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Abstract

Pricing is an important issue in mobile edge computing. How to appropriately determine the bid of end user (EU) is an
incentive factor for edge cloud (EC) to offer service. In this letter, we propose an equilibrium pricing scheme based on the all-pay
auction model in end-to-end collaboration environment, wherein all EUs can acquire the service at a lower price than the own
value of the required resource. In addition, we propose a set allocation algorithm to divide all the bidders into different sets
according to the price, and the EUs in each set get the service, which averts the case of getting no service due to the low price.
Extensive simulation results demonstrate that the proposed scheme can effectively maximize the total profit of the edge offloading
system, and guarantee all EUs can access the service.

Index Terms

All-pay auction, edge offloading, profit maximization.

I. INTRODUCTION

W ITH the propagation of Internet of Things technologies, a large amount of tasks are generated by computation-intensive
applications (e.g., virtual reality, video games, and gesture recognition) [1], [2], which consumes substantial computing

resources and these applications even exceeds the computing capacity of edge devices. In order to solve this problem,
edge computing is proposed, wherein computation-intensive tasks can be offloaded to the edge servers (a.k.a. end-to-edge
collaboration) as well as to the vicinal resource-rich devices (a.k.a. end-to-end collaboration). For end-to-end collaboration,
due to the consumption of computing and communication resources, edge device is not willing to actively execute tasks from
other edge devices if no compensation is provided.

Resource pricing is proposed as a promising way to tackle the issue that edge device is unwilling to execute tasks from other
end users (EUs). Therefore, several recent researches have investigated pricing strategies through game theory to incentivize
edge devices to provide services. Wang et al. [3] proposed a profit maximization multi-round auction (PMMRA) scheme, which
matches buyers and sellers firstly, and then obtains bids through Vickrey auctions. Liu et al. [4] utilized Stackelberg game
theory to model the interaction between edge clouds (ECs) and EUs, and EC sets the price according to limited computing
power to maximize its revenue. In addition to obtaining the price through game theory, traditional auction models are also
utilized to decide the price. For instance, Balzer et al. [5] investigated the dynamic bidding mechanism of the Dutch auction,
and demonstrated that the Dutch auction is the most profitable one among pricing strategies.

However, most of the existing studies focus on balancing the interests of buyer and seller, ignoring that the server is unwilling
to offer service without a satisfactory revenue. Furthermore, the winner gets the service at a lower cost and the EUs who fail to
bid are not punished, which results in a large number of EUs bids causing server overload while executing the matching process
between EUs and servers. Conventional auction schemes also have some problems. For example, for First-Price Sealed-Bid
Auction, bidders are reluctant to submit high bids for fear that they may be asked to pay more than their actual valuation,
which results in lower profits for ECs and even reluctance to provide services.

Taking into account the drawbacks of existing schemes, this letter proposes an equilibrium pricing scheme based on all-pay
auction model. Different from the conventional auction mechanisms that only the highest bidder gets the bidding item and
pays the bids [6], it is mandatory to pay the quoted price for all bidders. In order to guarantee the enthusiasm of EC, the
reservation value is set as the benchmark of the auction value which is bigger than the value of the EC resource itself. At the
meantime, the equilibrium bid is set to maximize the stimulation of EUs to actively offload tasks, which is much smaller than
the value of the EC resource itself and attracts risk lovers to participate in the auction. It is beneficial to avoid the possibility
that they cannot pay for the value of the EC itself to obtain the service for risk lovers. Simulation results demonstrate that the
scheme can effectively enhance the profit of the edge offloading system.
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II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we first illustrate the system model of the proposed scheme. Subsequently, the derivation calculations of
equilibrium bid of the EU as well as the reservation value of the ECs are presented. At last, the minimum bid of EUs was
determined to maximize the system profit.

A. System Model

Fig. 1 depicts the system model of the proposed scheme, wherein the symmetric independent private value (SIPV) model
is adopted [7]. And the system consists of three layers: EC layer, aggregation layer, and EU layer. Firstly, devices (e.g.,
smartphones, lab servers, PCs) that have computing power and are temporarily idle are assumed as EC. Secondly, the aggregation
layer (e.g., base station, access point) is the communication bridge between EUs and ECs. Thirdly, the EU (i.e., task owner)
layer consists of different devices,1 such as sensors, smartphones, or PCs with diverse computational requirements.

In this letter, idle resources of mobile devices are denoted as the available resource of edge clouds. Due to the limited energy
and computing resources of task executors, we assume that a task executor can only process one task in a time unit. Denote
that each EU state C (v, b, r, m), v is the valuation based on its required resources, b is the equilibrium bid obtained by its
own valuation distribution function of the required resources, r is the EU reservation value obtained by v. In the following,
we take the average reservation value of all EUs as the reservation value of the EC. m is a boolean function, where m = 0
represents that EU is not served, otherwise, it is served.

At the beginning of bidding, all EUs give the estimated v, and the aggregation layer device sorts all estimations after receiving
them. Here, we introduce the notion of sets. That is, we assign all EUs to different sets Si (i = 1, 2,..., k) according to the
valuation size, the difference between the maximum value bmax and the minimum value bmin of the valuation in each set
cannot be greater than ϵ. To this end, the following equations are obtained:

bSi
max − bSi

min < ϵ. (1)

ϵ =
b− a

k
. (2)

where a and b are the minimum and maximum values among all valuations, and k is the number of task executors, which is
equal to the number of sets. Here, a null set is allowed.

Subsequently, the aggregation layer device informs the EU with the n bidders in its set. Then, the EU calculates the
equilibrium bid b and the reservation value v according to the n bidders and the weight number λ.2 After that, it submits the
results to the aggregation layer device. The aggregation layer device calculates the average value as the reservation value of
EC upon receiving the results. When the sum of the bids of all bidders in the set is greater than the reserved value, the task
executor selects the service with the highest bid, and m is set to 1 accordingly. Otherwise, the task executor does not provide
service. That is, the following equation is satisfied:

ni∑
j=0

bj ≥
∑ni

j=0 vj

ni
. (3)

Here, Eq.(3) represents that the sum of all EU bids must be greater than or equal to the reserved value, where ni is the
number of EUs in set Si.

The aggregation layer device ranks each task executor according to its computing resource size. While processing the
matching between ECs and task owners, the task winner with the largest retention value is assigned to the task executor with
the largest computational resources, the rest EU-ECs matching can also be deduced in the same manner.

B. Equilibrium bidding of EUs

We define the private valuation of bidder i is vi, and vi ∈ [vimin, vimax], where vimin and vimax are the lower and upper
bounds of the valuation. It intends to maximize its expected payoff, which is named as the equilibrium bid function. In general,
it is assumed to be a strictly increasing function [8], which implies that the higher the private valuation of the bidder, the higher
its equilibrium offers. Denote the distribution and density functions of the private valuation v as F (t), f(t), respectively. In
the all-pay auction, we assume that for bidder i, whose bid price to win the auction is given as follows:

P (t) = P (v1 < t, v2 < t, · · · , vn−1 < t, vn < t)

= Fn−1(t).
(4)

1Unless stated otherwise, we use the term EC and task executor, EU and task owner, interchangeably.
2Since the number of bidders n will serve as a reference value for the bid of the EU, we set a weight value λ to characterize this influence.
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Fig. 1. System model.

Bidder i pays the offer even if he lost the bid, so the expected revenue is shown as follows:

uall = vFn−1(t)− (1− λ)ball (t)−
n− 1

n
λball (t). (5)

where λ is the correlation coefficient with other EUs, and λ ∈ [0, 1]. When t = v, the expected revenue is maximized (i.e.,
the first derivative is zero):

duall

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=v

= 0. (6)

b′all (v) = v
[
Fn−1(v)

]′
. (7)

When the bidder has the lowest private valuation, it is mandatory to withdraw from the auction, that is, the offer price is 0.
Then, combine Eq.(7) with Eq.(3), the following equations are obtained.{

b′all (v) = v
[
Fn−1(v)

]′
ball (v

i
min) = 0

. (8)

To sum up, the bidding equilibrium offer function is obtained as follows:

ball(t) =

∫ v

vi
min

tdFn−1(t)

1− λ
n

,

s.t. v ∈ [vimin, v
i
max].

(9)

C. Optimal reservation value of ECs

In order to guarantee the ECs benefits from the auction and arouses its enthusiasm, the proposed scheme sets a reservation
value to ensure that the ECs will not provide service when the EU bid is too low for market fairness. For all-pay auction, if
the reservation value of the tenderer is r, we denote the bid of bidder i as ball(t), its expected revenue uall is shown as follows:

uall = (1− F (r))(νFn−1(t)− ball(t)). (10)

When t = v, uall is maximized. Therefore, the first-order necessary conditions are illustrated as follows:

duall

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=v

= 0. (11)

(1− F (r))(v
[
Fn−1(v)

]′ − b′all(v)) = 0. (12)

While the private valuation of bidder i is not higher than the reserved value, it is mandatory to exit the auction, then ball(t)
= 0, and in conjunction with Eq.(10), we can obtain the following formulas.(1− F (r))(v

[
Fn−1(v)

]′
− b′all(v)) = 0

ball(r) = 0
. (13)

If the tenderer sets the reservation value as r, the expected income based on n bidders by the all-pay auction is shown as
follows:
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Uall = nE(ball(v))

= n

∫ v

r

bal(v)f(v)dv

=
n

n− λ

∫ v

r

n(n− 1)(1− F (t))tFn−2(t)f(t)dt.

(14)

If the private resource valuation of the tenderer is v0, then, the expected surplus of the tenderer with n bidders by the all-pay
auction are shown as follows:

Rall = Uall + v0F
n(r)

=
n

n− λ

∫ v

r

n(n− 1)(1− F (t))tFn−2(t)f(t)dt

+ v0F
n(r).

(15)

Assume the optimal reservation value is r*, then, the first-order necessary condition is shown as follows:

dRall

dr

∣∣
r=r∗

= 0. (16)

When the number of bidders is n, the optimal reservation value r∗ can be obtained to satisfy the following expression by
calculating Eq.(16) with the SIPV auction model:

v0F (r∗) =
n

n− λ
(n− 1)(1− F (r∗))r∗. (17)

Since each EU in the set calculates a reservation value r∗, and R∗ is defined as the average reservation value of all EUs in
the set, which is expressed as follows:

R∗ =

∑ni

n=1 r
∗
n

ni
. (18)

D. Decision on minimum valuation

In the quest to bid and reserve value, it is found that when valuations are too low, there are low equilibrium bids and high
reservation values. To this end, we propose to set the minimum valuation.3 For the sake of expression simplicity, we denote
F (x) of bidder i as the uniform distribution function over [0, A]:

F (x) =
x

A
. (19)

According to Eq.(9) and Eq.(16), the equilibrium bid function and the optimal reserve value function can be transformed
into the following formulas, respectively.

ball=
n− λ

n

∫ v

0

td(
t

A
)n =

(n− λ)(n− 1)vn0
n2An−1

. (20)

r∗ = A− v0(n− λ)

n(n− 1)
. (21)

However, to ensure the ECs offering service, we set vi ∈ [v0, A], when the valuation is v0, the reservation value is no more
than n times the equilibrium bid. Therefore, we obtain the following equation.

A− v0(n− λ)

n(n− 1)
≤ (n− λ)(n− 1)vn0

nAn−1
. (22)

Note that the critical value of v0 is the minimum valuation that the EU should satisfy.

3When it is below the minimum valuation, which implies that EUs can handle the task by itself, without offloading to ECs, and thus no bidding.
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E. Allocation of sets to EUs

The total number of bidding EUs N is divided into k sets by algorithm 1 (see line 1 to 16 in algorithm 1). It should be noted
that when allocating the set at the beginning, the bidder cannot improve the probability of acquiring service by underestimating
and overbidding. The reason is that if the valuation is too low, it will be assigned to the set with a lower valuation, but the
corresponding EC resources will be too low to complete the task. Thus, the bidder valuation forces the EU to bid honestly.
In each set, if the sum of all EU bids in the set is not larger than the reserved value of the set, all EUs in the set will not be
served (see line 17 to 19 in algorithm 1). That is, the total profit of the system will not be generated, and it is defined as

W =

N ′∑
n=1

bn −
S∑

n=1

R∗
n. (23)

where N ′ is the total number of bidders in the set being served, S is the number of served sets, r is the reserved value in each
set.

Algorithm 1: Set allocation
Input: The estimation v ∈ [v0, A] of each bidder, the price bi, the reservation value ri, the number k of sets S, the

total number of bidding EUs N.
Output: The highest bi in each set.

1 Sort all the prices in ascending order, and put them into array p[n];
2 Put p[0] in the first set s1;
3 for j = 0, j ≤ n, j++ do
4 for i = z+1, i ≤ n, i++ do
5 if p[i] - p[z] ≤ ϵ then
6 Put p[i] in sj ;
7 else
8 if sj .length <3 (regulation) then
9 Delete the set si and its elements;

10 else
11 z = z+1;
12 end
13 end
14 Put bi into the corresponding set;
15 end
16 end
17 Calculate each set reservation value R∗ according to Eq.(18);
18 Calculate bsum =

∑n
i=1bi;

19 If bsum ≥ R∗, the largest bidder is selected to be served. Otherwise, it will not be served;
20 Set mi = 1 for all served EUs.

(a) Effect of different λ on bid. (b) Effect of different n on bid. (c) Effect of different A on bid.

Fig. 2. Effect of different metric parameters on bid.
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III. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

For performance evaluation, we first evaluate different metric parameters on bid. Then, we compare the proposed scheme
with 3 existing schemes in terms of the system profit: 1) Greedy algorithm, where all ECs choose the maximum bid if their
resources can serve the EU. 2) Stackelberg [4], where EU chooses its bid according to the bid of EC. 3) PMMRA [3], where
EU pays the second highest price to the EC as the final payment. In addition, we set the value of uniform distribution function
A of all EUs to be 70, 80, 90 randomly, and the correlation coefficient λ is set to 0, 0.5, 1. The number of ECs k is set to 3,
and the number of resources is quantified as 70, 80, 90 [9]. For each EU, its valuation is between the respective v0 and A.

A. Bids in different situations

Fig. 2 exhibits the equilibrium bids with different parameters of the same valuation function and the equilibrium bids with
the same parameters of different valuation functions.

Fig. 2(a) exhibits the results while n = 3, A = 70. We can see that with the same valuation, the bids are getting higher as
λ increases. This bidding trend can be directly reflected in Eq.(9). Fig. 2(b) exhibits the results while λ = 0.5, A = 70. It is
observed that when the valuation is low, the bids are lower as the number of EUs increases. When valuations are high, they
instead lead to higher bids as EUs increase. For EUs, when the valuation is low and the number of EUs is small, the winning
rate is high when they bid high. On the contrary, when the valuation is high and the number of people is large, the probability
of winning is low. To this end, EUs increase their bids to increase the winning rate. Fig. 2(c) exhibits the results while n = 3,
λ = 0.5. We can see that EUs with smaller A bid more for the same valuation they take. The reason is that as the valuation
goes higher, the EU with smaller A gets closer to its bid ceiling, beyond which it will lose competitiveness. So it increases its
bid to get the service.

B. The comparison of total profit with existing schemes

Next, we compare the proposed scheme on total system profit and the bid of winner with the following schemes: PMMRA
[3], Stackelberg [4], and Greedy algorithm. Note that we have sorted the EUs by valuation size, so the greedy algorithm always
achieves the global optimum. Denote N = 12, and λ = 0.5. Fig. 3 shows the comparison of total profit with existing schemes. It
is observed that the proposed scheme outperforms the other three existing schemes. However, the effect is slightly worse at the
second point. This is because in the second experiment, the number of users in each set is the same, the user competitiveness
is reduced and the bid is overall lower (refer to Lemma 1). So the total social profit of this experiment is relatively low, but
the gap is not large.

Lemma 1: The lowest total social profit is generated when all EUs are equally divided into each set.
Proof 1: Please see the Appendix.

Fig. 3. Comparison of total profit with existing schemes.

C. The comparison of EU bids with existing schemes

Fig. 4 shows the winner bids of different schemes. We can see that the winner bid of the proposed scheme is significantly
smaller than that of the other schemes. When the total social profit is large, the proposed scheme effectively stimulates EUs
to participate in the auction, so that the winner can obtain greater benefits with a smaller bid.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this letter, we propose a pricing scheme based on all-pay auction to stimulate EUs to offload tasks as well as maximize
the total system profit. Simulation results demonstrate the proposed scheme can make the EU with low bid get service at less
than the value of the resource itself, and verify the effectiveness of the proposed scheme in terms of bid and total system profit.
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Fig. 4. Bids for different schemes.4

APPENDIX

Denote that there are 3 sets, 3n EUs, and the following two allocation schemes. Scheme 1: the number of EUs in each set
is n. Scheme 2: set the number of EUs in each set to be (n - 1), n, (n + 1), respectively. Denote the total revenue (i.e., the
sum of the bids of all EUs) of the two schemes as P1 and P2, respectively. In the following proof, we consider A with the
same value, and the proof principle is similar when A is different. When all EUs valuations are the same, according to Eq.(9),
we set

∫ v

vi
min

tdFn−1(t) = C, then the following equation is obtained:

P2 − P1 =
(n− 1)C

1− λ
n−1

+
nC

1− λ
n

+
(n+ 1)C

1− λ
n+1

− 3nC

1− λ
n

=
2Cλ2

(n− 1− λ)(n+ 1− λ)(n− λ)
≥ 0.

(24)

If the EUs valuations are different, according to Eq.(22), when A increases, v0 will also increase. For EU1, EU2 and EU3,
if A1 < A2 < A3, the corresponding v10 < v20 < v30 (or even A1 < v20 , A2 < v30). According to Algorithm 1, EU1 valuations
are rarely assigned in a set with EU2 valuations, and EU2 valuations are rarely assigned in a set with EU3 valuations. That
means the set with low valuation and the set with high valuation has a lower number of EUs. According to Fig. 2(b), C1 > C2,
C3 > C2. At last, referring to Eq.(24), we can obtain that P1 < P2.
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