ > ξB and RVRisk
n′ > ξV then

17 xm′,n′ ← 0

18 else
19 U#

k = U#
k +U#

m′,n′

20 p (k)← pb, r (k)← rs,X# (k)←X;

21 # Phase 3: Searching for the optimal overbooking
Rate

22 MAXUSW ← max(USW )
23 if size(MAXU#) >1 then
24 find maxmize(X#(k)), ∀k ∈X#

25 λ← λ(k)
26 X ←X# (k) , pb ← p (k) , rs ← r (k)
27 return X, pb, rs, λ

28 else if size(MAXU#)=1 then
29 return X∗,pb∗, rs∗, λ∗ from MAXUSW .

resource supply and the presence of members and guests
who actively attend (i.e., αj = 1).

In RBDAuction, we first filter out a matrix X∗∗ from the
obtained X∗ during Stage I that records the seller-member
pairs that have successfully completed resource transac-
tions. Due to their dynamic participation, we consider a new
set of buyers B̃ =

{
b̃1, . . . , b̃j , . . . , b̃|B|

}
, which includes

guests and volunteers. Also, we re-denote the set of sellers
S̃ =

{
s̃1, . . . , s̃i, . . . , s̃|S|

}
, consisting of sellers with remain-

ing available resources. After completing the supplementary
RBDAuction in Stage II, we can obtain new matching pairs
as recorded in matrix X̃ =

{
x̃i,j |b̃j ∈ B̃, s̃i ∈ S̃

}
, where

x̃i,j = 1 (or 0) indicates a partnership (or not) between
s̃i and b̃j during each transaction. Apparently, matrices
X∗∗, X̃ , and their corresponding monetary elements (e.g.,
price) collectively form the trading decision of our proposed
RBDAuction.

Our proposed RBDAuction works for obtaining proper
trading pairs between buyers with unmet resource demands
and sellers with surplus resource supply, with the aim of
maximizing the practical social welfare denoted by ŨSW .
Similar to Stage I, we formulate the optimization problem
in Stage II as the following F2:

F2 : argmax
x̃i,j ,p̃b,r̃s

ŨSW
(21)

s.t.
∑
b̃j∈B̃

x̃i,j t̃j ≤ R̃i, ∀ s̃i ∈ S̃, (C7)

∑
s̃i∈S̃

x̃i,j ≤ 1, ∀ b̃j ∈ B̃, (C8)

x̃i,j ∈ {0, 1} ,∀ b̃j ∈ B̃,∀ s̃i ∈ S̃. (C9)

where t̃j represents the resource block demand of buyer b̃j ,
and R̃i signifies the remaining idle resources of seller s̃i.
The variables and parameters such as ŨSW , t̃j , and R̃i men-
tioned above will be defined and modeled in Appendix A.
Constraint (C7) restricts the remaining practical resources.
Constraint (C8) shows that one buyer can only be matched
to at most one seller, while constraint (C9) describes the
binary nature of x̃i,j .

To facilitate RBDAuction, we first determine the buyers
who can be engaged in. Then, the winning seller-buyer
determination and their pricing can be figured out by
using similar algorithms to Algorithms 1-2 introduced in
OPDAuction, to keep the consistency and fairness of the two
stages. Thus, as constrained by limited space and to achieve
a better readability, we omit their details here. Instead, we
show the pseudo-code of RBDAuction as well as the de-
tailed analysis in Appendix A. Also, proofs of key properties
such as individual rationality, truthfulness, budget-balance,
and computational efficiency of the proposed two-stage
auction are provided by Appendix B.

5 EVALUATIONS

This section conducts comprehensive experiments to val-
idate the performance of our proposed two-stage double
auction (referred to as “TwoSAuction”), using MATLAB
2022b, on a desktop equipped with a 12th Generation In-
tel(R) CoreTM i5-12400 CPU.

5.1 Simulation Setup and Evaluation Metrics

Key parameters are considered by: |B| ∈ [50, 100, 150, 200],
tn ∈ [0, 10], vm,n ∈ [0, 10], an ∈ [50%, 100%], |S| ∈
[10, 15, 20, 25], Rm ∈ [1, 100], rm ∈ [0, 1], cm ∈ [0, 10],
ξS = ξB = ξV = 50%. Notably, the probability of buyer
participation (e.g., an) in our considered scenario is esti-
mated by referencing real-world datasets of taxi trips in
Chicago [31]. We consider a downtown intersection within
the latitude range of 41.38◦N to 41.40◦N and the longitude
range of 87.35◦W to 87.33◦W as our studied region. By
analyzing the traffic patterns of different vehicles (as buyers)
within this region at specific times each day, the probability
of each buyer attending the market can be assessed [32].
Moreover, for default clauses, a penalty factor (µ) ranging
from 0 to 1 is applied. For example, if a buyer fails to
participate in a transaction, the matched seller receives com-
pensation set at µrsm. Conversely, if the seller fails to provide
promised resources, buyers volunteering to forgo services
due to overbooking are compensated at µpbn. This structure
ensures fairness, balancing the interests of both parties by
addressing discrepancies between contractual commitments
and transaction outcomes. To offer thorough evaluations, we
also employ the following key metrics:
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• Social welfare (SW): This metric quantifies the collective
utility of all participants involved in the auction, further
reflecting the economic efficiency.
• Time consumed by auction decision-making (TimeADM): This
metric measures the time required to finalize the auction
decisions, including identifying the winning seller-buyer
pairs while determining trading prices. It is indicative of
the time efficiency and practicality of the auction process.
• Property Analysis: This assessment verifies crucial design
properties of an auction such as truthfulness and individual
rationality, via simulations.

The above introduced metrics collectively provide a
comprehensive view of the effectiveness of our TwoSAuc-
tion, offering insights into its practical implications, eco-
nomic benefits, and adherence to theoretical principles.
In the following, two aspects for performance evaluation
are considered: (i) we first take into account conventional
auctions as benchmarks (Section 5.2), establishing a basic
understanding of how our TwoSAuction improves upon or
differs from existing ones; and then, (ii) given that overbook-
ing represents our distinctive feature in auction design, we
conduct additional experiments to underscore its benefits
(Section 5.3), involving involves comparing our methodol-
ogy against other methods that do not permit overbooking,
to highlight its advantages in managing market dynamics.

5.2 Performance Evaluation vs. General Auction meth-
ods

We first introduce the following comparative auction mech-
anisms as general benchmark methods:
• Conventional real-time double auction (CRDAuction):
CRDAuction embodies a prevalent approach in existing
resource trading market, aiming to optimize the practical so-
cial welfare based on real-time network/market conditions.
• Single-stage pre-double auction (SSPDAuction): SSP-
DAuction promotes the engagement of all sellers and buyers
in long-term contracts, mitigating possible risks prior to
future transactions without backup plans, i.e., implement
Stage I only.
• Value-raising-preferred auction (VRAuction): In VRAuc-
tion, buyers prioritize purchasing resources from sellers
who offer higher unit values (e.g., vm,n).
• Cost-reduction-driven auction (CRAuction): In CRAuc-
tion, sellers prioritize serving buyers who enable lower unit
service costs (e.g., cm).
• Resource supply-promoted auction (RSAuction): In
RSAuction, buyers show a preference to sellers who possess
a greater abundance of resources, seeking to ensure their
resource demands (e.g., dm).

Fig. 2(a) depicts the performance comparison of the av-
erage value of SW upon having different numbers of buyers
and sellers over 300 experiments. As illustrated by Fig. 2(a),
CRDAuction attains the highest average SW, since its auc-
tion decisions rely on the current network/market condi-
tions (namely, no risk exists), which can reflect the optimum
on SW. Fortunately, the performance of our TwoSAuction
closely aligns with that of CRDAuction, although it occa-
sionally falls slightly short compared to VRAuction. This
disparity arises because VRAuction is inspired by greedy-
based algorithms, thus enabling higher buyers’ profits.

(a) (b)

Fig. 2. Performance comparison on the average value of SW and
TimeADM.

However, a significant limitation of VRAuction is its lack
of bargaining, consequently undermining the assurance of
essential principles like truthfulness and individual ratio-
nality, which are fundamental challenges in auction design.
Their absence renders VRAuction impractical for real-world
resource trading markets. Furthermore, our TwoSAuction
significantly surpasses other benchmark methods such as
SSPDAuction, CRAuction, and RSAuction, in terms of av-
erage SW. The key reasons are: SSPDAuction lacks backup
plan provisions, making it challenging to manage poten-
tial risks effectively. Meanwhile, CRAuction and RSAuction
focus primarily on cost and resource supply, respectively,
hindering the ability of buyers to achieve significant profits.

As time efficiency represents one significant factor in
dynamic mobile networks, we then conduct Fig. 2(b) to
show the TimeADM during each practical transaction (es-
timated by the running time of MATLAB), upon having 300
experiments. To visually enlarge the gaps between various
methods, we employ a logarithmic representation in Fig.
2(b), where we also exclude SSPDAuction since transactions
are directly performed by following the long-term contracts,
resulting in a TimeADM equals to zero. As shown in Fig.
2(b), CRDAuction requires much more time since it makes
decisions according to the current network/market condi-
tions, further resulting in poor time efficiency, especially
when dealing with large-scale markets. Our TwoSAuction
significantly outperforms CRDAuction, achieving a 76.8%
reduction in TimeADM when considering 150 buyers and
25 sellers. This improvement is largely due to the carefully
crafted OPDAuction, which eliminates the need for some
sellers and buyers to engage in bargaining during actual
transactions. This advantage becomes more distinct with an
increasing number of participants, further highlighting our
exceptional performance in enhancing time efficiency over
dynamic networks. Although VRAuction, CRAuction, and
RSAuction can reach a lower value of TimeADM due to the
prohibition of bargaining among participants (negotiating
trading prices), these methods fall short in supporting es-
sential auction properties.

As truthfulness and individual rationality represent two
key significant attributes of auctions, we then offer detailed
analysis for both buyers and sellers via various problem
sizes in Fig. 3 (which accordingly verify the theoretical
proofs). Specifically, Fig. 3(a) contains 4 subplots upon hav-
ing different problem sizes, where in each of which, we
randomly select a buyer as an example without loss of gen-
erality. Also, the truthful bid of the buyer is highlighted by
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Fig. 3. Property analysis on truthfulness: (a) truthfulness of buyers, (b)
truthfulness of sellers. The numbers of buyers/sellers in each subplot
are: 200/100 for (a1), 100/15 for (a2), 50/25 for (a3), 50/20 for (a4); and
200/10 for (b1), 50/25 for (b2), 200/15 for (b3), 200/20 for (b4).

red dot, and critical transaction price of a buyer (indicated
as index k∗b ) is represented by blue dot. Apparently, bids of
buyers in our TwoSAcution reflect their true values, since
misreporting will not bring them with high utilities. For
example, a low bid may not meet the minimum transaction
price, while a large one can lead to failures due to possible
risks.

In Fig. 3(b) regarding sellers, critical transaction prices
of sellers (indicated as index k∗s ) are represented by blue
dots, while the actual asking prices are depicted with red
ones. Different from conventional auctions, Fig. 3(b) shows
an interesting phenomenon. First, sellers positioned near the
top of the list Ls can have greater opportunities to contract
with buyers. Then, since our TwoSAuction comprises two
stages, a seller participating in both stages may set different
prices. For example, in phase 3 of Algorithm 1, sellers are
matched with buyers according to the ranking of their
respective ask values. Sellers with lower ask values are
given priority to match with buyers who have not yet made
a contract. In other words, sellers with higher rankings have
a greater opportunity to contract with as many buyers as
possible. Thus, the order in Ls leaves heavy impacts on
sellers’ final utility. Thus, in Fig. 3(b), apart from cases where
a seller’s asking price exceeds the critical price leading to
direct auction failure, it often exhibits jagged fluctuations
in seller’s utility as the asking price gradually increases.
However, these fluctuations are slight. Even if a seller ma-
nipulates its ask value by reporting a value lower than its
actual ask, thereby improving its ranking in Ls to access
more unmatched buyers earlier, the final contracts depend
on the compatibility between the seller’s available resources
and the demands of the remaining buyers (i.e., the result
of solving a knapsack problem). Moreover, buyers matched
through such a manipulated ask value may result in losses
for the seller (i.e., negative utility), for which Algorithm 3
identifies as highly risky, prohibiting the seller from forming
contracts under such conditions. Consequently, the list of
buyers that the seller contracts with after misreporting its
ask value is likely to differ only slightly from the list it
would obtain by reporting the true value. Therefore, as
shown in Fig. 3(b), the final utility obtained by a seller
through misreporting its ask value exhibits only minor
fluctuations compared to the utility it would achieve by
participating with its true value. And we can still consider
that sellers maintain a certain level of truthfulness. This
phenomenon also represents one unique aspect brought
by our consideration regarding the pre-auction and the

corresponding risks, differing our work with existing ones.

(a) (b)

Fig. 4. Property analysis on individual rationality: (a) individual rationality
of sellers, (b) individual rationality of buyers.

We next show the performance on individual rationality
in Fig. 4, upon testing 10 sellers and 50 buyers. In particular,
Fig. 4(a) illustrates the unit cost of sellers, in comparison
with their received unit rewards in Stage I (named as
“Seller reward I”) and Stage II (named as “Seller reward
II”), respectively. Note that if a seller fails in either stage,
these three values persist at 0. Apparently, in Fig. 4(a), for
a seller wins in either stage, its reward can always cover
its corresponding cost, supporting individual rationality for
sellers. In Fig. 4(b), the true valuations of buyers can always
stay cover their payments, thus verifying the individual
rationality of buyers. All in all, our proposed TwoSAuction
exhibits superior performance in terms of SW and time
efficiency in comparison to multiple representative bench-
mark methods, while maintaining key properties, offering
a valuable reference for future resource provisioning in
dynamic and uncertain network environments.

5.3 Performance Evaluation vs. Overbooking
Since this paper represents a first attempt to incorporate
overbooking into auction design, we conduct an unique
view to explore its potential benefits. Apart from the pre-
viously designed SSPDAuction method, we also involve the
following methods as benchmarks:
• TwoSAuction_NoOB: This auction applies our TwoSAuc-
tion without overbooking in Stage I.
• SSPDAuction_NoOB: This method only considers a pre-
double auction procedure without overbooking.

To highlight the benefits of overbooking on SW, we
conduct simulations in Fig. 5(a) and Fig. 5(d), considering
various problem scales and overbooking rates. As shown
in Fig. 5(a), methods utilizing RBDAuction as a backup
auction plan consistently achieve superior performance in
SW as compared to others, owing to its robust design as
an effective fallback option. Notably, overbooking enhances
the performance of both our proposed TwoSAuction and
SSPDAuction_Only, demonstrating clear advantages over
methods that do not incorporate overbooking. Fig. 5(d) ex-
amines the performance on SW under varying overbooking
rates, ranging from 0% to 100% in increments of 1%, while
keeping other variables unchanged. We also present the ex-
pected value of SW value based on the pre-signed contracts
(see the curve called “Futures agreement”), serveing as a
benchmark for determining the optimal overbooking rate
for our TwoSAuction. Specifically, the value of overbooking
rate finally selected by our TwoSAuction is the value that
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Fig. 5. In the first scenario, under a constant overbooking rate and
varying user base size, the presence or absence of an overbooking
policy impacts various metrics differently. In the second scenario, the
effect of progressively increasing overbooking rates on these metrics
is examined. The metrics analyzed in the figure, from left to right, are:
social welfare, buyer utility, and seller utility. The labels on the x-axis
represent different numbers of buyers/sellers, which are: 100/10 for
(N1), 150/10 for (N2), 200/10 for (N3), 100/15 for (N4), 150/15 for (N5),
200/15 for (N6), 100/20 for (N7), 150/20 for (N8), 200/20 for (N9), 100/25
for (N10), 150/25 for (N11), 200/25 for (N12).

can maximize the expected social welfare of the trading
market in Stage I. Particularly, the red circles in Fig. 5(d)
highlight the maximum values of SW for different methods,
where we can see that when overbooking rate is identified
by 33%, we get the highest SW for our TwoSAcution. In
addition, we can also observe that the value of average SW
of our TwoSAuction sometimes remains relatively stable
across different overbooking rates, e.g., from 0.8 to 0.9.
This stability suggests that our designed backup auction
in the second stage effectively utilizes available resources,
ensuring favorable SW outcomes even in the absence of an
overbooking policy.

We next conduct Figs. 5(b)-6(c) and Figs. 5(e)-6(f) to show
how different overbooking rates can impact the utilities of
buyers and sellers. Regarding buyers, as depicted in Fig.
5(b), overbooking can always bring benefits, upon testing
different problem scales. Then, to show more details on how
changing overbooking rates can affect buyers, we conduct
Fig. 5(e), in which the red circles highlight the maximum
values of the three curves. Also, a dashed vertical line has
been added at value 0.33 on the x-axis, meaning that al-
though the optimal overbooking rate of 33% fails to achieve
the absolute maximum utility of a buyer, it stays very close
to the maximum. This observation stands in stark contrast to
the scenario without the overbooking (i.e., overbooking rate
of 0%), highlighting its potential improvement in buyers’
utility.

In Fig. 5(c), incorporating overbooking clearly offers
benefits to sellers. This is further illustrated in Fig. 5(f),
where the red circles mark the peak values of the three
curves. However, since our primary objective is to optimize
the value of SW, setting the overbooking rate to 33% in
this example may not result in the highest possible utility
for sellers. However, we can observe that the horizontal
coordinates corresponding to the maximum values of all
three curves fall within the range [0.2, 0.45], clustering

around 0.33. At this point, the values of all three curves
remain higher than those observed without overbooking,
underscoring the effectiveness of implementing an over-
booking policy in resource trading markets. Moreover, the
benefits to buyers and sellers from the second stage of our
innovative two-stage auction method (i.e., RBDAuction) are
evident. Compared to the two benchmarks with only Stage
I, the inclusion of Stage II in our TwoSAuction results in
relatively minor fluctuations in seller utility under varying
overbooking policies. This highlights the supplementary
effectiveness in improving user utility.

(a) (b)

Fig. 6. (a) Analysis of time efficiency on a fixed overbooking rate 33%.
(b) Analysis of time efficiency upon having different overbooking rates.

Fig. 6 illustrates the time efficiency impacted by
overbooking, as reflected by average TimeADM. Given
an overbooking rate (i.e., 33%), the time consumed by
our TwoSAuction is significantly lower than that of
TwoSAuction-NoOB. This improvement is attributed to the
increased number of pre-signed contracts enabled by over-
booking, which can be directly fulfilled during each trans-
action, thereby enhancing time efficiency. Fig. 6(b) presents
the curve of TimeADM across various overbooking rates,
with the red circle on the y-axis marking a rate of 33%.
It is clear that a proper overbooking rate can significantly
accelerate the auction process, promoting a time-efficient
trading market.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This paper proposes a novel two-stage double auction to
facilitate resource scheduling in dynamic edge networks.
By integrating the concept of resource overbooking, our
approach enhances both long-term as well as real-time co-
operation between edge servers and mobile devices. A well-
designed OPDAuction, driven by adaptive overbooking,
allows for the establishment of long-term contracts between
sellers and buyers, facilitating more efficient resource pro-
visioning despite future uncertainties. Then, the RBDAuc-
tion, serving as an effective backup plan, addresses resid-
ual demand by dynamically adjusting to market changes,
ensuring optimized resource allocation and improved so-
cial welfare. Extensive simulations have demonstrated that
our two-stage double auction outperforms conventional
auctions methods from different views, while maintaining
crucial design properties such as truthfulness, individual
rationality, and computational efficiency.

Our future research could explore refining the overbook-
ing strategy to further mitigate the inherent risks associated
with pre-auctions, thereby enhancing the overall robustness
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and reliability. In addition, integrating machine learning
techniques to predict and dynamically adapt to complex and
fluctuating resource demand patterns could significantly
improve the responsiveness and intelligence of resource
scheduling. Moreover, a deeper investigation into multi-
market and multi-resource scenarios would offer valuable
insights into the scalability of the proposed framework,
enabling its effective application to more sophisticated, real-
world challenges in mobile edge computing environments.
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APPENDIX A
DETAILS OF RBDAUCTION

A.1 Basic Modeling

A.1.1 Utility of buyers (regarding B̃)
During the second stage, each buyer b̃j ∈ B̃ can be denoted
by a 3-tuple b̃j =

{
t̃j , ṽi,j , ˜bidi,j

}
. Utility of b̃j consists

of the following two aspects: (i) the amount of resources
acquired from s̃i, and (ii) the unit net profit that b̃j can obtain
from enjoying computing service from s̃i. We accordingly
calculate the utility ŨB

j of each buyer b̃j ∈ B̃ as:

ŨB
j

(
t̃j , p̃

b
j

)
=
∑
s̃i∈S̃

x̃i,j t̃j
(
ṽi,j − p̃bj

)
(22)

Note that in Stage II, the utility of the members who
have successfully purchased resources can be directly deter-
mined by the pre-signed contract during Stage I. The guests
included B̃ can have their utility calculated by (22). Besides,
the utility of volunteers consists of two parts: the penalty
a volunteer may receive from the contractual seller, and
the utility it obtains from participating in RBDAuction after
joining B̃ by (22).

A.1.2 Utility of sellers (regarding S̃)
Correspondingly, each seller s̃i ∈ S̃ can be denoted by a 3-
tuple s̃i =

{
c̃i, ˜aski, R̃i

}
, where R̃i signifies the remaining

idle resources of seller s̃i. Then, we can calculate the utility
of each seller in additional auction as benefited by its
remaining resources as

ŨS
i (r̃si , c̃i) =

∑
b̃j∈B̃

x̃i,j t̃j (r̃
s
i − c̃i) (23)

Apparently, the overall utility of a seller depends on two
factors: (i) the income it receives from members who have
successfully enjoyed computing services, and the compen-
sation paid to volunteers or the utility calculated by (23).

Moreover, in Stage II, the auctioneer is also responsible
for coordinating the implementation of pre-signed long-
term contracts. Meanwhile, for buyers in B̃ and sellers in S̃,
it also helps determine winning buyer-seller pairs as well
as their prices. Accordingly, the utility of the auctioneer
in Stage II can be defined by the difference between the
payments from buyers and the rewards to sellers,

ŨP
(
t̃j , p̃

b
j , r̃

s
i

)
=
∑
b̃j∈B̃

∑
s̃i∈S̃

x̃i,j t̃j
(
p̃bj − r̃si

)
(24)

And the practical social welfare defined by

ŨSW =
∑
b̃j∈B̃

ŨB
j +

∑
s̃i∈S̃

ŨS
i + ŨP

=
∑
b̃j∈B̃

∑
s̃i∈S̃

x̃i,j t̃j (ṽi,j − c̃i)
(25)

A.2 Solution design

Details of our proposed RBDAuction are given by Algo-
rithm 4, which first identifies the buyer-seller pairs comply-
ing with the long-term agreements based on the actual atten-
dance of buyers (B) and the actual available idle resources

Algorithm 4: Realtime Backup Double Auction

1 Input : B̃, t̃j , ṽi,j , ˜bidi,j , ãj , S̃, c̃i, ˜aski, d̃i, r̃i,X
∗,B,R

2 Output : X̃, p̃b, r̃s

3 Initialization :
X̃ ← ∅,p1 ← ∅, r1 ← ∅,volunteer ← ∅

4 # Phase 1: Extracting users complying with the
agreements

5 for each i = |S| , ..., 1 do
6 for each j = |B| , ..., 1 do
7 if xi,j = 1 and B(j) = 1 then
8 v ← [v, tj ] , w ←

[
w, ˜bidi,j

]
, R1 ← R1 + tj

9 if R1 > R(i) then
10 c← R (i)
11 t← KP (c, v, w)

12 if t (j) = 1 then
13 x∗∗

i,j ← 1,p1 ←
[
p1, p

b
j

]
, r1 ← [r1, r

s
j ]

14 else
15 volunteer ← [volunteer, j]
16 x∗∗

i,j ← 0

17 # Phase 2: Updating users participating in stage II
auction

18 for each i = |S| , ..., 1 do
19 for each j = |B| , ..., 1 do
20 if x∗∗

i,j = 0 and B(j) = 1 then
21 B̃← [B̃, bj ]

22 if x∗∗
i,j = 1 then

23 R (i)← R (i)− tj

24 # Phase 3: Stage II Auction
25 X̃ ←Algorithm 1

(
B̃, S̃

)
26 p̃b, r̃s ←Algorithm 2

(
B̃, S̃

)
27 return X̃, p̃b, r̃s.

of sellers (R). A dynamic programming knapsack problem
is utilized to determine the members that can practically
obtain services for each seller, as specified in pre-signed
long-term contracts, while the others remain as volunteers
due to limited resource supply (lines 5-16, Algorithm 4).
Next, volunteers and guests can be engaged in the current
auction, described by B′ and S ′, as shown by lines 18-
23, Algorithm 4. Then, we design algorithms similar to
Algorithms 1-2 to select winning seller-buyer pairs, thus
yielding a final solution for X̃ .

APPENDIX B
PROPERTY ANALYSIS

B.1 Individual rationality

Theorem 1. All the buyers and sellers in our proposed two-stage
double auction are individual rational.

Proof. First, the price determination mechanism (e.g.) de-
signed for Stage I, along with that of Stage II, ensure that
the payment made by any winning buyer will never exceed
their submitted bid. Likewise, they also guarantee that the
payment received by any winning seller will never fall
below their asking price. Then, since our paper adopts an
unique perspective where the uncertainty in the considered
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trading market and the default clauses pre-signed in Stage I
may incur losses due to unforeseen on-site circumstances
during each practical transactions during Stage II, either
sellers or buyers may confront negative utilities. To ad-
dress this, we anticipate such a possibility during Stage I,
where our optimization on overbooking rate, as well as
risk management for buyers and sellers can protect their
profits. Namely, participants in this paper are highly likely
to achieve satisfactory utilities. Also, according to our simu-
lations, individual rationality can also be proved. Thus, we
demonstrate that our proposed two-stage double auction as
individually rational.

B.2 Truthfulness
Recall our previous discussions, different from conventional
auctions, our proposed double auction consists of two
stages. We subsequently analyze the truthfulness regarding
both Stage I and Stage II, followed by a comprehensive
evaluation of the entire auction procedure. In what follows,
we first focus on assessing the truthfulness of buyers.

Theorem 2. All the buyers in our proposed two-stage double
auction are truthful.

Proof. Regarding Stage I, our focus firstly drops on each
member denoted by bn′ . For analytical simplicity, we sup-
pose that a member indicates a winning buyer who has
successfully signed a long-term contract with a certain seller.
Accordingly, we consider the following cases by testing the
impacts of possible misreporting behavior of a member.
Case 1. Let the fake bid of bn′ be Lbid′n′ , we first discuss
the case where Lbid′n′ ≥ Lbidn′ . Considering the sorting
mechanism in our proposed OPDAuction (e.g., Lb), bn′

will persist as a winner (member). Furthermore, given the
unchanged positions of other buyers in the sort of bids, the
payment for bn′ will also remain unaffected. Thus, it has no
motivation to raise its bid than its true value.
Case 2. When considering the value of bn′ ’s bid falling
below its true bid, i.e., Lbid′n′ < Lbidn′ , we discuss the
following two sub-cases.

• Case 1.1. Buyer bn′ still wins in OPDAuction, and we
have the payment incurred by its misreported bid denoted
by pb

′

n′ , and pb
′

n′ = pbn′ . Moreover, the expected utility of this
buyer obtained by untruthful bid is represented by UB

n′
′
, and

we have UB
n′

′
= UB

n′ .
• Case 1.2. Buyer bn′ loses in OPDAuction, and its

expected utility becomes zero. Thus, we have UB
n′

′
≤ UB

n′ .
Apparently, the expected utility of bn′ in Stage I by misre-
porting its bid will not be higher than that with its true bid.

We next consider bn′ as a non-member, indicating that
this buyer loses in our OPDAuction, namely, unable to sign
a long-term contract with a seller. Generally, non-members
can be categorized into two groups. One group includes
non-members whose true bids have already exceeded the
crucial price, Lbidk∗

b
, yet they fail in Algorithm 1. Irre-

spective of their attempts to falsify their bids, these non-
members cannot emerge victorious in the buyer competition
of Algorithm 1. Consequently, they are destined never to
secure long-term contracts, leading to UB

n′
′
= UB

n′ = 0 in-
definitely. For these non-members, our mechanism remains
truthful.

The second group comprises non-members whose true
bids fall below the crucial price, namely, Lbidk∗

b
. Originally

ineligible for participation in phase 3 of Algorithm 1, if they
fabricate their bids, two scenarios can be arised.

(i) When the bid value falls below the true one, i.e.,
Lbid′n′ < Lbidn′ , clearly, its bid remains below the critical
bid Lbidk∗

b
, thus it will still be the unsuccessful bidder.

Therefore, we have UB
n′

′
= UB

n′ = 0.
(ii) When the bid value stays larger than the true one,

i.e., Lbid′n′ > Lbidn′ , we analyze the following two cases.
• bn′ is still a loser and its utility stays unchanged, i.e.,

UB
n′

′
= UB

n′ = 0.
• bn′ becomes a winner. As per our pricing algorithm

(Algorithm 2, concerning the bidm′,n′ corresponding to the
seller matched with bn′ , we have bidm′,n′ ≥ pb

′

n′ ≥ pbk∗
b
>

Lbidn′ . Thus, we will have UB
n′

′
= bidm′,n′ − pb

′

n′ > 0 = UB
n′ .

Regarding this, the non-member bn′ will obtain an expected
utility that originally does not belong to it through false
quotations. Our mechanism appears less genuine when
facing such an occurrence, but this is exceedingly rare, to
the extent that it did not even manifest.

During Stage II, participated buyers can be categorized
into: (i) members who have successfully enjoyed computing
services as stipulated by long-term contracts, (ii) members
who fail to obtain required resources (i.e., volunteers), and
(iii) guests without long-term contracts. Among these, vol-
unteers and guests can form a new buyer coalition. Here-
after, we focus on testing whether our proposed RBDAcu-
tion ensures truthfulness for them.

Since the auction process in the second stage is similar
with the first stage, only one circumstance may challenge
the truthfulness: when a losing buyer b̃j , with its truthful
bid below the threshold bid, wins the auction by falsely
reporting a higher bid. Similar to our previous discussions,
this case is extremely rare during the whole auction process.

Upon integrating both the two stages, our mechanism,
in essence, maintains truthfulness for buyers overall, ex-
hibiting only slight imperfections in highly exceptional
circumstances due to the uncertainties, which also repre-
sents our unique consideration differing from other existing
works.

Theorem 3. All the sellers in our proposed two-stage double
auction are truthful.

Proof. For the analysis of truthfulness of sellers, we also
consider two stages.

In Stage I, we suppose that seller sm′ ∈ S wins, where
we definitely have US

m′ ≥ 0.
(i) When the ask value of the seller is lower than the true

value, i.e., ask′m′ < askm′ , a lower asking price positions
seller sm′ further ahead in the auction ranking. For example,
in Algorithm 1, all sellers engage with unmatched buyers
based on their asking prices. Therefore, if sm′ misreports a
lower bid, it gains the opportunity to reach unallocated buy-
ers earlier, potentially garnering more profit compared to
participating in the auction with its true asking price. Such
circumstances primarily arise when there is a sufficiently
large number of users participating in the auction, and the
variations remain within an acceptable range.



17

(ii) When the ask value stays larger than the true value,
i.e., ask′m′ > askm′ , we analyze the following two cases:

• Although sm′ still can win, due to its repositioning fur-
ther down in the auction hierarchy, it might lose a fraction
of the buyers originally intended to match with it. In other
words, we may have US

m′
′
≤ US

m′ .
• When seller sm′ loses in the designed auction, its

expected value of utility turns zero (US
m′

′
= 0), and

US
m′

′
≤ US

m′ .
Second, we consider that seller sm′ ∈ S loses (US

m′ =
0).

(i) If the ask value is larger than the true value, i.e.,
ask′m′ > askm′ . Obviously, it loses, and we have US

m′
′

=

US
m′ = 0.

(ii) If the ask value is less than the true value, i.e.,
ask′m′ < askm′ . There are two cases.

• It loses and the expected value of utility is zero, i.e.,
US
m′

′
= US

m′ = 0.
• It becomes a winner. According to Algorithm 2 the

new reward of sm′ , denoted by r
′s
m′ , is less than askk∗

s
, and

we have ask′m′ < r
′s
m′ < askk∗

s
< askm′ . Therefore, r

′s
m′ −

askm′ < 0, we have US
m′

′
< 0 = US

m′ .
In Stage II, remaining sellers with available resources

can form a new group to participate in the designed RB-
DAuction. As the auction mechanism in Stage II closely
resembles that of Stage I, apart from the scenario where
previously victorious sellers deliberately misrepresent lower
asking prices to preemptively engage with free buyers, our
mechanism remains truthful for sellers during Stage II.

All in all, our proposed two-stage double auction main-
tains a slightly flawed level of truthfulness for sellers.
Thanks to our carefully crafted risk control mechanisms,
coupled with the fact that participants are unaware of each
other’s true valuations, sellers are incentivized to report
prices accurately and have no reason to misstate them.

B.3 Budget-balance

Theorem 4. Our proposed two-stage double auction can satisfy
the property of budget-balance.

Proof. To verify this property, we have to show
that the budget-balance property holds, i.e., UP =∑

bn∈B
∑

sm∈S xm,ntn [an (1− Pn) + 1/2 (1− an)]
(
pbn − rsm

)
≥ 0 and ŨP =

∑
b̃j∈B̃

∑
s̃i∈S̃ x̃i,j t̃j

(
p̃bj − r̃si

)
≥ 0. The

crucial assurance for the validity of these two expressions
lies in the conditions where pbn − rsm ≥ 0 and p̃bj − r̃si ≥ 0
are met. According to Algorithm 1, the buyers are sorted in
non-increasing order of bids, and the sellers are sorted in
non-decreasing order of asks (lines 3-4). Algorithm 1 finds
k∗b and k∗s that satisfy the constraint (17) or (18) (lines 5-17).
Thus, we have Lbidk∗

b
≥ askk∗

s
.

Note that Algorithm 1 only considers the top k∗b buyers
and top k∗s sellers. In Stage I, for a winning buyer bn ∈ B,
the lower-bound of its payment is the bid of buyer k∗b + 1
(line 10 in Algorithm 2), i.e., pbn ≥ Lbidk∗

b
. For a winning

seller sm ∈ S, the upper-bound of its payment is the ask of
seller k∗s + 1 (line 22 in Algorithm 2), i.e., rsm ≤ askk∗

s
.

Therefore, pbn ≥ Lbidk∗
b

≥ askk∗
s

≥ rsm. Similarly, in
Stage II, we can derive the consistent conclusion of p̃bj ≥ r̃si
through similar analysis.
B.4 Computational efficiency
The Computational complexity of our proposed algo-
rithm for different stages can be expressed as: Stage I:

O
(
H6 |B|3 |S|2

)
, Stage II: O

(
H4
∣∣∣B̃∣∣∣3 ∣∣∣S̃∣∣∣2), where H is a

constant, reflecting the number of iterations of a partially
predefined loop within Algorithms 1-4. We can see that
although obtaining solutions in Stage I can exhibit higher
complexity, once the members and their long-term contracts
have been determined there can be a significant reduction
of problem size during Stage II. For example, the number
of participated buyers and sellers in RBDAuction (i.e.,

∣∣∣B̃∣∣∣
and

∣∣∣S̃∣∣∣) can be much more lower than that in Stage I, thus
demonstrating the superiority of our proposed two-stage
double auction in terms of time efficiency.
APPENDIX C
DERIVATION OF RISKS

Due to the presence of uncertainties, the long-term contracts
signed in Stage I may not align with the expected outcomes
during practical transactions, potentially resulting in un-
satisfying trading performance such as unexpected utility,
and being selected as volunteers. Consequently, during the
process of member and long-term contracts determination
in Stage I, we account for diverse situations that buyers
and seller may face in the future (referred to as risks) and
constrain or exclude solutions unacceptable risks.

In this paper, we consider three types of risks: the non-
positive benefit risk for buyer bn (who is a member but not
a volunteers), the risk of buyer bn (who is a member) being
selected as a volunteer, and the risk of unsatisfying expected
utility of sellers.

C.1 The risk of non-positive utility of buyers (not a
volunteer)
The risk of a buyer confronting a non-positive risk is:

RBRisk
n =

Pr

 tn
(
αn

(
vm,n − pbn

)
− (1−αn)p

b
n

2

)
Umin ≤ ξ1

 ,
(26)

where Umin is a positive value approaching to zero, ξ1 de-
notes a positive threshold coefficient. Through the transfor-
mation steps in the following expressions, we can identify
the crucial role of αn in solving the probability density
function of RBRisk

n :

RBRisk
n

= Pr

(
αn

(
vm,n − pbn

)
− pbn

2
+

αnp
b
n

2
≤ Uminξ1

tn

)

= Pr

(
αn

(
vm,n +

(
1

2
− 1

)
pbn ≤ Umin − ξ1

tn
+

pbn
2

)

= Pr

αn ≤
Umin·ξ1

tn
+

pb
n

2

vm,n +
(
1
2 − 1

)
pbn

 ,

(27)
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where we employ c1 for the sake of simplifying the expres-
sion, defining it as the following (28).

c1 =

Umin·ξ1
tn

+
pb
n

2

vm,n +
(
1
2 − 1

)
pbn

(28)

Since we have αn ∼ B {(1, 0), (an, 1− an)}, allowing for
the expression of RBRisk

n as:

RBRisk
n

(
tn, p

b
n, q

b→s
m,n

)
=


0, c1 < 0

1− an, 0 ≤ c1 < 1

1, 1 ≤ c1

(29)

C.2 The risk of member bn being selected as a volun-
teer

Recall our previous discussions, the risk of a member bn be-
ing selected as a volunteer is expressed as RVRisk

n = anPn.
The detailed derivation of Pn is given by the following
analysis.

We denote that the set of buyers matched with seller
sm is denoted as Bm = {b1, . . . , bn, . . . , bN}. In a practical
transaction where bn participates in (i.e., αn = 1), there exist
2N−1 potential outcomes for the remaining N − 1 buyers
(use n′ as index), contingent upon their attendance. Let
the combinations of αn′ (bn′ ∈ B−, B− = B \ bn) values
corresponding to each possible case in one transaction be

g1 = {0, 0, 0, . . . , 0}
g2 = {1, 0, 0, . . . , 0}
...
g2N−1 = {1, 1, 1, . . . , 1}

(30)

Define the set G1 = {g1, g2, . . . , g2N−1} to encom-
pass the aforementioned 2N−1 cases, and let B−

m =
{b1, b2, . . . , bn−1, bn+1, . . . , bN} represent the set excluding
buyer bn from set Bm. In Stage I, the number of resource
blocks Rm available to seller sm can change over different
transactions. Therefore, we employ the expected value of
Rm, denoted as dmrm, to ascertain whether seller sm is
overbooking in Stage I.

Consider event T1 : tn +
∑

k∈B−
m
αktk > dmrm, indi-

cating that member bn participates in the transaction, while
the overall resource demand from other members of seller
sm exceeds its resource supply. From G1, we select all ceses
satisfying event T1 to form a set G2.

Then, we define event T2 as: since overbooking is al-
lowed, a certain number of volunteers may should be se-
lected among attended members of sm, and member bn is
chosen as a volunteer. Thus, event T2 signifies the selection
of member bn as a volunteer in the aforementioned process.
We identify all cases from G2 that meet T2 to form set G3.

Given the independence of attendance of buyers, the
probability of each case in G3 can be represented by the
product of the probabilities of buyers, attendance or ab-
sence, respectively. Let the probability of case gi occurring
in G3 be pi, and denote the set of these probabilities as
P = {p1, . . . , pi, . . . , pN}. Consequently, given bn’s atten-
dance (αn = 1), the conditional probability that bn fails to

obtain resources from the contractual seller sm is denoted
as:

Pn =
∑
pi∈P

pi (31)

However, as demonstrated in the previous discussion, it
becomes clear that when the number of buyers and sellers
in the auction is significantly large, the complexity and
computational time of such an exhaustive algorithm in-
crease exponentially. This rapid escalation makes the precise
derivation of results infeasible. Consequently, we apply
the Markov Inequality to scale and obtain an acceptable
approximation of Pn (the derivation is shown by (32)), and
we use B− = B \ bn to denote the set of buyers without bn.
Accordingly, we can reach the approximate for Pn as (33).

Pn ≈ 1−
E
(∑

sm∈S xm,n

(
Rm −

∑
bn′∈B− αn′xm,n′tn′

)
tn

= 1−

∑
sm∈S xm,n

(
dmrm −

∑
bn′∈B− an′xm,n′tn′

)
tn

(33)

C.3 The risk of unsatisfied utility of sellers
Risk RSRisk

m takes into account the possibility that the actual
benefits obtained by seller sm during practical transaction
may not align with its expectation estimated in Stage I.
The following (34) delineates the derivation process of the
expression for risk RSRisk

m , where ξ2 represents a positive
threshold coefficient approach to 1. For notational simplicity,
we use constants c2 =

(
rsm − cm + qs→b

m,n

)
, c3 = qs→b

m,n+qb→s
m,n ,

and c4 = US
mξ2 −

∑
bn∈B xm,ntnq

b→s
m,n to denote the compli-

cated calculations in (34).
Recall the set Bm = {b1, b2, . . . , bn, . . . , bN}. Given the

attendance or absence of each buyer, there exist 2N possible
cases, with corresponding αn value combination denoted
as:

g′1 = {0, 0, 0, . . . , 0}
g′2 = {1, 0, 0, . . . , 0}
...
g′2N = {1, 1, 1, . . . , 1}

(35)

Let G4 =
{
g′1, g

′
2, . . . , g

′
2N

}
encapsulate all 2N cases.

When g′ is specified, the values of αn and Mn for
buyer bn are uniquely determined. Define event T3 :∑|B|

n=1 xm,ntnαn (Mnc2 − c3) ≤ c4, and from G4, select all
cases meeting T3 to form set G5. Since the attendance or
absence of each buyer is mutually independent, the proba-
bility of each case occurring can be calculated as the product
of the probabilities of attendance or absence for all buyers.
Let the probability of scenario g′i occurring in G5 be p′i, and
compile a probability set P ′ = {p′1, p′2, . . . , p′i, . . . , p′N} from
all such scenarios in G5. From this, we derive the expression
for risk RSRisk

m as:

RSRisk
m =

N∑
k=1

p′k (36)

Similar to the calculation of RVRisk
n , the computational

complexity of calculating risk RSRisk
m also increases expo-

nentially with the number of auction participants. Thus,
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Pn = Pr

tn −
∑

sm∈S
xm,n

Rm −
∑

bn′∈B−

αn′xm,n′tn′

 ⩾ 0 | αn = 1


= Pr

 ∑
sm∈S

xm,n

Rm −
∑

bn′∈B−

αn′xm,n′tn′

 ⩽ tn


= 1− Pr

 ∑
sm∈S

xm,n

Rm −
∑

bn′∈B−

αn′xm,n′tn′

 > tn

 ⩾ 1−
E
(∑

sm∈S xm,n

(
Rm −

∑
bn′∈B− αn′xm,n′tn′

))
tn

(32)

RSRisk
m =Pr

(
US
m ≤ US

m · ξ2
)

=Pr

 |B|∑
n=1

xm,ntn
(
αn

(
Mn (r

s
m − cm)− pbn/2 +Mnp

b
n/2

)
+ rsm/2− αnr

s
m/2

)
≤ US

m · ξ2


=Pr

 |B|∑
n=1

xm,ntnαn

(
Mn

(
rsm − cm + pbn/2

)
− pbn/2− rsm/2

)
≤ US

m · ξ2 −
∑|B|

n=1 xm,ntnr
s
m

2


=Pr

 |B|∑
n=1

xm,ntnαn (Mn · c2 − c3) ≤ c4



(34)

we likewise employ the Markov Inequality to simplify the
calculation of RSRisk

m as:

RSRisk
m = Pr

 |B|∑
n=1

xm,ntnαn (Mnc2 − c3) ≤ c4


= 1− Pr

 |B|∑
n=1

xm,ntnαn (Mnc2 − c3) ⩾ c4


≤ 1−

E
(∑|B|

n=1 xm,ntnαn (Mnc2 − c3)
)

c4
(37)

Ultimately, the scaled-down, acceptable approximation
of risk RSRisk

m is given by:

RSRisk
m ≈ 1−

E
(∑|B|

n=1 xm,ntnαn (Mnc2 − c3)
)

c4

= 1−
∑|B|

n=1 xm,ntnan ((1− Pn) c2 − c3)

c4
.

(38)
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