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Abstract

Several works related to spatial crowdsourcing have been proposed in the direc-
tion where the task executers are to perform the tasks within the stipulated
deadlines. Though the deadlines are set, it may be a practical scenario that
majority of the task executers submit the tasks as late as possible. This situation
where the task executers may delay their task submission is termed as procras-
tination in behavioural economics. In many applications, these late submission
of tasks may be problematic for task providers. So here, the participating agents
(both task providers and task executers) are articulated with the procrastina-
tion issue. In literature, how to prevent this procrastination within the deadline
is not addressed in spatial crowdsourcing scenario. However, in a bipartite graph
setting one procrastination aware scheduling is proposed but balanced job (task
and job will synonymously be used) distribution in different slots (also termed as
schedules) is not considered there. In this paper, a procrastination aware schedul-
ing of jobs is proliferated by proposing an (randomized) algorithm in spatial
crowdsourcing scenario. Our algorithm ensures that balancing of jobs in different
schedules are maintained. Our scheme is compared with the existing algorithm
through extensive simulation and in terms of balancing effect, our proposed algo-
rithm outperforms the existing one. Analytically it is shown that our proposed
algorithm maintains the balanced distribution.

Keywords: Spatial Crowdsourcing, Procrastination, Behavioural Economics,
Balanced Task Distribution, Choice Reduction.
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1 Introduction

Consider a logo designing task of a multinational company which can be distributed to
a set of current employees of the company or to obtain the best design, the company
may float the task worldwide. Anyone possessing the design capacity can contribute
her design to that company no matter which corner of the world she belongs to. This
situation for asking contribution from unbounded bulk people around the world is
generally termed as crowdsourcing as the task has been outsourced from the crowd
without categorisation [1][2][3][4][5]. This concept has been utilized since 2006 and
proliferated in various directions from disaster management [6] to atmospheric sciences
[7], from agriculture to logistics [8], IoT to smart cities [9] and there are many to name.

Consider another scenario where an agency wants to measure the air moisture level
in multiple agricultural areas in a city or in a district or so. In present time there are
various sensory devices that can measure the moisture level. Also, with the increased
usage of mobile devices (smartphones) [10], mobile users can easily read those sensory
data using appropriate mobile application or through sensors in mobile phones [11].
To perform this kind of task from multiple locations, the agency could distribute the
task to the general crowd who have smartphones. The extension of crowdsourcing,
specifically crowdsensing through mobile devices (collecting sensor data) for a particu-
lar location, is termed as mobile crowdsourcing [12][13]. Mobile crowdsourcing (MCS)
is emerging since 2009 with mobile applications like m-Clerke [14], a mobile (iPhone)
application which utilizes sensors in iPhone to perform various crowdsourcing tasks,
txteagle [15] through which agents (henceforth, task executers and task provider or
requesters will also be termed as agents) can perform the task of translation, tran-
scription and surveys. There are many other researches which has given MCS immense
popularity and utmost importance [16].

When MCS tasks are to be executed at different geographic areas with spatiotem-
poral constraint, it is termed spatial crowdsourcing (SC), which is the boiling research
topic and also the subset of MCS [17][18][19][20][21]. Some of the most customary
examples of SC application are food delivery service[22], on-demand taxi[23] and bike
service [18]. SC is also applied for collecting geospatial data [19], traffic informa-
tion [24], pollution[25], disaster [26][27], journalism[28] and many more to name with
requirement of spatial information. Though the demand and application of SC are
increasing incrementally, some loopholes have been found, such as acquisition of inac-
curate data, bounded capability of sensing devices, or untruthful data reporting from
the worker end, etc., which has been notified and addressed in [29].

At an abstract level in SC1, we have task provider(s) and task executers where the
task provider(s) disseminate the tasks to the task executers. Many researches related
to SC have been carried out in the direction where the task provider is constrained
by deadlines [30][17][31][32][33][34][9][35]. Even if the deadlines are set, it may be
a realistic situation that most of the agents submit the tasks at the penultimate
day or at the last day of submission. This situation where the agents may delay
their task submission is termed as procrastination [36][37][38][39][40] in behavioural
economics[41][42][37][38]. In many applications, these late submissions of tasks may

1applicable in crowdsourcing in general sense
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be problematic for task providers. In the SC literature (also in crowdsourcing), how
to prevent this procrastination within the deadline is not addressed. However, in a
bipartite graph setting, one procrastination aware scheduling is proposed in [43]. In
[43], balanced job distribution in different slots (also termed as schedules) regarding
procrastination perspective is not considered. In this paper, an algorithm named,
Procrastination Preventive Scheduling of Jobs: A Balanced Perspective (PPSJBP) is
proposed in SC scenario (also applicable in crowdsourcing), so that balancing of jobs
in different schedules are maintained (The detailed objective of the paper is presented
in Section 3.3). We have compared our scheme with [43] and have observed that
in terms of balancing effect, our proposed algorithm outperforms [43]. Also we have
shown analytically that our proposed algorithm maintains the balanced distribution.

2 Literature Review

In [36][37][41], an interesting story of the famous economist George Akerlof is pre-
sented, which goes like this. During his visit to India for one year, he had to return
some of his friend’s luggage to USA. Every day Akerlof thought he would send off
the luggage, but he delayed one more day due to the lengthy transportation process
in India (he delayed as he thought that the loss of a whole day might be costly for
him). This thought process of sending off the boxes on next day was continued for a
few months before he finally managed to send the luggage. This story shows that pro-
crastination could be a natural process, and we can build an efficient system taking
procrastination into consideration. This viewpoint has been the prime motivation to
write our paper.

Another concept of behavioral economics is loss aversion, where the participating
agents perceive loss more seriously than the equivalent profit. Some works based on
this aspect (loss aversion) of behavioral economics have been done in the Mobile
Crowdsourcing and Spatial Crowdsourcing scenarios.

In spatial crowdsourcing, according to the agents’ participating location, there
are two types of regions that are marked as higher participation and sparse partic-
ipation regions. The task completion rate in sparse regions is much slower than in
higher participation regions. Liu et al. in their paper [44] have addressed this issue by
proposing two incentive mechanisms based on behavioral economics that would lever-
age to the selection and payment for participants (agents) for sparse regions. These
two mechanisms are - Incentive mechanism based on Behavioral Economics for Par-
ticipant Selection (IBE-PS) and Incentive mechanism based on Behavioral Economics
for Payment Decisions (IBE-PD). The basis of the first mechanism is the reference
effect and the second one is the loss aversion. They have shown that these two mecha-
nisms have effectively enhanced the participation of agents at sparse regions by which
the loss of utility is diminished and the task completion rate is enhanced.

In [45], we found another stress on behavioral economics where two problems are
addressed. One is the fungibility of utility of various tasks and the other is the con-
sistent behavioural preferences of the users (agents). According to the traditional
economic theory, the utility of different tasks for agents is indistinguishable which
refers to the term fungible. Mental Accounting in [46] first unveiled the fact that
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the utility of different tasks are different, i.e., non-fungible and users’ behavioral
preferences are not consistent. Based on Mental Accounting, Deng et. al in [45] pro-
posed an incentive mechanism called Mental Accounting Auction Incentive Mechanism
(MAAIM). The proposed incentive mechanism is characterised by reference depen-
dence, loss aversion, and sensitivity decline. Reference dependence and sensitivity
decline have created an external reference environment and internal reference point
which motivated the agents participating in the system. As a result, the utilisation of
sensing platform and involvement of agents in task participation are improved. They
have designed a payment mechanism based on loss aversion which also motivates the
agents to collect better quality of data.

Li et al. in [47] have proposed a scalable payment algorithm for agents based on
the parameter called loss aversion. In their work, the loss aversion is introduced as
a coefficient (parameter) in the utility function (for calculation of agents’ utility) in
order to modify the payment of agents to motivate their cooperative behaviour which
leads to the enhancement of the crowdsensing platform.

Apart from crowdsourcing, there are other areas where the mechanisms are pro-
posed considering the behavioral aspects of the agents who are participating in the
system. One such work is presented in [48]. In their work, an incentive mechanism is
proposed based on loss aversion called Loss Aversion Incentive Mechanism (LAIM) for
Vehicular Ad-Hoc Networks (VANET). The incentive mechanisms for VANET until
[48] are based on expected utility theory of traditional economics which assumes that
participating in a system, the agents perceive the same effect by observing the same
amount of gain or loss. However, the most realistic scenario would be to design mech-
anisms in VANET that will take the behavioral aspect of the agents where the agents
perceive the profit and loss differently. In [48], a mechanism is proposed by assuming
that the nodes will have this behavioral aspect in consideration and with that they
have shown, their mechanism will improve the cooperation among the participating
nodes.

As stated earlier, when the agents are executing the time bound jobs, it is quite
realistic that they may submit the tasks as late as possible and these late submission
of tasks may be problematic for task requester. The problem of the task provider
aggravates if the task provider is also constrained by deadline. The above review

has not portrayed one very important step (often ignored), which is, the task
provider is also constrained by deadline. The problem that arises, if the task provider
is constrained by deadline, could be understood with the following example.

Consider a faculty member announces 3 assignments to the students be submitted
within 27th of a month and the marks of the submitted assignments which is to
be given within 30th of the same month by the faculty member. In worst case, all
the assignments are submitted to her on 27th. Thus, the evaluation quality will be
compromised as the time left for evaluation is only 3 days which is much less for
evaluation in worst case scenario. So, the evaluation quality in this case is diminishing
as the faculty member is getting less time to finish the stipulated work. This situation
arises due to the fact that the deadline for submission of the assignments was not
designed efficiently i.e., a single big deadline is given to the students to submit all
the assignments. To mitigate this issue related to the deadline, a work is presented
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in [43] where they have proposed a Procrastination-aware-Scheduling algorithm (the
algorithm is termed as OffPSP).

This algorithm has allocated all jobs into the schedules in some sorted order based
on a threshold, set for each schedule. Accordingly, this algorithm has produced a set
of unbalanced schedules in terms of cost and number of jobs allocated. With these
unbalanced schedules, the agent may face the same problem (will not get ample time)
as stated earlier. In our paper, the issue related to this unbalancing effect on the
schedules is addressed.

3 System Models

3.1 Preliminaries:

Consider a 3-week short term course and the organiser of the course wants that a
participant in the course, needs to submit two assignments at the end of the short
term course. It may not be a good schedule, if we consider the fact that the bulk of the
participants will procrastinate and submit the assignments as late as possible within
the deadline (in our example, it is three weeks).

In this case, to prevent the procrastination, the organiser can reschedule the sub-
mission process to ensure a smooth and consistent submission from the participant.
Here, the 3-week duration can be decomposed into 3 unit intervals - first week, second
week, and third week and they can assure that one assignment to be completed by
the end of first week or second week and the next assignment could be solved in the
third week. In literature, this is called the choice reduction [37][36]. This viewpoint of
choice reduction is considered while designing our proposed algorithm.

3.2 Notations and their Usage

Schedules: In this model, a time horizon T is divided into a set of schedules ∆ =
{δ1, δ2, · · · , δl} and the time duration of each δi is τi. Here τ1 = τ2 = · · · = τ|∆| and

|∆| is defined as |∆| = T
τi
, where τi ∈ R, τi 6= 0, and τi ≤ T . It is to be noted that,

τi depends on the applications we are working in and thus our algorithm is flexible
enough to be amenable to any such application. As T is divided into several schedules
and each schedule has a time duration τi, we can write T = {τ1, τ2, · · · , τl}. So, each
schedule δi is a tuple denoted as δi = {δ

w
i , τi}, where τi ∈ T .

Location and Task: An entire SC zone is divided into a set of locations L =
{l1, l2, · · · , lm}, where m = |L|. Each location li is populated with a set of jobs (dis-
pensed by an agent) which could be denoted as Γ = {γ1, γ2, · · · , γn} where n = |Γ|.
Each job γi is also associated with a cost χi. The cost of jobs may be considered as time
span, amount of internet expenses, battery power, or distances to be travelled, etc. as
per the SC system. As γi is associated with a cost χi and a location li, we can rede-
fine Γ more formally as follows: Γ = {< γ1, χ1, li >,< γ2, χ2, li >, · · · , < γn, χn, li >},
where the triplet < γi, χi, li > denotes the job identifier, the cost associated with it
and the location at which the job is to be executed respectively. These jobs are to be
scheduled into each of δi (δi ∈ ∆). Each δi is comprising of a set of jobs denoted as
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Table 1 Important symbols and their
definitions

Symbol Definition
Γ Set of jobs
L Set of locations
∆ Set of schedules
γi ith job in set Γ
li ith location in set L

δi ith schedule in set ∆
n Number of jobs
l Number of schedules
T Total time horizon
τi Time duration of each schedule
δw
i

Set of jobs allocated to δi
K Number of iterations
k An arbitrary iteration

δwi : {γj | γj ∈ Γ \
⋃l

i
′
=1

i
′
6=i

δw
i
′ }, δwi ⊆ Γ. As a ready reference, all symbols used so far in

this paper are listed with their brief description in Table 1.

3.3 Objective

Given a set of jobs Γ and the set of schedules ∆, jobs are to be allocated into several
schedules δi (δi ∈ ∆) in a balanced way for an agent (or for the set of agents who will
perform the same set of jobs) such that the following constraint is satisfied.

min
k
{V ar(∆k)}

where k is the iterative index of K iterations and V ar(∆k) is represented as the
variance of the set of schedules (∆) at kth iteration. By balancing we mean, the
variance in ∆k will be least.

The objective of our mechanism is to prevent procrastination through allocation
of jobs into a set of schedules in balanced manner. When all schedules are balanced,
all jobs with higher cost will uniformly be distributed into different schedules. In such
a way, the accumulation of higher cost jobs into one schedule will be prevented. Thus,
delaying in execution of these higher cost jobs along with the other jobs allocated into
the same schedule could be prevented. Another aspect we have considered here that
as we have divided the large time horizon T in several schedules (refer Section 3.2),
the choices of procrastination are getting reduced. In the similar line we have stated
earlier, we can argue that if all jobs are given 2 weeks time i.e., all the jobs can be
completed any time within those 2 weeks, chances of procrastination may be more.
Instead, if the 2 weeks time horizon is divided into 2 different schedule with 1 week
time then the choices for submission of jobs are reduced. Here we have generalized
the model by dividing the entire time horizon in l number of divisions and thereby
reducing the choices substantially.

We have developed our algorithm by considering an arbitrary (ith) location so that
it could be applicable to all m locations under consideration in this SC model.
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Fig. 1 Flow Diagram of the proposed mechanism

4 Proposed Mechanism

This section discusses the proposed algorithm (PPSJBP) in two different ways. First,
a schematic diagram of the proposed mechanism is provided. Second, the step-wise
algorithm is discussed. Finally, an example with an arbitrary set of data is furnished
at the end of this section to illustrate the workflow of our algorithm.

4.1 Schematic Diagram of PPSJBP

Fig. 2 shows the flow of our proposed mechanism. A pool of jobs is available to the
platform (block 1). Our mechanism randomly assigns those jobs into |∆| schedules
(block 2). To achieve higher accuracy in balanced distribution of jobs into schedules,
the random distribution of |Γ| jobs is repeated for K times (block 3). For each k ∈
K, the variance of ∆k is calculated (block 4). Let us denote the variance of ∆k by
V ar(∆k). For balancing purpose, we need to calculate mink{V ar(∆k)} (block 5). We
obtain an almost balanced set of schedules as an outcome of block 5 (shown in block
6). Finally selected schedules are presented to the agents in non increasing order (block
7) of their cost. It is to be noted that our algorithm will also work for heterogeneous
set of agents. By heterogeneous we mean that the set of jobs to be executed by them
are different. In this case, we can apply our algorithm separately to each agent.
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Fig. 2 Flow Diagram of the proposed mechanism

4.2 Procrastination Preventive Schedule of Jobs: A Balanced
Perspective (PPSJBP)

The glimpse of the mechanism has already been discussed in Section 3. The detail
method in the form of an algorithm is explained in this subsection. Our algorithm has
four main sections.

• Main Routine
• Repeated Random Allocation (RRA)
• Most Balanced Distribution Find (MBDF)
• Largest Cost Schedule First (LCSF)

Algorithm 1 Main Routine

Require: Set of jobs with their costs: Γ = {< γ1, χ1 >,< γ2, χ2 >, · · · , < γn, χn >}
Ensure: Most Balanced set of schedules of jobs: ∆ = {δ1, δ2, · · · , δl}
1: STot, K ← RRA(Γ)
2: index←MBDF (STot,K)
3: MOD SCHDL← LCSF (index, 1, s l)
4: End

8



4.2.1 Main Routine

The main routine calls three subroutines, the first one is Repeated Random Allocation
(RRA) which is framed in Algorithm 2, allocates jobs to the set of schedules and cal-
culates the total cost of jobs in each schedule through K repeated allocation strategy.
The input to this subroutine is the set of jobs |Γ|. The output of this subroutine is a
cost matrix where every row represents the ith iteration and each column represents
the total cost of a schedule at that iteration.

The second one is Most Balanced Distribution Find (MBDF) subroutine, given in
Algorithm 3 which finds the most balanced set of schedules (in terms of total cost)
using variance analysis. The input to this subroutine is the cost matrix returned by
RRA subroutine.

The third subroutine is Largest Cost Schedule First (LCSF) which reorders the
schedules according to their total costs and the corresponding algorithm is presented
in Algorithm 4. The set of schedules (most balanced) returned by MBDF is used as
the input to this subroutine. All three subroutines are explained in detail from the
next subsection.

4.2.2 Repeated Random Allocation Algorithm

In Algorithm 2, all necessary initialization have been done from line 1 to line 4. The
total time frame is initialized in line 1 by subtracting the start time by finish time.
The number of schedules is determined by dividing the total time frame by time unit
(tunit) in line 2. The time unit is same for all schedules and the value of which depends
on the applications. A 2-D data structure is initialized in line 4 in which the total cost
of each schedule obtained in each iteration will be stored. In line 6, the outer loop
starts which repeats the random allocation of jobs into different schedules for K times,
where K is defined as a large number (we have considered 8000 and more for our
simulation) in line 5. In line 7, a temporary job set is initialized which will repeatedly
be used in all K iterations. The inner loop starts in line 8 and continues until all jobs
are allocated into schedules for a single iteration of the outer loop. Every job from
the job set and the schedule into which a particular job will be allocated are selected
randomly in line 9 and line 10 respectively. The randomly selected job is then assigned
to the randomly selected schedule in line 11. The temporary job set is updated by
removing the allocated job from that set at line 12. After a job is allocated into a
schedule (at line 11), the cost of the corresponding job is cumulatively added with the
cost of other jobs in that schedule in line 13. Line 16 returns the total cost (of each
schedule in each iteration) matrix to the main routine (line number 1 in Algorithm 1).

4.2.3 Most Balanced Distribution Find Algorithm

In this algorithm, the set of schedules with minimum variance is obtained (most bal-
anced set of schedules) by calculating and comparing the variances of the total cost
matrix obtained in Algorithm 2. In the beginning of the algorithm, a variable min var
is initialized with ∞ which represents a large value, in line number 1. Line number
2 starts the outer level iteration for calculation of the variances and the minimum of
them. From line number 3 to line number 7, the variance of each row of total cost

9



Algorithm 2 Repeated Random Allocation

procedure RRA(Γ)
1: span← (Ft − St) ⊲St : start time, Ft : finish time
2: l ← span/tunit ⊲Number of schedules
3: i← 0
4: ∆̂← {}
5: K = C ⊲C is a large number
6: while i ≤ K do

7: Γlocal ← Γ
8: while |Γlocal| ≥ 1 do

9: r ← random(1, l)
10: Γ̂← random(Γ)
11: ∆̂i

r ← ∆̂i
r ∪ {Γ̂}

12: Γlocal ← Γlocal − {Γ̂}
13: sub totir ← sub totir + cost(Γ̂)
14: end while

15: i← i+ 1
16: end while

17: return sub tot, K

matrix is calculated using the formula given in (Eq. (1)), where, L (in the algorithm,
it is |∆|) is the number of samples and χ̄∗ (i.e., sub totmean

i ) is the sample mean of the
sample set χ∗ = {χ∗

1, χ
∗
2, · · · , χ

∗
L} (set of costs of all schedules in a particular itera-

tion). In the algorithm, χ∗
i is the sub totji . Line number 5 calculates the sum of squared

difference between the cost of each schedule and the average cost in each iteration.
Finally in line number 7, that sum is divided by (L − 1) to obtain the variance.

νi =
ΣL

i=0(χ
∗
i − χ̄∗)2

L− 1
(1)

From line number 8 to line number 11, the minimum of all variances is determined
using the comparison and replace method, i.e., the temporary variablemin var is com-
pared to each variance and the variance lesser than the content of min var replaces
the current content of min var. In line number 13, the index of the minimum vari-
ance, over all iterations, is returned to the main routine. This index calculation is
mathematically represented as: index = argmin∀νi{νi}.

4.2.4 Largest Cost Schedule First Algorithm

From MBDF algorithm (Algorithm 3) we have obtained the most balanced set of
schedules with minimum variance. We go further from here by taking that set of
schedules to our last algorithmwhere schedules will be published according to the order
of their costs. To achieve that, the schedule with the highest total cost is published
first. Then the schedule with second highest total cost is published and so on. This
method is aligned in Algorithm 4 (Merge Sort method is used here).
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Algorithm 3 Most Balanced Distribution Find

procedure MBDF(sub tot,K)
1: min var ←∞
2: while i ≤ K do

3: sum← 0
4: for j = 1 to |∆| do
5: sum← sum+ (sub totji − sub totmean

i )2

6: end for

7: νi ← sum/(|∆| − 1)
8: if νi ≤ min var then

9: min var ← νi
10: index← i
11: end if

12: end while

13: return index

Algorithm 4 Largest Cost Schedule First

procedure LCSF(index, 1, |∆|)
1: if |∆| > 1 then

2: mid← |∆|
2

3: LCSF (sub totindex, 1,mid)
4: LCSF (sub totindex,mid+ 1, |∆|)
5: merge(sub totindex, 1,mid, |∆|)
6: end if

7: return sub totindex

Table 2 Sample Table for Repeated Random Job Allocation

Iteration#
Job Allocation(γi) in Schedules Σχ

δ1 δ2 δ3 δ1 δ2 δ3
1 γ1,γ3,γ6 γ4,γ5 γ2 27 10 2
2 γ1, γ3 γ4, γ5 γ2, γ6 12 10 17
3 γ1, γ5 γ6 γ2, γ3, γ4 13 15 11
4 γ1, γ3 γ4, γ5, γ2 γ6 12 12 15
5 γ1, γ3, γ2 γ4, γ5 γ6 14 10 15

Purpose of variance analysis: The variance is a statistical method to observe
the distance among the objects of similar type. In our proposed method, we are aim-
ing to distribute jobs with various range of costs into different schedules so that all
schedules get the jobs with balanced total cost. The variance analysis method is find-
ing the set of schedules with minimum variance by calculating the variance of each set
of schedules obtained in each iteration and then by comparing all the variances of all
such sets. In Example 1, the entire algorithm is presented with more exposure to the
core aspect of our method.
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Table 3 Sample Table of Schedules with
their variances

Iteration#
Schedules

Variance
δ1 δ2 δ3

1 27 10 2 163
2 12 10 17 13
3 13 15 11 4
4 12 12 15 3
5 14 10 15 7

Example 1. An example in this subsection is presented to comprehend the algorithm
using some arbitrary data. Let there be 6 jobs in Γ← {< γ1, 4 >,< γ2, 2 >,< γ3, 8 >
,< γ4, 1 >,< γ5, 9 >,< γ6, 15 >}. Let tunit ← 300, St ← 0, Ft ← 900. Hence,
l ← (Ft − St)/300 = 3. So, we have three schedules {δ1, δ2, δ3} in which jobs will be
assigned randomly for K = 5 times. In this example, all five iterations of random job
allocations into these three schedules are shown in Table 2. 2nd column to 4th column
shows all 6 random job allocation into 3 different schedules. from column 5 to column
7 the total cost of each schedule is shown. Column nos. 2, 3, and 4 forms the total
cost matrix. Each row of the cost matrix is given as input to the variance analysis
part of the algorithm in which the variance of each row is calculated and compared
with the variance of the next row. The row with the lowest variance is returned as the
most balanced distribution of jobs. In Table 3, the variance of each schedule after 5
iterations is shown. Among all the variances found in each iteration shown in Table 3,
the row with the minimum variance (4th row) is selected. The corresponding row in
Table 2 is then selected as the most balanced job distribution. The distribution of jobs
of each schedule of that row is as follows: δ1 :< γ1, γ3 >, δ2 :< γ2, γ4, γ5 >, δ3 :< γ6 >
Now, in the last part of the algorithm we go a further step and select the schedule
with the largest total cost first, second largest total cost next and so on.

5 Analysis of the Proposed Method

The following analysis are motivated by [49] and [50].
Lemma 1. The probability of allocation of all higher cost jobs (suppose J) among n
jobs (where |J | < n) in a single schedule is 1

lJ
, where l is the number of schedules.

Proof. Let us fix any arbitrary schedule j among l schedules. Now, we define the
event Aij (where i = {1, · · · , J}) as any i ∈ J , is scheduled in an arbitrary schedule
j. Given the event Aij , we are interested in finding Pr{A1j ∩ A2j · · · ∩ AJj}. If this
probability is calculated then we will find that for all i ∈ J , event Aij will occur. So,
we can write

Pr{A1j ∩ A2j ∩ · · · ∩AJj} = Pr{A1j}·

Pr{A2j |A1j} · Pr{A3j |A1j ∩A2j} · · ·

Pr{AJj |A1j ∩A2j ∩ · · · ∩ A(J−1)j}

(2)

Now, according to our method, any higher cost jobs (J) may be allocated into
same schedule. But allocation of one higher cost job into one schedule has no impact
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on the other job which is yet to be allocated into the same schedule. Consider the
probability Pr{A2j |A1j}, where event A1j which has already occurred, i.e., the (1j)th

job is already been allocated into a schedule, has no impact on the event A2j , i.e.,
event A2j is independent of event A1j . So we can write, Pr{A2j |A1j} = Pr{A2j}.
Similarly for probability Pr{A3j |A1j ∩ A2j} where two events A1j and A2j which
has already occurred have no impact on the event A3j . So, it can be written as,
Pr{A3j |A1j ∩ A2j} = Pr{A3j}. In similar manner we can also write Pr{AJj |A1j ∩
A2j ∩· · ·∩A(J−1)j} = Pr{AJj}. Accordingly, we can rewrite Eq. (2) for the event Aij

that job i is allocated into same schedule j as follows: Pr{A1j ∩ A2j ∩ · · · ∩ AJj} =
Pr{A1j} · Pr{A2j} · · ·Pr{AJj}.

The probability of ith higher cost job to be allocated into jth schedule is: Pr{Aij} =
1
l
So, for two higher cost jobs Pr{Aij ∩ Akj} =

1
l
· 1

l
, where, i < k Similarly, for J

higher cost jobs we have, Pr{A1j ∩ A2j ∩ · · · ∩AJj} =
1
l
· 1
l
· · · 1

l
=

(

1
l

)J
= 1

lJ
.

Observation. When |Γ| is large, we can say that the probability of allocating all
higher cost jobs in a single schedule is much less. For example, consider 50 jobs out of
200 jobs are of higher cost, and there are 6 schedules. So the probability of allocating
higher cost jobs into any one schedule out of 6 schedules is 1

650 = 1.2371931e − 39
which is very much less. It means that over repeated random allocation of jobs, the
chances of accumulating higher cost jobs into any one schedule is almost 0.

Lemma 2. The expected number of jobs to be assigned in a given schedule is |Γ|
|∆|

considering an arbitrary iteration.
Proof. We have here, |Γ| number of trials of assigning jobs into the given schedule
(as |Γ| is the total number of jobs available in our setting). Among those trials, there
are successes (the sampled job is landing in the given schedule) such that each success
occurs with a probability of P and some failure with a probability of Q = P− 1. Every
trial is independent and has the probability 1

|∆| , as |∆| is the number of schedules

available. Now, we take R as a random variable to denote the successful assignment
of jobs into the given schedule among |Γ| trials range within [1, · · · , |Γ|]. So the value
of R can be represented as R = i, where i ∈ [0, · · · , |Γ|]. So, the probability of R for i

number of successes can be written as, Pr{R = i} =
(

|Γ|
i

)

PiQ|Γ|−i.

This is true as there are
(

|Γ|
i

)

ways to choose i number of successes among |Γ|

trials and any one such successes occurs with the probability PiQ(|Γ|−i) (as in that
elementary event, i successes will be there along with (|Γ| − i) number of failures).
Also, we can write;

|Γ|
∑

i=0

Pr{R = i} =

|Γ|
∑

i=0

(

|Γ|

i

)(

1

|∆|

)i (

1−
1

|∆|

)|Γ|−i

= 1

(3)

Now, the expected number of successes, i.e., expected number of jobs in every schedule
can be calculated as: observation Consider the synthetic dataset where |Γ| = 200, we
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have |Γ|
|∆| =

200
4 = 50, and this value is the number of jobs allocated in each schedule.

In Section 7.1.2, we have furnished the comparison between OffPSP and PPSJBP
against the parameter number of jobs (Fig. 7a) where we can see that schedules are
assigned with number of jobs as: |δ1| : 51, |δ2| : 48, |δ3| : 53, |δ4| : 48 which is almost
balanced allocation of jobs in each of δi ∈ ∆. The similar observations we have for our
real life dataset (KDD Cup 2015 and Bus Driver Scheduling) in the simulation (given
in Fig. 7b and Fig. 7c).

E[R] =

|Γ|
∑

i=0

i · Pr{R = i}

=

|Γ|
∑

i=1

i

(

|Γ|

i

)(

1

|∆|

)i(

1−
1

|∆|

)|Γ|−i

=

|Γ|
∑

i=1

i

(

|Γ|!

i!(|Γ| − i)!

)(

1

|∆|

)i(

1−
1

|∆|

)|Γ|−i

=

|Γ|
∑

i=1

i

(

|Γ|(|Γ| − 1)!

i(i− 1)!(|Γ| − i)!

)(

1

|∆|

)i(

1−
1

|∆|

)|Γ|−i

=

|Γ|
∑

i=1

(

|Γ|(|Γ| − 1)!

(i− 1)!(|Γ| − i)!

)(

1

|∆|

)i(

1−
1

|∆|

)|Γ|−i

=
|Γ|

|∆|

|Γ|
∑

i=1

(

|Γ| − 1

i− 1

)(

1

|∆|

)i−1 (

1−
1

|∆|

)|Γ|−i

[as (|Γ| − 1− i + 1)! = (|Γ| − i)!]

=
|Γ|

|∆|

|Γ|−1
∑

i=0

(

|Γ| − 1

i

)(

1

|∆|

)i (

1−
1

|∆|

)(|Γ|−1)−i

=
|Γ|

|∆|
[by Eq. (3)]

(4)
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From this proof, it is evident that our proposed PPSJBP distributes the jobs in
each schedule in a balanced way.

observation Consider the synthetic dataset where |Γ| = 200, we have |Γ|
|∆| =

200
4 = 50,

and this value is the number of jobs allocated in each schedule. In Section 7.1.2, we
have furnished the comparison between OffPSP and PPSJBP against the parameter
number of jobs (Fig. 7a) where we can see that schedules are assigned with number of
jobs as: |δ1| : 51, |δ2| : 48, |δ3| : 53, |δ4| : 48 which is almost balanced allocation of jobs
in each of δi ∈ ∆. The similar observations we have for our real life dataset (KDD Cup
2015 and Bus Driver Scheduling) in the simulation (given in Fig. 7b and Fig. 7c).
Lemma 3. The expected number of jobs to be sampled so that every schedule is
assigned with |Z| ≥ 1 jobs is approximately |∆| ln |∆|, where |Z| is the number of
assigned jobs in a schedule.
Proof. Let us consider the number of jobs that have to be sampled before every
schedule gets a job isM∗ and the allocation of a job into an empty schedule a ”success.”
In this proof, we will apply the concept of geometric distribution as we know that
the number of jobs to be sampled before every schedule gets atleast one job follows
geometric distribution. We shall divide the sampling of jobs into partitions. Each
partition will then boil down to the geometric distribution. The ith success requires
sampling of jobs after the (i− 1)st successes.

In the first partition, since all the schedules are initially empty, a schedule will

get a job with probability |∆|
∆ = 1. When one schedule has got one job, sampling

of jobs in second partition may allocated an arbitrary job either into the non-empty
schedule or into any one of the empty schedules. As there are (|∆|−1) empty schedules,
while sampling in second partition, a job will be assigned in one of the (|∆| − 1)

empty schedules with the probability (|∆|−1)
|∆| . In ith partition, there are (|∆| − i + 1)

number of empty schedules as (i − 1) schedules are allocated with atleast one job in
(i − 1) partitions. Hence, the probability of getting a job into an empty schedule in

ith partition is (|∆|−i+1)
|∆| . In each partition the number of sampling of jobs can be

represented with a random variable M∗
i where i lies within the range of {1, · · · , |∆|}.

So, in order to get |∆| successes we need M∗ =
|∆|
∑

i

M∗
i number of samplings. As in

each partition, the random variable M∗
i follows geometric distribution and probability

of success is Pr{M∗
i } =

(|∆|−i+1)
|∆| So the expected number of samples in ith partition

is thus E[M∗
i ] =

|∆|
|∆|−i+1
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Now the expected number of sampling of jobs required in all partitions can be
obtained as:

E[M∗] = E





|∆|
∑

i=1

M∗
i





=

|∆|
∑

i=1

E[M∗
i ] by linearity of expectation

=

|∆|
∑

i=1

|∆|

|∆| − i+ 1
by E[M∗

i ]

= |∆|

|∆|
∑

i=1

1

i

= |∆|(ln |∆|+O(1)) by Harmonic series

Lemma 4. The probability Pr{R ≥ 1.5E[R]} ≤ e−
|Γ|

12|∆| , for any schedule δi, where
i ∈ [1, |∆|].
Proof. We can find the probability Pr{R ≥ 1.5E[R]} using Chernoff Bound as:

Pr(R ≥ (1.5)E[R]) = Pr(R ≥ (1 + 1
2 )E[R]) ≤ e

−E[R]( 1
2
)
2

3 .

We know that E[R] = |Γ|
|∆| . So, plugging this in the above equation we get:

Pr(R ≥ (1.5)E[R]) ≤ e−
E[R]( 1

2
)
2

3

≤ e−
|Γ|
3|∆|

·( 1
2 )

2

= e−
1
4 ·

|Γ|
3|∆|

= e−
|Γ|

12|∆|

From the above discussion we can see that a little deviation of any schedule from

balanced job assignment has the probability is upper bounded by e−
|Γ|

12|∆| . Now, as |Γ|
grows larger, Pr(R ≥ (1.5)E[R]) will be decreasing exponentially.
Observation. With |Γ| = 200 and ∆ = 4, the above said probability can be calculated

as e−
200

12×4 = e−4.17 = 0.0154, which is much less. In terms of our dataset, namely,
Bus Driver Scheduling dataset and KDD Cup 2015 dataset, |Γ| = 359 and |Γ| = 3000
respectively. So the said probability will be much less than the case where |Γ| = 200.
Lemma 5. The time complexity by PPSJBP is O(K × |Γ|) + O(|∆| log |∆|), where
K is the number of repetition of sampling of jobs, |Γ| is the total number of jobs and
|∆| is the number of schedules.
Proof. Our algorithm PPSJBP consists of three subroutines - RRA, MBDF, and
LCSF. In RRA |Γ| number of jobs are allocated randomly in |∆| schedules and this
random allocation is repeated for K times. That means for each of the K iterations,
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|Γ| of jobs have been allocated into |∆| schedules. So the time complexity for RRA
subroutine is O(K × |Γ|) = O(K|Γ|). MBDF subroutine finds the most balanced
set of schedules by calculating the variance of each set of schedule out of K such
sets. Variance calculation of each set takes O(|∆|) time. This is for one iteration. So,
variance calculation for K such set of schedules take O(K × |∆|), i.e.,O(K|∆|) time.
Now, in the last subroutine (LCSF), the minimum variant set of schedules i.e., most
balanced set of schedules are arranged in descending order according to their costs.
To achieve that arrangement, merge sort is used. The input for the sorting is |∆|
number of costs (as each schedule will provide one cost). So the time complexity for
LCSF subroutine is O(|∆| log |∆|). Accordingly, the total time complexity for the three
subroutine can be calculated as O(K|Γ|) + O(K|∆|) + O(|∆| log |∆|) = O(K|Γ|) +
O(|∆| log |∆|). If |∆| << |Γ| (which is most realistic scenario), the time complexity of
PPSJBP is O(K|Γ|).

Now a connection will be established between finding our minimum variance with
repetition and online hiring assistant problem for stating our next analytical result.
In online hiring assistant problem, there are m number of candidates who appear for
the interview process in an online fashion i.e., we don’t know the list of the candidates
apriori. In this problem we don’t want to interview all the m number of candidates
yet, we want to find the best candidate or a close to the best candidate (that is the
target). The natural question that arises is that, how many samples we need to explore
before we are sure that our target is achieved with a good probability. In literature
[50][51][52][53][54][55][56], it is shown that we need to sample m

e
number of candidates

to make sure that our target is achieved with a probabilistic lower bound of 1
e
. In our

problem, for each iteration, we calculate a variance. So, as a thought experiment, we
can think the variances are appearing in an online fashion just like the candidates in
the online hiring assistant problem. So the variances here are resembling the candidates
and we need to find out the best (minimum) variance. So, the problem is boiling down
to the fact that how many such variances to be sampled (to be calculated) before we
achieve our target of finding the minimum variance.
Corollary 1. K

e
number of variances to be calculated (per iteration we calculate one

variance) to make sure that the minimum variance will be achieved with a probabilistic
lower bound 1

e
.

Proof. The proof follows from the connection we have established above, i.e., we need
m
e

number of samples for the probability to be atleast 1
e
. Following this connection,

we can say that K
e

number of variances to be calculated for making sure that we get
a probabilistic lower bound of 1

e
(i.e, with probability atleast 1

e
).

Observation. Consider the value of K = 4000 repeated random allocation of jobs.
According to Corollary 1, we have to iterate the random allocation of jobs into sched-
ules K

e
times i.e., 4000

e
≈ 1472 times to get success with the probability of 1/e ≈ 0.37

i.e., if we the repeat random allocation process for 1472 times, the chance to get best
minimum variance is atleast 37%. Now, if we iterate our random allocation process
for K times, the lower bound of the probability will also increase. So, we can say that
with larger value ofK, the lower bound of the probability of getting the best minimum
variance is greater than 1

e
.
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Table 4 Sample of Synthetic
Dataset

Sl # Job (Γ) Job Cost (χ)

1 γ1 10
2 γ2 40
3 γ3 25
4 γ4 100
5 γ5 89

Table 5 Total Cost

Sl# Bus ID Tot Dur

1 1 1145
2 2 1110
3 3 850
4 4 1090
5 5 840

6 Experiments and Results

6.1 Setup

Number of Schedules: It is stated earlier in Section 3.2 that in our model a time
horizon T is divided into a set of schedules ∆ = {δ1, δ2, · · · , δl} and the time duration
of each δi is τi with τ1 = τ2 = · · · = τ|∆|. So |∆| was defined as |∆| = T

τi
, where τi ∈

R, τi 6= 0, and τi ≤ T . It is to be noted that, τi depends on the applications we
are working in and thus our algorithm is flexible enough to be amenable to any such
application. In our algorithm, the number schedules (|∆|) taken is 4 and the total
duration (T ) for all tasks is considered 4 weeks for simulation. So τi = 1 week ∀i.
Dataset: Another vital part of the setup is the dataset. First, a synthetic dataset was
generated with random numbers as job cost for primary simulation of our algorithm.
It was generated using Python Libraries. After the successful simulation with the
synthetic dataset, we have used two real datasets, - i) Bus Driver Scheduling dataset
[57] and ii) KDD Cup 2015 dataset [58]. All datasets are elaborated in Section 6.2.
System Specification: The simulation is carried out in personal computing environ-
ment with - 5th generation microprocessor, 8 GB of RAM, Ubuntu as the operating
system. Google Colab (with Python) is used for implementing the algorithm.

6.2 Dataset

Synthetic Dataset: The synthetic dataset, shown in Table 4 consists of the columns-
job label (i.e., (γi ∈ Γ)) and job cost (χ ∈ Z+). This dataset has been generated
randomly with 200 jobs. Once we have verified our algorithm with this synthetic
dataset, we have employed two real datasets - Bus Driver Scheduling dataset [57] and
KDD Cup 2015 dataset [58] in our algorithm.
Bus Driver Scheduling Dataset: Bus Driver Scheduling dataset has seven columns
or attributes all of which are not required for the algorithm. As we are only concerned
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Table 6 Partial Extraction from Course Log Information

enroll id Date Time event course id

76492 2013-12-12 03:46:04 navigate 81UZ
115995 2013-11-28 12:00:10 video 3VkH
124335 2014-05-13 09:37:03 access q6A6
81407 2014-01-01 08:03:01 access 5Gyp
81407 2014-01-01 08:03:01 video 5Gyp

Table 7 Extraction of Event
Cost Per Course

course id Job Cost

81UZ
navigate 10
access 15
video 4

G8EP
video 1

page close 1
discussion 4

3cnZ

access 2
video 1

page close 1
discussion 5

about the job id and the job cost, we have extracted the values associated with rows
”Bus Line Id” and ”Duration”. In this dataset there are a total of 359 buses that run
per day. The total running cost of every bus for the entire day is obtained by adding
all the run time duration of that day. For example, Bus Line Id : 1 total running
time is 1145 minutes. The 5 samples of the dataset after summing up the run time
cost of every bus is shown in Table 5.
KDD Cup 2015 Dataset: KDD Cup 2015 dataset is a very large repository which
contains online course enrollment and course log information of a large number of
students. The interpretation of this dataset is as follows: a student can enroll in mul-
tiple courses, and every course has at most 7 activities or events, which are - Access,
Video, Discussion, Navigate, Problem, Wikipedia, Page Close. Each activity under
every course in which a particular student has enrolled, is considered as a job in
this paper. Each course log information entry has the information about a student’s
- enrollment id, entry time, activity name, and course id. We have extracted the log
information of 30 students who has enrolled for maximum courses. From course log
information entry, the column ”time” is divided into ”date” and ”time” and put into
a new entry (shown in Table 6). Then the total activity time for each event under each
course is calculated by taking the difference between the ”entry time” of next event
and the ”entry time” of that event. These differences of two different entry times are
then summed up for each event under each course which is shown in Table Table 7.
Again, for the course id column, first four characters are shown. The total cost of
an event under a course (considered as the job) is given in minutes. There are 3000
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such jobs in our derived dataset, sample of which is presented in Table 7. The imple-
mentation of extraction of both the real datasets is done using Python with Pandas
library.

6.3 Results of Simulation

In this section we have presented the outcome of simulation of our algorithm on various
parameters.

6.3.1 Comparison Among the Set of Schedules with Minimum

Variance and Randomly Chosen Sets of Schedules

This section shows the comparison between the most balanced set of schedules and
the other randomly chosen sets of schedules which are unbalanced. Let us represent
the most balanced set of schedules as ∆Balanced and randomly chosen unbalanced set
of schedules as ∆Other. The setup for this simulation is given below.

min
k
{V ar(∆k)} and j = argmin

k
V ar(∆k)

∆′ = {rand(∆k 6=j)}, where |∆′| = k
′

< K

∆′′ = {rand(∆k 6=j) and ∆k /∈ {∆
′

}}, where |∆′′| = k
′

< K
In this setting, j is the index position of the set of schedules with minimum variance.

∆′ is the k
′

sets of schedules taken randomly and ∆′′ is the another k
′

sets of schedule
taken randomly except the first k

′

sets. rand(.) is the function which picks the kth set
of schedules at random. For our case k

′

= 4. This comparison is shown using synthetic
dataset with K = 8000, shown in Fig. 3a and then using the Bus Driver Scheduling
dataset with K = 25000, shown in Fig. 3b. In both the figures, first row of the figure
contains five plots among which first four plots are from set of ∆Other and the last plot
is of ∆Balanced. The second row is same but without replacement by the first four of
∆Other and the fifth plot is of ∆Balanced again. The purpose of this comparison is to
show that set of schedules with minimum variance is most balanced one in comparison
to any other sets of schedules obtained from repeated random allocation. When the
number of jobs increases, the repetition of random allocation is also to be increased
in order to lower the probability of concentration of higher cost jobs into one schedule
(refer to Lemma 1). In Fig. 3a, it is to be noticed that the difference of variances of
first four ∆Other and ∆Balanced is very large, e.g., first four schedules have variances
of 332444, 14834678, 324797, 819819 and the most balanced one has the variance of
861 (shown in first row of Fig. 3a). It is evident from the above simulation that our
algorithm is able to allocate all jobs into schedules in most balanced manner according
to their costs. This simulation follows Lemma 1 which states that the accumulation
of all higher cost jobs into a single schedule is very less. We claim this because when
the minimum variant schedules is found after K iterations, we have seen that the cost
of each schedule is almost equal.

The connection we have established in Section 5 reveals that the number of vari-
ances to be calculated to achieve the best minimum variance with a lower bound
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(a) Comparison Using Synthetic Dataset
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(b) Comparison Using Bus Driver Scheduling Dataset

Fig. 3 Comparison Between Randomly Chosen Set of Schedules With the Minimum Variance set

probability of 0.37, is approximately 1472 (when K = 4000). That means if we cal-
culate 1472 number of variances (i.e., the number of iterations), there is atleast 37%
chance to obtain the best minimum variance. When we take K = 8000, to achieve the
lower bound of 0.37 we need to find 2943 number of variances. In order to increase this
lower bound, the value of K is to be increased because this lower bound of 37% is giv-
ing a benchmark. If we compute less number of variances, the scenario would not be
realistic. So increasing value of K will give higher accuracy. Accordingly, in our sim-
ulation we have considered 8000 and more number of iterations which is sufficiently
larger than the value given in the benchmark.

From Lemma 3 we can say that the expected number of jobs to be sampled is
|∆| ln |∆|. That means, if we sample |∆| ln |∆| jobs, all the schedule will be assigned
with one or more jobs. From this simulation (in Fig. 3), we have seen that in the
minimum variant set of schedules all the schedules have been assigned with jobs with
almost balanced distribution. Also, in the randomly chosen sets, we have seen that all
the schedules are assigned with one or more jobs and no schedule is left empty. Thus,
the observation made from this simulation is plausible enough to justify Lemma 3.
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Fig. 4 Comparison of Balanced Sets of Schedules over Multiple K Iterations

6.3.2 Comparative Study Varying K

In this simulation we have shown a comparative study on the behaviour of
mink{V ar(∆k)} every time when K is varied. Here, we have varied the value of K
from 10000 to 20000 and in each case it has been observed that our algorithm is able
to obtain the most balanced set of schedules. The comparison is given in Fig. 4. From
this simulation, we can claim that the proposed mechanism will always produce the
most balanced set of schedules which ensures the most uniform distribution of jobs in
each set of schedules.

In each plot, X axis denotes the schedule number and Y axis denotes the total
cost of each schedule (Fig. 4).

Lemma 4 shows that our algorithm has a negligible chance for any schedule to
deviate from getting the balanced job assignment. This simulation shows that in each
of multiple K iterations, the minimum variant set of schedules is achieved and it is
balanced.

6.3.3 Comparative Study on Dispensing of Schedules with and

without Ordering

The last step of our proposed method is to dispense the schedules in nonincreasing
order of their costs. This step is followed after we have found the minimum variant
set of schedules. In the minimum variant set, the total cost of each is different but
those costs are in close vicinity (refer Section 6.3.1 and Section 6.3.2). From that set,
the schedule with the maximum cost is dispensed first, then the schedule with second
maximum cost and so on. The representation of such ordering is given below.

∆′′′ = Sort(min
k
{V ar(∆k)})

where Sort() function rearranges the set of schedules with minimum variance in non-
increasing order of their cost. Through such ordering of dispensing of schedules, the
agent will have maximum time to verify the jobs of heavier schedules after submis-
sion. In this method of dispensing of schedules, the submission and verification process
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(a) Comparison Using Synthetic Dataset (b) Comparison Using Bus Driver Scheduling
Dataset

(c) Comparison Using KDD Cup 2015 Dataset

Fig. 5 Comparison With and Without Ordering Schedules

are carried out simultaneously and the verification of all jobs could be performed effi-
ciently. In Fig. 5a, the simulation in left hand side shows the dispensing of schedules
with nonincreasing order of costs and right hand side shows without ordering. In the
right hand side of Fig. 5a, we can see that if schedule 2 is dispensed before schedule 3,
the verification time for schedule 3 would be less than schedule 2 even if schedule 3 is
heavier than schedule 2. In the same figure, the left hand side shows that the schedule
with largest cost, i.e., schedule 3 is dispensed first, then schedule 4 and so on which
provides the maximum time for each schedule for verification after submission of jobs
in those schedules.

In this simulation the minor difference among the cost of each schedule is ampli-
fied so that the dispense of schedules with and without ordering could clearly be
understood.

7 Comparison with Existing Research

Our proposed scheduling mechanism that subvert the procrastinating nature of the
agents is compared with the existing work in [43]. Through this comparison, we will
discuss that our algorithm (PPSJBP) will generate a set of schedules which is much
more balanced than the algorithm (OffPSP) mentioned in [43].

According to the algorithm OffPSP, a threshold regarding the cost of each schedule
is fixed and all the jobs are allocated according to threshold to every schedule. In our
algorithm PPSJBP, we have made a balanced allocation of all jobs into each schedule
without taking any threshold (this gives a general flavour to our proposed algorithm
as threshold based allocation is somewhat imposing extra restriction on the allocation
of jobs to the schedule). In OffPSP the threshold based technique leads to a set of
schedules where every schedule in that set is unbalanced (in terms of its costs).

Every schedule in OffPSP has a time period t ∈ T (T is the set of time periods).
Each job j ∈ J (J is the set of jobs) that is assigned to a particular schedule has a start
time and a deadline such that the job can be completed within the time period of that
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Fig. 6 Comparison Between PPSJBP and OffPSP over Average Cost of each Schedule

schedule. That means, the time period of a schedule is larger than the time period of a
job assigned to that schedule. The job set and the time frame (of a schedule) in which a
job can be completed, is mapped to a bipartite graph, from which each job is allocated
to a schedule after satisfying a condition of maximum ratio of marginal utility to the
cost. In this algorithm a threshold is maintained (already mentioned) which is violated
once by the last allocated job of the current schedule and then for that schedule, the
utility of the last job is checked with that of the other jobs in that schedule. Job with
the higher utility is kept and the rest are discarded from the schedule.

We have implemented the OffPSP algorithm in our setting where we have consid-
ered that all jobs have uniform utility (this is taken as uniform to have the equivalence
of the setting of OffPSP and our proposed algorithm PPSJBP). According to the Off-
PSP algorithm, a job is allocated to a schedule if the the ratio of marginal utility to the
cost of that job is maximum compared to all other jobs left in that schedule. As we have
considered the uniform utility for all jobs, the ratio is calculated as utility

cost
. Jobs are allo-

cated into a particular schedule until the threshold (cost) of that schedule is violated
once (the threshold is defined in Section 7.1). Let us understand the procedure with an
example. Consider, the job set is J = (j1, 12), (j2, 50), (j3, 4), (j4, 45), (j5, 16), (j6, 9),
number of schedules are 2, and the threshold for each schedule is 55. The ratio of
marginal utility and cost for each job is calculated as 1

ji
, where ji ∈ J , as the marginal

utility of the schedule after newly added job to that schedule and before adding it,
is 1 (definition of marginal utility is given in [43]). Now, after calculating the ratio,
we found that the 3rd job with cost 4 has the maximum ratio marginal utility to the
cost. So it is allocated to schedule 1 as the total cost of schedule 1 is less than the
threshold. The allocated job j3 is them removed from the job pool. The total cost of
that schedule becomes 4. In this way, the jobs j3, j6, j1, j5, and j4 are assigned to
schedule 1. The total cost for schedule 1 becomes 86. Now the total cost is more than
the threshold. As the condition is violated once the allocation process into schedule 1
is stopped. Now the only job left is j2 which has the cost 45. This job is allocated to
schedule 2 as it is empty. So, finally in schedule 1 and schedule 2, the total job cost
is 86 and 45, and number of jobs are 5 and 1 respectively. From this example we can
see that both the schedules produced, are not balanced in terms of the total cost and
the number of jobs.

In OffPSP algorithm, it was also mentioned that after allocation of jobs into a
schedule, if the utility of the last job allocated into a schedule is greater than the

24



1 2 3 4
Schedules---->

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

N
o.
 o
f J
ob

s-
--
->

51
48

53
48

101

42

32

25

PPSJBP Versus OffPSP 
 with Synthetic Dataset

PPSJBP
OffPSP

(a) Synthetic

1 2 3 4
Schedules---->

50

100

150

200

250

N
o.
 o
f J
ob
s-
--
->

103
88

77
91

264

38 30 27

PPSJBP Versus OffPSP 
 with Bus Driver Scheduling Dataset

PPSJBP
OffPSP

(b) Bus Driver

1 2 3 4
Schedules---->

0

250

500

750

1000

1250

1500

N
o.
 o
f J
ob

s-
--
->

741 738 764 756

1641

1294

62
2

PPSJBP Versus OffPSP 
 with KDD Cup 2015 Dataset

PPSJBP
OffPSP

(c) KDD Cup

Fig. 7 Comparison Between PPSJBP and OffPSP over Number of Jobs in Each Schedule

utility of the other jobs, the last job is kept and the other jobs are discarded. Wang.
et. al. has not processed this discarded jobs further (as per the algorithm is presented
in [43]). This creates a certain amount of disparity in the job allocation process. It
is observed that the OffPSP may not perform efficiently in terms of balancing of the
scheduled jobs as they are scheduling the jobs in a sorted order by using the concept
of marginal utility and also, considering whether the utility of the of the last job
allocated into a schedule is greater than the utility of the other jobs.

7.1 OffPSP Vs. PPSJBP

This comparative study will be done on the basis of various parameters which are:
i) Average cost of each schedule, ii) Total number of jobs allocated in each schedule.
The set up for simulation of OffPSP algorithm in the perspective of our work is given
as: (1) Number of schedules: |∆| = 4, (2) Deadline for each schedule=1 week, (3)

Threshold for each schedule: δTh
i =

∑|∆|
i=1

∑|δi|

j=1 χij

|∆| , and (4) Utility of γi, ∀i = 1.

7.1.1 OffPSP Vs. PPSJBP - On Average Cost per Schedule

With the above settings, the OffPSP and PPSJBP algorithm is simulated with the
synthetic dataset with 200 jobs, Bus Driver Scheduling dataset with 359 jobs and
KDD Cup 2015 dataset with more than 3000 jobs. The schedules produced by the
OffPSP is unbalanced in terms of average cost of jobs than PPSJBP. A comparison
graph is shown from Fig. 6a to Fig. 6c using the Synthetic dataset, KDD Cup 2015
dataset, and Bus Driver Scheduling dataset respectively. It is pretty evident from the
figure that PPSJBP is behaving in most balanced way, whereas OffPSP is varying
(increasing) over average cost of each schedule.

7.1.2 OffPSP Vs. PPSJBP - On Number of Jobs per Schedule

In this comparison, we will see that the number of jobs that are allocated into different
schedules largely vary in OffPSP algorithm and are mostly balanced in PPSJBP algo-
rithm. This is due to the fact that in OffPSP, all jobs are allocated into each schedule
as per the decreasing order of the ratio of marginal utility and cost. In simple terms,
all jobs are allocated into each schedule in sorted order. In our algorithm, all jobs
are randomly allocated with large number of repetition. Accordingly, the schedules
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with minimum variance has produced the most balanced allocation. We have shown
this comparison using Synthetic, Bus Driver Scheduling and KDD Cup 2015 datasets,
from Fig. 7a to Fig. 7c respectively. As the number of jobs in each schedule is almost
equal, the average cost of each schedule is almost uniform in our algorithm. It is due
to the fact that higher cost jobs are distributed among all the schedules. According to
OffPSP, the number of jobs in each schedule largely vary. As a result the higher cost
jobs are accumulated into one schedule which enhances the chance of procrastination.

In Lemma 2, we have shown that the average number of jobs to be assigned in

each schedule is |Γ|
|∆| . In this section, in the above simulation we have found that all

the schedules are allocated with almost equal number of jobs. This simulation, thus
properly justifies Lemma 2.

8 Conclusion and Future Works

In this paper we have proposed a novel procrastination preventive algorithm named
PPSJBP which distributes jobs into different schedules (in most balanced manner) as
per their costs to avoid procrastination in spatial crowdsourcing application. Every
schedule is given equal time frame by subdividing the total time frame so that the
on-time and efficient completion of jobs are guaranteed. Another aspect of PPSJBP is
that, the schedules which are finally given to the agents are presented in non increas-
ing order of their cost. The benefit of this is two fold: (1) the agents will have less
burden as they will be going down the line to execute jobs in several schedules and
(2) the task provider will have ample time to work on the little bit heavy schedule as
it is submitted earlier. So the PPSJBP is relying on 3 facts: division of the time hori-
zon into several schedules (choice reduction), aligning the jobs into the schedules by
a randomized repetitive procedure (balancing), re-arrangement of the set of schedules
(with minimum variance) in non increasing order of the cost of each schedule (bene-
fiting task provider). We have compared our scheme with the existing algorithm with
synthetic as well as real datasets through extensive simulation and it is observed that
in terms of balancing effect, our proposed algorithm outperforms the existing one.
Also we have shown analytically that our proposed algorithm maintains the balanced
distribution.

As it is a new paradigm for spatial crowdsourcing, there are multiple future direc-
tions to address the prevention of procrastination. In a SC zone, the distance between
two distinct locations might be very less. In such situation, these two locations coulde
be merged to address as a single location. Platform-centric data about the agents may
be used to avoid procrastination in a better way. Another direction could be to give
incentives to the agents on the way of performing the task to avoid procrastination.
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