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Abstract

Motivated by recent work in computational social choice, we extend the metric distortion
framework to clustering problems. Given a set of n agents located in an underlying metric
space, our goal is to partition them into k clusters, optimizing some social cost objective. The
metric space is defined by a distance function d between the agent locations. Information about
d is available only implicitly via n rankings, through which each agent ranks all other agents
in terms of their distance from her. Still, even though no cardinal information (i.e., the exact
distance values) is available, we would like to evaluate clustering algorithms in terms of social cost
objectives that are defined using d. This is done using the notion of distortion, which measures
how far from optimality a clustering can be, taking into account all underlying metrics that are
consistent with the ordinal information available.

Unfortunately, the most important clustering objectives (e.g., those used in the well-known
k-median and k-center problems) do not admit algorithms with finite distortion. To sidestep
this disappointing fact, we follow two alternative approaches: We first explore whether resource
augmentation can be beneficial. We consider algorithms that use more than k clusters but
compare their social cost to that of the optimal k-clusterings. We show that using exponentially
(in terms of k) many clusters, we can get low (constant or logarithmic) distortion for the k-center
and k-median objectives. Interestingly, such an exponential blowup is shown to be necessary.
More importantly, we explore whether limited cardinal information can be used to obtain better
results. Somewhat surprisingly, for k-median and k-center, we show that a number of queries
that is polynomial in k and only logarithmic in n (i.e., only sublinear in the number of agents
for the most relevant scenarios in practice) is enough to get constant distortion.

1 Introduction

The typical computational social choice problem consists of optimizing a function over alternatives,
each with a different associated cost or value. A classic example is given by representative election.
Each voter has a different representation score for every candidate, which we assume to correspond to
the distance in some underlying metric. Ideally, the representation minimizes the sum of distances of
each voter to their closest representative. In the full information setting, this corresponds to solving
the classic k-median problem. But this example already illustrates the difficulty of implementing
any voting mechanism: Even if the representation scores are assumed to be distances, they might
be unknown even to the participating voters. However, we may readily know if a voter prefers
alternative a over alternative b.
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Such examples have given rise to ordinal algorithms. An ordinal algorithm mainly allows for
comparisons between distances in the underlying metric. That is, given three points a, b, c, we are
freely given information whether d(a, b) ≤ d(a, c), but we are not given the exact numerical values
of d(a, b) and d(a, c). The objective is to solve a given problem relying primarily on the ordinal
information, while using as few (ideally zero) distance queries as possible. The goodness of such an
algorithm is measured in terms of the quality of the computed solution C compared to the quality of
the optimal solution OPT that is given full information, commonly known as the metric distortion.

Finding the median is arguably the most important problem in this field. Given a set of points X
and a distance function d, the median m is defined to be the point minimizing the sum of distances.
Following a long line of work [11, 12, 35, 40, 47, 53], there now exists a deterministic algorithm with
optimal metric distortion 3 [39], which is also optimal [9, 10]. Using randomization, Charikar et al.
[24] recently achieved an important breakthrough, achieving a metric distortion of 2.753. The best
known lower bound is at least 2.1126 [23].

Extensions to more general clustering objectives such as (k, z)-clustering and facility location
are comparatively much harder, see Anshelevich and Zhu [7], Caragiannis et al. [21]. In facility
location, we ask for a set of centers C such that

∑

x∈X

min
c∈C

d(x, c) + f · |C|

is minimized, where f is the cost of opening a center. For (k, z)-clustering, we instead consider the
objective

z

√∑

x∈X

min
c∈C

d(x, c)z ,

i.e., the algorithm does not incur a cost for opening the centers, but instead has a budget of at
most k centers that can be placed. Special cases include k-median where z = 1 and k-center which
corresponds to z →∞.1

Unfortunately, there are strong impossibility results for purely ordinal algorithms. Even for
2-median, it is not possible to obtain an algorithm with bounded metric distortion [7]. Therefore,
research has begun to design algorithms that are given more power than purely ordinal information.
Indeed, there has been some recent success in providing guarantees using only a constant number
of queries per point, see Amanatidis et al. [5, 4]. For clustering, recent work by Pulyassary [56] has
show that using at most polylog(n) distance queries per point, or n · polylog(n) queries overall, it
is possible to achieve a constant factor approximation. The same work also showed that k queries
per point, or O(nk) queries overall are sufficient to achieve a constant factor approximation for
k-median. Thus, we ask:

Question 1.1. What is the minimum number of queries necessary for an algorithm to achieve
constant metric distortion for k-median, k-center, and facility location?

While distance queries are a natural way of lending more power to the algorithm designer,
obtaining the distances may be expensive as mentioned above. This leads to the question whether
other models exist that allow the algorithm designer to bound the metric distortion. A very natural
way of doing so for clustering algorithms is by allowing the algorithm to return a (α, β)-bicriteria
approximation. Such algorithms bound the clustering cost by at most α times the cost of an optimal
k clustering, while using β many centers. We ask:

1Sometimes the z

√ operation is omitted, as is the case for k-means corresponds to (k, 2)-clustering. An α-

approximation to z

√

∑

x∈X
minc∈C d(x, c)z implies an O(αz)-approximation to

∑

x∈X
minc∈C d(x, c)z.
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Question 1.2. What is the minimum value of β such that a bicriteria clustering algorithm using
only ordinal information has constant metric distortion?

1.1 Our Results

In this paper we make substantial progress towards answering both questions. In the low-query
setting, we give two deterministic polynomial time algorithms for k-center that, using at most
O(k2) overall distance evaluations, obtain a 2-distortion and, using at most O(k) overall distance
evaluations, obtain a 4-distortion. We also show that the latter result is optimal in terms of the
number of necessary queries, while the former is optimal for any polynomial time algorithm. For
(k, z)-clustering, we obtain a randomized polynomial time algorithm that uses at most poly(k, log n)
overall distance queries and achieves constant metric distortion. Note that all of these bounds are
sublinear in the input size, that is assuming k ≪ n, we make o(1) queries per point.

Finally, for facility location, there exists a simple adaptation of the seminal Meyerson algorithm
[52] that achieves a constant distortion using exactly one query per point or n queries overall,
see also Section 4.1 of Pulyassary [56]. We show that no algorithm can achieve a constant factor
approximation using less than Ω(n) queries, effectively closing the problem.

In the zero-query setting, we first show that there exists a (2, 2k−1)-bicriteria algorithm for
k-center. Moreover, this algorithm is optimal in the sense that any algorithm achieving finite
distortion must use Ω(2k) centers. For (k, z)-clustering, we obtain two algorithms that solve all
(k, z)-clustering objectives. The first succeeds with constant probability and achieves constant
distortion with (O(log n)k−1+o(1)) many centers. The second requires (O(log n)k+o(1)) and achieves
O(1) distortion both in expectation and with high probability. We complement this result by
showing that, for any constant factor distortion to k-median, Ω((2log

∗ n)k−1 + 2k log n) centers are
necessary even with a constant probability of success. For the special case of 2-median, our bounds
are optimal.

1.2 Related Work

Ordinal Preferences and Distortion The first paper to consider optimization problems using
ordinal information was probably Procaccia and Rosenschein [55]. Subsequently, two main directions
have been established. Continuing to work with the model introduced by Procaccia and Rosenschein,
one line focuses mainly on maximizing welfare subject to normalization assumptions, but without
assuming any metric properties, see Amanatidis et al. [3, 5, 4], Caragiannis and Procaccia [20], Filos-
Ratsikas et al. [36]. The other line of work studies problem without the normalization assumptions,
but assuming that the preferences are metric, i.e., they satisfy the triangle inequality. Beyond
clustering papers covered in the introduction, several other distortion problems have been studied
[18, 25, 26, 54]. While rare, it is also possible to achieve some results without making either a
normalization or metric assumptions, see Abramowitz and Anshelevich [1].

Clustering and Facility Location (k, z)-clustering is APX-hard in general metrics [30], though
it is possible to obtain very accurate algorithms when making assumptions on either the metric [38,
31] or the input [6, 15, 28]. For k-center, Gonzalez [41] gave an optimal 2-approximation algorithm.
For k-median, k-means and facility location, following a long line of research [44, 45, 14, 50, 33, 34],
the current state of the art is a 2.613 approximation for k-median [42], a 9 approximation for k-
means [2], and a 1.488 approximation for facility location [49]. For general (k, z)-clustering, there
are few claimed bounds, though most of the proofs for k-median and k-means go through while
losing a exp(z) approximation factor. Explicit results can be found in Cohen-Addad et al. [29, 32].
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2 Preliminaries

Let (X, d) be a metric space where X is a set of n points and d : X ×X → R≥0 is a metric. The
distance between any two points x, y ∈ X can be accessed by a query of the form d(x, y). We assume
that such a query is associated with a cost. An algorithm is given a budget and each query that
the algorithm makes consumes one unit of its budget. While querying the exact distance between
two points is costly, our model assumes that, for every point, ordinal information about its relative
distance to the other points is freely available. More specifically, each point x ∈ X provides a
ranking πx : [n] → X that is consistent with d in the sense that d(x, πx(i)) ≤ d(x, πx(j)) for every
i, j ∈ [n], i < j. That is, points that are closer to x appear higher in x’s ranking. An ordinal
preference profile P is then just the collection of the points’ rankings, i.e., P = {πx}x∈X . We write
P(d) for the set of profiles where each point’s ranking is consistent with the distances d.

It is often convenient to restrict the ranking of a point to a certain subset of X. Let S ⊆ X and
m = |S|. The restriction of πx to S is a function πx,S : [m]→ S such that, for any two y, y′ ∈ S, y
is ranked higher in πx,S than y′ if and only if y is ranked higher in πx than y′.

The ordinal preference profile provides a very rough sketch of the underlying distance metric
d. However, the relative distances expressed by the profile can enable an algorithm to allocate its
budget in a very economic way. Consider the following operation: For a set of points S ⊆ X and a
point x ∈ X, we define the distance of x to S to be d(x, S) = miny∈S d(x, y).

Given the ordinal information, the point z = argminy∈S d(x, y) can readily be identified as x’s
highest ranked point among S. Hence, an algorithm can determine the distance of x to S with a
single query d(x, z). Clearly, the same observation can be made about finding z = argmaxy∈S d(x, y)
and the distance d(x, z).

We intend to study the loss in outcome optimality if we restrict an algorithm A to the ordinal
information and a fixed query budget. We consider a variety of clustering problems where the goal
is to find a solution that minimizes a given cost function φ. We denote by M the set of all metric
spaces. For a metric space (X, d) ∈ M and a profile P ∈ P(d), let A(P, d) be the solution (set of
centers) computed by algorithm A, and let C∗(d) be a solution (set of centers) of minimal cost. We
say that an algorithm A achieves distortion D with constant (respectively high) probability, if

sup
(X,d)∈M
P∈P(d)

φ(A(P, d))
φ(C∗(d))

≤ D

with probability at least 2/3 (respectively probability at least 1− 1/n). The expected distortion of
A is given by the ratio

sup
(X,d)∈M
P∈P(d)

E[φ(A(P, d))]
φ(C∗(d))

.

We now state the definition of the (k, z)-clustering problem in the ordinal setting and introduce
a few standard terms that are commonly used in the context of clustering problems.

Definition 2.1. In the ordinal (k, z)-clustering problem, we are given positive integers k, z and a
set X of n points that form a metric space (X, d) under distances d. Each point x ∈ X reports a
ranking πx that is consistent with the distances d. Let P = {πx}x∈X . For a subset S ⊆ X of the
points, we denote the cost of a given solution C ⊆ X by

φC(S, d) = z

√∑

x∈S

d(x,C)z .
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The goal is to find a set C of k points such that the cost function φC(X, d) is minimized. For
compactness, we drop the dependence on d and denote by φOPT(S) the cost of the optimal solution
on an arbitrary set of points S ⊆ X.

Given a solution C to an ordinal (k, z)-clustering instance, we typically call the elements of
C centers. C naturally induces a partition of X into k clusters {Ac}c∈C where, for each c ∈ C,
Ac = {x ∈ X : πx,C(1) = c}. We refer to the collection of these clusters as a clustering of X.

Finally, we define sampling probabilities for all (k, z)-clustering objectives.

Definition 2.2. Let z be a positive integer, and let C ⊆ X be a set of centers. The sampling
probability of point c ∈ X conditioned on having already selected a set of centers C is

pz(c) := P[c is added to C | C] =
d(c, C)z∑

x∈X d(x,C)z
,

and denote the induced distribution by D++
z .

3 Algorithms for k-Center

We present three algorithms for solving the ordinal k-center ((k,∞)-clustering) problem. Our algo-
rithms are based on a greedy procedure by Gonzalez [41], which is known to yield a 2-approximation
of the k-center problem. This procedure simply chooses an arbitrary center to begin with and then,
in k−1 iterations, chooses the center that is farthest away from the already chosen centers (farthest-
first traversal).

3.1 2-Distortion Algorithms

The farthest-first traversal method lends itself well to be adapted to the ordinal setting. Clearly,
given a set of clusters, the farthest point from these clusters can be determined with one distance
query per cluster. For completeness, we give a pseudocode implementation of the procedure in
Appendix A.1. This immediately gives rise to the following result.

Theorem 3.1. There exists a deterministic 2-distortion algorithm for k-center that makes k2−k
2

distance queries.

For the zero-query regime, we extend the farthest-first traversal method such that, in every
iteration, the farthest point in every cluster is chosen. Since the algorithm and its analysis are
straightforward adaptions of Gonzalez [41], we merely state the result and give the details in Ap-
pendix A.2.

Theorem 3.2. There exists a deterministic algorithm that, using only ordinal preferences, returns
a set of centers C of size |C| = 2k−1, such that maxx∈X d(x,C) ≤ 2φOPT, where φOPT is the cost
of an optimal k-center clustering.

3.2 4-Distortion Algorithm with O(k) Queries

To achieve a constant distortion via a linear (in k) number of queries, the idea is to perform a
1
2 -approximate farthest-first traversal. Such a farthest-first traversal is robust with respect to the
distortion, losing only a factor of 2. Surprisingly, using ordinal information, we can execute a 1

2 -
approximate farthest-first-traversal with an optimal query bound. At a very high level, we keep
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track of (center,farthest point) pairs for all clusters throughout the algorithm. However, we do not
query all the pairs. Instead we keep a track of an independent set of pairs to query which helps
us bound the number of new pairs created, while ensuring that the distance of the unqueried pairs
are at most twice the queried distances. We give the complete analysis here and the pseudocode in
Appendix A.3.

Theorem 3.3. There exists a deterministic 4-distortion algorithm to the optimal k-center clustering
that makes 2k queries.

Throughout the algorithm’s run, let C be the solution set and let Q ⊆ C be the so-called query
set. Both C and Q will change over time, so we denote Ci as the solution and Qi as the query set
after the i-th iteration, for clarity of exposition. Moreover, for y ∈ Ci, let Sy,i be the set of points
such that, for each of these points, y is the closest center among Ci, and let zi = argmax

x∈Sy,i

d(y, x).

Note that we query the distance d(y, zi), if y belongs to the query set Qi.
In iteration i ∈ {0} ∪ [k − 1] of the algorithm, we perform the following steps:

1. Select the cluster Sy,i, for y ∈ Qi such that d(y, zi) is maximized and add zi to Ci, forming
Ci+1.

2. Remove y from Qi and let Ri+1 := Ci+1 \Qi (i.e. Ri+1 always consists at least of y and zi).

3. Add centers from Ri+1 to Qi to obtain Qi+1 as follows: Let u ∈ Ri+1.

• If there exists a center p ∈ Qi such that d(p, q) ≥ d(w, q), where w = argmax
x∈Su,i+1

d(u, x)

and q = argmax
x∈Sp,i+1

d(p, x), do not add u to Qi.

• If no such p exists, add u to Qi.

Once all u’s have been discarded, we have obtained our new set Qi+1. All distances between
centers in Qi+1 and the respective furthest points are queried. Note that we only have to
query novel pairs, i.e. already queried pairs do not require a new query.

We now prove several claims about the algorithm. The first two bound the number of queries.
The final two claims yield the desired bound on the distortion: In particular, we show that we
select, at each iteration, a point that is no closer than half the distance of the furthest point and
that such an approximate farthest-first traversal also yields a constant distortion to the optimal
k-center solution.

Invariant 3.4. If y ∈ Qi and zi = argmax
x∈Sy,i

d(y, x) /∈ Ci+1, then argmax
x∈Sy,i

d(y, x) = argmax
x∈Sy,i+1

d(y, x).

Proof. We prove this by induction, the base case of which is trivial as initially we only have an
arbitrary center and its most distant point in S0 and Q0.

Let {w} = Ci+1 \ Ci and let u be the center of the cluster containing w in Ci. Consider any
y ∈ Qi. If y was added to Qi before u, then we know d(zi, w) > d(y, zi), hence zi = zi+1. If y was
added to Qi after u, then d(zi, w) > d(u,w). But since d(y, zi) ≤ d(u,w), we have d(y, zi) < d(zi, w)
which also implies zi = zi+1.

Lemma 3.5. The total number of queries is at most 2k.

Proof. By Invariant 3.4, the only way a point can be removed from Qi is if it was added to Ci+1.
Therefore, the number of queries made that lead to a deletion are exactly k. The remaining number
of queries are upper bounded by at most k, and the claim follows.
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This shows that the total number of queries made by the algorithm are bounded by O(k).
We now turn to the distortion factor. The following lemma shows that the algorithm executes a
1
2 -farthest first traversal.

Lemma 3.6. Let {z} = Ci+1 \ Ci and let z ∈ Sy,i. Then for any u ∈ Ci and w ∈ Su,i, we have
d(y, z) ≥ 1

2 · d(u,w).
Proof. We selected argmax

y∈Qi

d(y, zi). Hence it suffices to compare d(y, zi) with d(u,w) for u /∈ Qi.

Since u /∈ Qi, we know that there exists some y′ ∈ Qi s.t. d(z′i, w) ≤ d(y′, z′i) ≤ d(y, zi). By the
triangle inequality. d(y′, z′i) ≥ d(y′, w)− d(z′i, w) ≥ d(u,w) − d(z′i, w). Rearranging, we have

d(u,w) ≤ d(y′, z′i) + d(z′i, w) ≤ 2d(y′, z′i) ≤ 2d(y, zi),

which concludes the proof.

Finally, we show that an approximate farthest-first traversal yields a constant distortion to the
optimal k-center solution.

Lemma 3.7. Suppose we iteratively select points such that, in every iteration, d(z, Ci) ≥ α ·
argmax

x∈X
d(x,Ci), for α ∈ (0, 1]. Then, Ck−1 yields a 2

α - distortion to the optimal k-center clus-

tering:

max
x∈X

min
u∈Ck−1

d(x, u) ≤ 2

α
· φOPT,

where φOPT is the cost of an optimal k-center clustering.

Proof. Let C∗ = {A1, . . . Ak} be the optimal clustering. If Ck−1 ∩Aj is non-empty, for all Aj ∈ C∗,
the distortion is 2 due to the triangle inequality. Otherwise, we let i be the first iteration where we
added a second point x2 from some cluster Aj to Ai and let x1 be the first point from Aj added to
C. Then for any u

d(u,Ci) ≤
1

α
· d(x2, Ci) ≤

1

α
· d(x2, x1) ≤

2

α
· φOPT,

which concludes the proof.

Combining Lemmas 3.6, 3.7, and 3.5 then yields the theorem. Achieving a strictly smaller than
4-distortion with a strictly subquadratic number of queries (or proving that it is impossible) is an
interesting open problem.

4 Algorithms for (k, z)-Clustering

In this section, we present our algorithms for solving the (k, z)-clustering problems. The first makes
use of no queries and obtains a bi-criteria distortion guarantee, seeking to trade off distortion with
the number of selected centers.

4.1 Zero-Query Bi-Criteria Algorithm

The algorithm is based on distance sampling. The seminal k-means++ by Arthur and Vassilvitskii
[13] iteratively selects points proportionate to the squared Euclidean distance of the current set of
centers. In this paper, we consider a generalization to (k, z)-clustering, where we sample points
proportionate to their cost. In both cases, the expected cost of the computed solution is with a
factor of O(log k) of that of an optimal k-means clustering2 and this bound is tight even in the

2The distribution has been analyzed repeatedly for the k-means problem. Similar statements for (k, z)-clustering
are folklore, and we provide complete proofs for these problems in the appendix.
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Euclidean plane. Improvements to this basic algorithm are abundant in literature. Indeed, 2k
rounds are already enough to achieve a O(1) bicriteria approximation, see Makarychev et al. [51]
and Wei [58]. Alternatively, one may sample multiple points in each round. This tends to yield a
worse tradeoff between samples and cost, but combined with other algorithms, may yield a constant
approximation [16, 27, 48, 57, 43].

When adapting this procedure to the ordinal setting, the first challenge to overcome is that we
do not know pairwise distances. The key idea behind our algorithm is to use ordinal information to
approximate the sampling probabilities. We do this by over-sampling, i.e., we pick O(log n) points
for each point that the (k, z)++ algorithm picks. The main results of this section are the following
two:

Theorem 4.1. For the (2, z) clustering instance, Algorithm 1 returns O(log n) centers achieving a
O(1) distortion with constant probability.

In Section 5 , we show that this is optimal.

Theorem 4.2. There exists a randomized algorithm achieving a O(1)-distortion for all (k, z) -
clustering objectives simultaneously using O(log n)k+o(1) centers, both on expectation and with high
probability.

Now, we present the algorithm for Theorem 4.1 and provide some intuition as to why it works.
A similar reasoning can be extended to obtain the algorithm for Theorem 4.2. Theorem 4.1 and
Theorem 4.2 are formally proven in Appendix B. The algorithm for Theorem 4.2 involves repeating
Algorithm 1 to amplify success probability, and augmenting Theorem 3.3’s k-center algorithm to
bound the worst case.

For the algorithm, we define some new notation. For any set of points S ∈ X and any point
c /∈ S, we define a partition of Sc into disjoint sets {Sc,0, Sc,1, . . . , Sc,ℓ} where ℓ = ⌊log |S|⌋. We
construct the partition recursively starting from Sc,ℓ . Define Sc,ℓ to be the singleton set containing
just the farthest point in S from c. Next, for each 1 < j < ℓ, define Sc,j to be the farthest 2ℓ−j

points from the set S\{Sc,j+1 ∪ Sc,j+2 · · · ∪ Sc,ℓ}. Lastly, let Sc,1 = S\{Sc,2 ∪ Sc,3 · · · ∪ Sc,ℓ}.

Algorithm 1: (k, z)-clustering without queries

Input: Point set X, ordinal information P = {πp}p∈A and k ∈ N

1 Initialize the set of centers C = ∅
2 Sample a point c uniformly at random from X
3 Let C = {c}
4 for i = 2 to k − 1 do

5 Initialize Ci ← ∅ for each point c in C do

6 Define S = {x ∈ X : πx(c) ≤ πx(c
′) ∀c′ ∈ C} , i.e., S is the set of points that belong

to the cluster with center c, and let ℓ = ⌊log |S|⌋
7 Sample 7 log k points uniformly randomly from each of the sets {Sc,1, Sc,2, . . . , Sc,ℓ}

(defined above) and add them to Ci C ← C ∪ Ci

8 Let C ← C ∪C0 where C0 is the output of Theorem 3.3’s k-center algorithm
9 return C

Analysis: We now highlight a key property of Algorithm 1 that shows us why it gives us a O(1)
distortion for the 2-median instance with constant probability. The following lemma show that,
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Algorithm 1, in a sense, performs better than the (k, z)++ algorithm in each iteration. Formally,
for each point c ∈ X, we show that the probability that Algorithm 1 picks the point in an iteration
is at least the probability that the (k, z)++ algorithm picks the point.

Lemma 4.3. Let C be the set of centers before at the beginning of line 3 of Algorithm 1 in the ith

iteration. For any point c ∈ X after line 8 of Algorithm 1, we have

PAlg 1[c ∈ Ci|C] ≥ pz(c).

The proof of the lemma is deferred to the appendix. Though Lemma 4.3 gives us an idea as
to why Algorithm 1 indeed does well, it is important to note that statement, by itself, does not
imply the bounds in Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2. Specifically, Lemma 4.3 does not imply that we
perform better than the (k, z)++ algorithm. The reason is that Algorithm 1 samples points from
different rings independently as opposed to the (k, z)++ algorithm. The analysis in Makarychev
et al. [51] and Bhattacharya et al. [17] points at the fickle nature of k-means++ algorithm and
how slightly perturbing it leads to a worse performance. To get around this, we use over-sampling
without making the asymptotic bicriteria approximation worse.

4.2 O(1)-Distortion Algorithm with O(k4 log5 n) Queries

We design an algorithm that achieves a constant distortion to the cardinal objective with just a few
cardinal queries. Formally, we show the following result:

Theorem 4.4. There exists a randomized algorithm achieving an expected O(1)-distortion to the
optimal (k, z)-clustering using O(k4 log5 n) queries.

Our exposition mainly focuses on the k-median objective, for which z = 1, however, the proofs
almost seamlessly go through for other (k, z) clustering objectives. Due to space constraints, we
give a full proof and pseudocode for the algorithm in Appendix B and only highlight the key ideas
here. To this end, given a current set of centers C, we define an estimated cost for each of the rings
in question, i.e.,

φ̂C(Si,j) = |Si,j| · min
x∈Si,j−1

d(x, ci).

Note that to compute the above-estimated cost, we just need one query per ring (in each round).
Indeed, we simply need to query the distance between point ci and the topmost point in ci’s
preference list that belongs to Si,j−1. Since there are T rounds, the resulting number of queries is∑

t∈[T ] t · log(|X|) ≤ T 2 log n. Now, we emulate the k-median++ algorithm by sampling a center c
belonging to ring Srj with probability equal to

p̂(c) :=
1

|Srj|
· φ̂C(Srj)∑

i,j φ̂C(Si,j)
.

It is not hard to see that the above is non-negative and summing across all i, j we obtain 1, thereby
making the above a valid distribution, which, from now on, we will call D. Before discussing the
main algorithm in its full details, let us recall that, in the plain k-median++ algorithm, given a
current set of centers C, each new center c is sampled (adaptively) with probability

p(c) :=
d(c, C)∑

x∈X d(x,C)
.

This probability is proportional to how much they contribute to the current overall cost. Recall that
we name the k-median++ induced distribution as D++ (since z = 1 in this case). The following
lemma relates the standard k-median++ distribution D++ and the emulating distribution D.
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Lemma 4.5. Let C be the set of centers already chosen. For any point c ∈ Xsampled according to
distribution D

PD[c ∈ Ci|C] ≥ 1

2
· pz(c).

Algorithm. From this point onwards, our goal will be to show that Algorithm 6 (whose formal
description is deferred to Appendix B) and achieves an O(1) distortion, as long as the number of
rounds T is large enough. The high level idea is not to use a potential function that allows us to
bound the cost of hit and not hit clusters, as is done in most k-means++ analyses. Instead, we show
that the cost decreases by a constant factor for a sufficient number of samples, similar to Rozhon
[57].

Unfortunately, unlike these works, we cannot guarantee an upper bound on the cost when
running a sampling algorithm with the guarantee provided by Claim 4.5. Indeed, there is a non-
zero probability that we hit the same clusters over and over again, which can lead to an arbitrarily
high distortion.

We sidestep these issues with a careful initialization. For this we use the k-center solution
resulting from Section 3. A sufficiently good k-center solution is within a factor O(n) of the cost
of a (k, z)-clustering. Moreover, our k-center algorithms are deterministic, which modifies our
previous low probability event of having unbounded distortion to a low probability event of having
O(n) distortion.

Analysis. The proof proceeds as follows: First, let us consider the current set of centers C (initial-
ized to C0, the k-center clustering output by the algorithm used to prove Theorem 3.3). Then, we
consider the optimal clustering collection C∗ = {A1, . . . , Ak}, and the union of uncovered clusters
U , i.e., clusters not hit by C. We show that the probability that a given optimal cluster remains
uncovered after a fresh center is sampled is inversely exponentially related to its cost (normalized
by the total cost). This is crucial because it helps us in showing that the cost of uncovered points
has to drop by at least a constant factor at each new iteration of the algorithm, which is the second
step of our proof strategy. Lastly, we recall that the initial clustering was a constant distortion to
the optimal k-center one, which means an O(n)-distortion to the optimal k-median clustering. This,
combined with the earlier considerations, leads to a constant distortion provided T ∈ O(k log n).

5 Lower Bounds

In this section, we finally present our lower bounds. The lower bounds for k-center are simple and
optimal. We, therefore, give the full proof in the main body. The lower bounds for k-median are
significantly more complicated, but use a similar construction as the k-center lower bound.

We conclude this section by presenting a lower bound for the facility location problem. The
proofs of the latter two results are deferred to Appendix C and D, respectively.

Theorem 5.1. For any fixed α, every bicriteria algorithm A for k-center that has distortion at
most α with at least constant probability must return a solution of size at least Ω(2k). Moreover,
any algorithm that has distortion at most α with at least constant probability must make at least
Ω(k) queries.

We remark that the distortion bound α has no influence on the number of queries or the number
of centers. That is, our lower bounds hold for arbitrary values of α. This property together with
the observation that the cost of all (k, z)-clustering objectives are within a poly(n) factor implies
that the same bounds indeed hold for any (k, z)-clustering.
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Proof. The hard instance is the same for the low query and zero query setting. We start with an
analysis for the latter.

The hard instance: Our hard instance consists of 2k−1 points. We begin by describing the
ordinal information and the underlying metric. Consider a complete binary tree T of depth k − 1.
For any two nodes p, q, we say that a is the common ancestor of p and q if a is the minimum depth
node in the shortest path between p and q in T .

The interpretation of this tree is that the leaves are the points and for any interior node a, the
value d(a) stored in a denotes the distances between all points p, q that have a as the common
ancestor. Thus, we now require the following invariant to ensure that the tree encodes a metric.

Invariant 5.2. If the subtree rooted at a contains the interior node b, then d(a) ≥ d(b).

We now specify the ordinal preferences, which we fix before determining the values d(a) of the
interior nodes. Let p, q, o be three leaves and let a(p, q), a(p, o), and a(q, o) be common ancestors
of these pairs of nodes, respectively.

• If the depth of a(p, q) is larger than the depth of a(p, o) and a(q, o) then the preference list of
p determines q to be closer to p than to o.

• If the depth of a(p, q) and a(p, o) is equal then the relative ordering of q and o in the preference
list of p is arbitrary (w.l.o.g., it may be chosen lexicographically).

We now describe a hard input distribution that satisfies the invariant and is consistent with the
ordinal preferences. Select a random path Q between the root of T and an arbitrary node r at
depth k − 1. All nodes a along that path receive the value d(a) = D. All remaining nodes receive
the value d(a) = 1.

Analysis: Note that, for any two trees sampled from the distribution, the values assigned to the
interior nodes satisfy Invariant 5.2 and thereby induce a metric on the set of leaf nodes. Since the
ordinal preferences are independent from these values, the two trees cannot be distinguished using
the ordinal information.

We now determine an optimal k-center solution C. For every interior node a in Q, the children
of a form subtrees T (a, small ) and T (a, large). The root b of T (a, small ) satisfies d(b) = 1 and the
root c of T (a, large) satisfies d(c) = D. For the largest depth interior node a in Q, we introduce
the convention that T (a, large) contains the leaf r (i.e., the end point of Q). C now places exactly
one center on an arbitrary leaf of T (a, small ) and one center on r. The cost of C is therefore 1.
Now consider any other solution C ′. If C ′ does not place a center on r, then the cost of C ′ is D.
Otherwise, there must exist some a ∈ Q for which T (a, small ) does not receive a center. Hence,
the points in T (a, small ) must be served by some center contained in T (a, large) or by a point not
contained in the subtree rooted at a. In both cases, the cost of these points is D.

To conclude, it now suffices to analyze the performance of the best deterministic algorithm
placing K centers against this hard input distribution. Since the algorithm does not make any
queries and cannot determine Q based on the ordinal information, its choice of centers is fixed.
There are 2k−1 many different nodes at depth k − 1. Hence, the probability that K includes the
leaf node r is K/2k−1. Conversely, if K /∈ Ω(2k) then the probability that K does not include r is
at least constant, which leads to a distortion of D.

Finally, we remark on some generalizations of this lower bound. For the low query regime, an
algorithm needs to find the entire path Q or, equivalently, identify the leaf r. If it decides to not
do so then with probability at least 1

2 it will have unbounded distortion of D. Again, consider the
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performance of the best deterministic algorithm against the input distribution. Given that T is a
binary tree, at least one query queries is required to reduce the search space for Q (equivalently, for
r) by a factor of 1

2 in expectation. Hence, if the algorithm does not make Ω(k) queries, its distortion
is unbounded.

Next, we give a different lower bound for any bicriteria algorithm for k-median. Specifically,
we show that any bicriteria algorithm for k-median requires Ω(2k log n) centers. For 2-median, this
becomes Ω(log n), which stands in contrast with 2-center, where we can obtain a true 2-distortion
using only ordinal information (see Theorem 3.2). We also show that there exists a slow growing
function g(n) increasing in n for every fixed k such that any bicriteria algorithm requires g(n)k

many queries. Moreover, g(n) may be lower bounded by 2log
∗ n, though somewhat higher bounds

are likely possible using our construction. We conjecture that the true lower bound is (log n)k.

Theorem 5.3. For any fixed α, every bicriteria algorithm A for k-median that has distortion

less than α with at least constant probability must return a solution of size at least Ω
(
logn
logα · 2k

)
.

Moreover, any algorithm achieving a constant factor approximation for k-median must make at least
Ω(k + log log n) queries.

Theorem 5.4. For any fixed α and every fixed k, every bicriteria algorithm A for k-median that
has distortion less than α with at least constant probability must return a solution of size at least

Ω
((

2log
∗ n
)k−1

)
. The number of queries to achieve a constant distortion is at least Ω(k · 2log∗ n).

Finally, we return to the facility location problem. We are interested in lower-bounding the
number of queries necessary to achieve any given distortion. Using no queries, it is not possible to
obtain bounds on the distortion [8] beyond the trivial O(n) bound. Our lower bound essentially
shows that Ω(n) queries are necessary to achieve constant distortion, making the adaptation of
Meyerson’s algorithm optimal.

Theorem 5.5. For any fixed α, every algorithm A for facility location that has distortion less than
α with at least constant probability must make Ω

(
n
α

)
distance queries.

6 Conclusion and Open Problems

We gave optimal algorithm for computing bicriteria approximations for k center both in terms of
the number of distance queries as well as number of additional centers in the purely ordinal setting.
Additionally, we gave optimal lower bounds for facility location and substantially improved low
query and purely ordinal bicriteria algorithms for k-median.

Aside from closing the small remaining gaps left in our analysis, several interesting open problems
present themselves. First, our bicriteria algorithm simultaenously achieves small distortion for all
(k, z)-clustering. Another popular way to interpolate between k-median and k-center is ordered
clustering Byrka et al. [19], Chakrabarty and Swamy [22]. Is it possible to achieve low distortion
algorithms for this problem as well?

Furthermore, there exist many other clustering objectives, such as graph clustering. Which
distortion/query tradeoffs are possible for sparsest cut and metric max cut?
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A Omitted Content from Section 3

A.1 2-Distortion Algorithm with O(k2) Queries

Algorithm 2 is a straightforward adaption of the farthest-first traversal method by Gonzalez [41] to
the ordinal setting. Over k−1 iterations, the algorithm performs

∑k−1
i=1 i = k2−k

2 distance queries in
total. Furthermore, the approximation guarantee that Gonzalez [41] showed for their procedure in
the full information setting implies that Algorithm 2 achieves a 2-distortion for the ordinal k-center
problem.

Algorithm 2: Ordinal k-center with k2 queries
Input: X, d, P, k

1 x← arbitrary point from X
2 C ← {x}
3 for 1 . . . (k − 1) do

4 Set δmax = 0
5 for c ∈ C do

//define cluster with center c
6 Define Ac = {x ∈ X : πx,C(1) = c}

//query distance from c to farthest point among Ac

7 Let z = argmaxx∈Ac d(c, x)
8 Query δ = d(c, z)
9 if δ ≥ δmax then

10 δmax = δ
11 r ← z

12 C ← C ∪ {r}
13 return C

A.2 2-Distortion Algorithm with 2k−1 Many Centers

Theorem A.1. Let X be a set of points in some metric space. There exists a deterministic algo-
rithm that, using only ordinal preferences, returns a set of centers C of size |C| = 2k−1, such that
maxx∈X d(x,C) ≤ 2φOPT, where φOPT is the cost of an optimal k-center clustering.

Proof. Let C be the solution returned by Algorithm 3. We first argue that C has the right size.
Note, that after initially having size 1, in each iteration i of the outer loop, the algorithm adds 2i−1

points to C, thus

|C| = 1 +

k−2∑

i=0

2i = 1 + 2k−1 − 1 = 2k−1.
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Algorithm 3: Ordinal k-center without queries
Input: X, d, P, k

1 x← arbitrary point from X
2 C ← {x}
3 for 1 . . . (k − 1) do

4 T ← ∅ //new set of centers

5 for c ∈ C do

//define cluster with center c
6 Define Ac = {x ∈ X : πx,C(1) = c}

//add farthest point from c among Ac to solution

7 Let z = argmaxx∈Ac d(c, x)
8 T ← T ∪ {z}
9 C ← C ∪ T

10 return C

Let C∗ be the optimal solution to the given ordinal k-center instance. C∗ induces the clustering
A∗ = {Aℓ}ℓ∈C∗ . To prove that Algorithm 3 has distortion at most 2, we consider two cases.

In the first case, we assume that for each cluster Aℓ ∈ A∗ there is a point cℓ ∈ C such that also
cℓ ∈ Aℓ. We say that the algorithm hit the cluster Aℓ with center cℓ. For any center ℓ ∈ C∗ of the
optimal solution, consider now an arbitrary point x ∈ Aℓ. By the triangle inequality and optimality
of C∗, we have that

d(x, cℓ) ≤ d(x, ℓ) + d(ℓ, cℓ) ≤ 2φOPT. (1)

Thus, for every point in X there is a point in C such that the distance between these points is at
most 2φOPT.

For the other case, assume that there is a cluster A ∈ A∗ such that the algorithm did not hit A
with a center, that is, C ∩ A = ∅. Clearly, there must be at least one cluster in A∗ such that the
algorithm hit the cluster with two centers. Let C ′ be the solution of the algorithm in the last iteration
before a cluster in A∗ was hit by a second center. Consider the point c = argmaxx∈X d(x,C ′) and
note that the algorithm selects c as the next center. Assume that c ∈ Aℓ in the optimal solution.
Hence, there is another point c′ ∈ C ′ such that also c′ ∈ Aℓ. But then for all x ∈ X,

d(x,C ′) ≤ d(c, C ′) = min
z∈C′

d(c, z) ≤ d(c, c′) ≤ 2φOPT.

Here, the first inequality stems from the definition of c, and the second inequality follows from the
fact that c′ ∈ C ′. The last inequality is again due to the observation that two points in the same
optimal cluster have distance at most 2φOPT from another, see Inequality (1). Hence, the cost of C ′

is already at most twice the cost of the optimal solution and adding more centers to C ′ can never
increase the cost of the solution. This shows that the lemma also holds in this case and concludes
the proof.

A.3 Pseudocode of 4-Distortion Algorithm with 2k Queries

Recall that we defined Sy,i to be the set of points such that, for each of these points, y is the closest
center among C in the i-th iteration of Algorithm 4.
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Algorithm 4: Ordinal k-center with 2k queries
Input: X, d, P, k

1 z ← arbitrary point from X
2 C,Q← {z, πz(n)} //initialize with z and the farthest point from z
3 Define Sz,0 = {x ∈ X|x ranks z higher than πz(n)} and Sπz(n),0 = X \ Sz,0

4 for i = 1 . . . (k − 1) do

5 Set δmax = 0
6 for y ∈ Q do

//query distance from y to farthest point among Sy,i

7 Let z = argmax
x∈Sy,i

d(y, x)

8 Query δ = d(y, z)
9 if δ ≥ δmax then

10 δmax = δ
11 r ← z
12 v ← y

13 C ← C ∪ {r} //solution set in iteration i+ 1
14 Q← Q \ {v}
15 Define R← C \Q
16 for u ∈ R do

17 add = true

18 w = argmax
x∈Su,i+1

d(u, x)

19 for p ∈ Q do

20 q = argmax
x∈Sp,i+1

d(p, x)

21 if d(p, q) ≥ d(w, q) then

22 add = false

23 if add then

24 Q← Q ∪ {u}

25 return C

B Omitted Content from Section 4

B.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2

First, we give the proof of Lemma 4.3.

Proof. Let point c belong to cluster A induced by the set of centers C and in cluster A, let c belong
to jth ring. The (k, z)++ distribution picks c with probability φC(c)/φC (X), while Algorithm
1 picks c with probability 1/|Si,j |. We show that 1/|Si,j | ≥ φC(c)/φC (X). Towards this, we
bound the value of φC(X) with respect to φC(c). As c is in the jth ring, we have that φC(X) ≥
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∑l
j′=j+1 φC(Si,j′) + φC(c). Thus,

φC(X) ≥
l∑

j′=j+1

φC(Si,j′) + φC(c)

≥
l∑

j′=j+1

φC(c) + φC(c)

=


1 +

l∑

j′=j+1

|Sj′,i|


 · φC(c)

= 2j · φC(c),

where the second inequality holds because points in rings > j have cost at least φC(c). To conclude,
we have

φC(c)

φC(X)
≤ φC(c)

2j · φC(c)
=

1

2j
=

1

|Si,j|
.

Algorithm 5: (k, z)-clustering without queries

Input: Point set X, ordinal information P = {πp}p∈A and k ∈ N

1 Initialize the set of centers C = ∅

2 for 1 . . . log n do

3 Sample a point c uniformly at random from A
4 Let C ′ = {c}
5 for i = 2 to k − 1 do

6 Initialize Ci ← φ //The centers to be added in this round

7 for each point c in C do

8 Define S = {x ∈ A : πx(c) ≤ πx(c
′) ∀c′ ∈ C} , i.e., S is the set of points that

belong to the cluster with center c, and let l = ⌊log |S|⌋
9 Sample O(log k) points uniformly randomly from each of the sets

{Sc,1, Sc,2, . . . , Sc,ℓ} (defined above) and add them to Ci //As the size of S
is bounded by n, we sample at most O(log k · log n) points in this

step

10 C ′ ← C ′ ∪ Ci

11 C ← C ∪C ′

12 Let C ← C ∪C0 where C0 is the output of Theorem 3.3’s k-center algorithm
13 return C

We will use two basic claims. The first relates the cost of various (k, z)-clustering objectives.
The second gives a reduction from (α, β) bicriteria solutions to true O(α)-approximate solutions.
Both claims are arguably folklore and the experienced reader may skip their proofs.

Claim B.1. Given a point set X in some metric space. Then, any solution S with distortion α to
the optimal k-center clustering on X yields at most an α ·n-distortion to the optimal (k, z) clustering
on X.
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Proof. Let the cost of the optimal k-center clustering instance be φOPT . Then the cost of S for the
k-center problem is at most α · φOPT . The cost of S for the (k, z) clustering problem is at most
z
√

(n · αz · φz
OPT ) = z

√
n · α · φOPT .

Moreover, the optimal solution for (k, z) clustering instance with cost φz,OPT will have k-center
cost at most φz,OPT . Thus, S will be α · n ≥ α · z

√
n approximation for the (k, z) clustering

instance.

Claim B.2. Given a point set X in some metric space. Let C ′ be an (α, β) bicriteria solution for
(k, z) clustering. Interpret C ′ as the multiset where c ∈ C ′ is added for every point x ∈ X assigned to
c. Then any γ-approximate solution C for C ′ with respect to (k, z) clustering is an 4αγ approximate
solution for X.

Proof. We use cx to denote argmin
c∈C′

d(x,C ′). Then

∑

x∈X

dz(cx, C
∗) ≤ 2z−1

∑

p∈X

dz(cx,X) + dz(x,C∗)

≤ 2z−1(α+ 1) · φz
OPT.

This implies
∑

p∈X

dz(cx, S) ≤ γ ·
∑

p∈X

dz(cx, C
∗)

≤ γ · 2z−1 · (αz + 1) · φz
OPT.

Combining, we then have
∑

x∈X

dz(x,C) ≤ 2z−1
∑

x∈X

dz(cx, C) + dz(x,C ′)

≤ 2z−1
(
γz · 2z−1 · (αz + 1) + αz

)
· φz

OPT

≤ 22z · γz · αz · φz
OPT

Taking the zth root then yields a 4γα approximation.

We remark that if we were optimizing the objective
∑

x∈X dz(x,C) instead of z
√∑

x∈X dz(x,C),
the claim changes to an 4z · α · γ approximation. Tighter bounds than claimed are possible, but
since we are only interested in O(1) distortion, the bounds we presented are sufficient for our needs.

We now show a generalized version of Lemma 3.2 in Arthur and Vassilvitskii [13], holding for
all (k, z)-clustering objectives in metric spaces. To that end, let us recall that

pz(c) :=
d(c, C)z∑

x∈X d(x,C)z
,

to be the probability we sample a point c conditioned on having selected a set of centers C already.
We denote the induced distribution by D++

z , for any z. Moreover, recall that C∗ = {A1, . . . , Ak} is
the optimal clustering collection.

Claim B.3. Let C be the current set of centers and let A be an optimal cluster from C∗. For some
z, 1 ≤ k ≤ n and c ∈ A , let C ′ be the set of centers added to C such that P (c ∈ C ′) ≥ pz(c). Then,

ED++
z

[φz
C∪{c}(A) | c ∈ A ∈ C∗, C] ≤ 2z+1 · φz

OPT(A),

where the expectation is conditional on having selected set of centers C already.

ED++
z

[φC∪{c}(A) | c ∈ A ∈ C∗, C] ≤ 4 · φOPT(A),
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Proof. Every point a ∈ A will contribute exactly min(d(a,C)z , d(a,C ′)z) to φz
C∪C′(A). Let c be an

arbitrary point in A and C ′ be the set of centers Algorithm 1 adds in current iteration. By Lemma
4.3, we know that P [c ∈ C ′] ≥ φz

C(c)/φ
z
C (X). As picking additional points only reduces the cost,

we have the following upper bound on the expected value of E[φz
C∪C′(A)]

E[φz
C∪C′(A)] ≤

∑

c∈A

φz
C(c)

φz
C(A)

∑

a∈A

min(d(a,C)z , d(a, a0)
z)

By the triangle inequality, we have d(a0, C) ≤ d(a,C) + d(a, a0) and it follows from the power-
mean inequality that,

d(a0, C)z ≤ 2z−1 · (d(a,C)z + d(a, a0)
z).

Averaging over all a ∈ A, we get

d(a0, C)z ≤ 2z−1

|A|
∑

a∈A

d(a,C)z +
2z−1

|A|
∑

a∈A

d(a, a0)
z

. Using this bound for d(a0, C)z and the fact that min(d(a,C)z , d(a, a0)
z) ≤ d(a,C)z , d(a, a0)

z, we
get E[φz

C∪C′(A)] ≤ 2z+1φz
OPT(A).

3

Further, by Jensen’s inequality, we have E[φC∪C′(A)] ≤ E[φz
C∪C′(A)](1/z) ≤ 4 · φOPT(A).

From the above proof, we get that any time we pick at least one point from a given cluster, say
Ai (from the optimal clustering), we get 4-approximation in expectation. It is important to note
that, we might pick multiple centers from the same cluster in some iteration.

Definition B.4 (Covered Optimal Cluster). For all i ∈ [k], optimal cluster Ai is considered to be
covered if φC(Ai) ≤ 10 ·φC∗(Ai), and uncovered otherwise. For ease of notation, we use Uncovered
to denote the set of points in uncovered clusters.

We prove that at the end of k iterations, the probability that we do not hit some uncovered
cluster and we do not have an O(1) approximation is very small.

Lemma B.5. For some set of centers C, if φC(X) ≥ 20·φOPT,z(X), then choosing a point according
to Dz++ we hit an uncovered cluster with probability which is at least 1/5.

Proof. Assuming φC(X) ≥ 20 · φOPT (X), first we prove that the uncovered clusters account for at
least 1/2 of the total cost. We have

20zφz
OPT (X) ≤ φz

C(X)

=
∑

i∈Uncovered

φz
C(Ai) +

∑

i∈Covered

φz
C(Ai)

≤
∑

i∈Uncovered

φz
C(Ai) + 10z ·

∑

i∈Covered

φz
C∗(Ai)

≤
∑

i∈Uncovered

φz
C(Ai) + 10z · φz

C∗(X).

Thus, PDz++[An uncovered unhit cluster is hit] = φC(Uncovered)
φC(X) ≥ 20z−10z

20z ≥ 1/2.

3This last step is identical to the one in Arthur and Vassilvitskii [13].
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But note that we sample points in different rings independently. Partition all the points from
the bad clusters into sets {X1,X2, . . . Xm} according to rings, i.e., group all points from the same
ring together. Then, the probability of picking at least one of these points is

1−
∏

i∈[m]


1−

∑

x∈Xi

φC(x)

φC(X)


 ≥ 1

2
·

∑

x∈Uncovered

φC(x)

φC(X)
≥ 1

2
· 1
2
=

1

4
.

The proof of the above claim comes from the following argument. We give a sketch of the proof.
First, using the AM-GM inequality, we have

∏

i∈[m]


1−

∑

x∈Xi

φC(x)

φC(X)


 ≤ (1− p′)m,

where p′ = 1
m ·
∑

x∈Uncovered
φC(x)
φC(X) .

Moreover, using the fact that ft(x) = (1−x/t)t is convex for any t ≥ 1 and ft(1) ≤ 1/e, we also
have

1− 1

2
·

∑

x∈Uncovered

φC(x)

φC(X)
≥
∏

i∈[m]


1−

∑

x∈Xi

φC(x)

φC(X)


 .

Claim B.3 shows that sampling a single center c from A according to distribution D++ yields
ED++[φC∪{c}(Ai)] ≤ 4 · φC∗(Ai). Thus, by Markov’s Inequality, we have that

PD++[φC∪{c}(A) ≥ 5 · φC∗(A)] ≤ 4

5
.

This means that Ai will be covered (Definition B.4) with a probability of at least 1
5 , if we sample

according to D++. This is equivalent to saying that there exists A′ ⊆ A that has φC(A
′) ≥ φC(A)

5 ,
and such that sampling a center c ∈ A′ makes A covered.

The probability that we hit an uncovered cluster A and make it a covered cluster is 4/5·1/4 = 1/5.
We conclude that in each iteration, we cover an uncovered cluster with probability 1/5.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 follows directly from Lemma B.5. Algorithm 1 can be viewed
as repeating each step O(log k) times. Hence, the probability of failure in each iteration is
(4/5)O(log k) ≤ 1/(2 · k). A large enough constant for this to hold is c ≥ 7. An upper bound
on the probability of failure in any one (at least one) of the k iterations is k · (1/(2 · k)) = 1/2.
Hence, the algorithm succeeds with probability at least 1/2.

For the proof of Theorem 4.2, we use the analysis done so far and show that repeating the
algorithm log n times amplifies the probability of success to give us a constant factor approximation.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. First, note that we augment the solution with the k-center approximate
solution which is an O(n) approximation with respect to any (k, z) objective. We prove that the
output of the sub-routine (Line 2-11) of Algorithm 5 gives us a constant factor approximation with
probability 1 − 1/n. We know from Lemma B.5 that if we sample one point, we always hit a
cluster with probability at least 1/2. As we repeat the loop O(log k) times, we succeed (hit an
uncovered cluster) with probability 1 − 1/2O(log k) = 1 − 1/(2 · k). As i ranges from 1 to k, the
probability of success (hitting all the uncovered clusters which are at most k in number) is at least
1 − k/(2 · k) = 1/2 and with constant probability we cover it. We use the union bound to bound
the probability of at least one failure, which is at most k/(2 · k) = 1/2. As we repeat the whole
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algorithm log n times, the probability that we get a constant approximation in at least one of times
is 1− (1/2log n) = 1− 1/n.

Note that the worst-case approximation ratio of our clustering will be O(n) (because we augment
the n-approximate k-center solution). Putting it all together, we get that the expected cost of the
solution is (1 − 1/n) · 20 · φC∗(X) + (1/n) · n · φC∗(X) = O(1) · φC∗(X) and that concludes the
proof.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 4.4

Algorithm 6: k-median with a O(k4 log5 n) queries

Input: Point set X, ordinal information {πx}x∈X and k ∈ N

1 Initialize C ← C0 from Theorem 3.3’s k-center algorithm
2 Sample a point c uniformly at random from A
3 C ← C ∪ {c}
4 for t = 1 to T do

5 Sample c ∈ Sxj with probability min

(
1, T

|Sxj |
· φ̂C(Sxj)∑

i,j φ̂C(Sij)

)

6 C ← C ∪ {c}
7 return C

Claim B.6. Given a set of current centers C, the probability that center c is sampled according to
distribution D is

p̂(c) ≥ 1

2
· p(c),

where p(c) is simply PD++[c is added to C], and similarly p̂(c) is PD[c is added to C].

Proof. Let us begin by recalling that

p(c) =
d(c, C)∑

x∈X d(x,C)
=

d(c, C)

φC(Ai)
· φC(Ai)∑

x∈X

d(x,C)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=φC(X)

p̂(c) =
1

|Sxj|
· φ̂C(Sxj)∑

i,j φ̂C(Sij)
.

Since we also know that φ̂C(Sxj) = |Sxj| · minq∈Sxj−1 d(q, C) ≥ |Sxj| · d(c, C) for all c ∈ Sxj, then

all we need to show is that
∑

i,j φ̂C(Sij) ≤ 2 · φC(X), in which case the claim holds. We have that
for all i,

φ̂C(Sij) = |Sij| · min
q∈Sij−1

d(q, C)

≤ 2 · |Sij−1| · min
q∈Sij−1

d(q, C)

≤ 2 · φC(Sij−1),
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where the first inequality follows from the construction of the rings Sij ’s, and the second again by

the fact that φ̂C(Sij) ≥ |Sij | · d(c, C). All in all, we have that

∑

i,j

φ̂C(Sij) ≤ 2 ·
∑

i,j

φC(Sij−1) ≤ 2 · φC(X),

which concludes the proof.

We note that the proof may be readily adapted to squared distances or even distances with
arbitrary powers. Thus, the same analysis also works for (k, z) clustering. We also can improve the
lower bound to p̂(c) ≥ (1 − ε) · p(c) for any ε, at the cost of increasing the number of queries by a
factor ε−1. However, since this does not improve the analysis in any meaningful way, we will use
the claim as stated.

Since the cost of a (k, z) clustering is always between the cost of a (k, 1) and a (k,∞) clustering,
the same claim also applies to (k, z) clustering in general.

Lemma B.7. Let C be the current set of centers and let A be some optimal but yet uncovered
cluster from C∗. Then, the probability that A remains uncovered after the addition of a new center
is, at most

P[A remains uncovered] ≤ exp

(
− T · φC(A)

10 · φC(X)

)
.

Proof. Claim B.3 shows that sampling a single center c from A according to distribution D++ yields
ED++[φC∪{c}(Ai)] ≤ 4 · φC∗(Ai) (for k-median z = 1). Thus, by Markov’s Inequality, we have that

PD++[φC∪{c}(Ai) ≥ 5 · φC∗(Ai)] ≤
4

5
.

This means that Ai will be covered (Defn B.4) if we sample according to D++, with a probability of
at least 1

5 . This is equivalent to saying that there exists A′ ⊆ A that has φC(A
′) ≥ φC(A)

5 , and such
that sampling a center c ∈ A′ makes A covered. Given that we sample according to distribution D
(as opposed to D++) amplified (multiplicatively) T times, we have that

P[A remains uncovered] ≤
∏

c∈A′

(1− T · p̂(c))

≤
∏

c∈A′

(
1− T · p(c)

2

)
≤ exp

(
−
∑

c∈A′

T · p(c)
2

)

= exp

(
−T

2
· φC(A

′)

φC(X)

)
≤ exp

(
− T · φC(A)

10 · φC(X)

)
,

where the second inequality comes from Claim 4.5, the third by 1 + x ≤ ex for all x, and the last
by recalling that φC(A

′) ≥ φC(A)
5 .

We now suppose that we are not yet at the iteration where we have reached a constant distortion,
otherwise, we would already be done.

Lemma B.8. Let φOPT be the cost of an optimal k-median clustering and let t be such that φt(X) ≥
20 · φOPT. Then,

E[φCt+1(U)] ≤ 1 + exp
(
− T

40k

)

2
· φCt(U).
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Proof. Before beginning, let us observe that the assumption φCt(X) ≥ 20 · φOPT implies that

φCt(U) ≥ φCt
(X)

2 , as otherwise covered clusters would count for more than half the total cost of X,
i.e., φCt(X) < 20 · φOPT (by Definition B.4), which is a contradiction.

Let U be partitioned into the heavy collection Ht :=
{
A ⊆ U | φCt(A) ≥

φCt
(U)

2k

}
, and the light

collection Lt consisting of all the remaining optimal clusters. By Lemma B.7, we know that the
probability that a heavy optimal cluster A is not hit in the t+ 1st iteration is bounded by

exp

(
− T · φCt(A)

10 · φCt(X)

)
≤ exp

(
− T · φCt(U)

20k · φCt(X)

)

≤ exp

(
− T

40k

)
.

This means that heavy cluster A is covered with at least the converse probability. In turn, this
implies that the cost of uncovered clusters must decrease by at least the expected decrease of heavy
cluster A’s cost, so that

φCt(U)− E[φCt+1(U)]

≥
(
1− exp

(
− T

40k

))
·
∑

A∈Ht

φCt(A)

=

(
1− exp

(
− T

40k

))
·
(
φCt(U)−

∑

A∈Lt

φCt(A)

)

≥ 1− exp
(
− T

40k

)

2
· φCt(U),

where the last inequality follows since light clusters have cost at most k · φCt
(U)

2k =
φCt

(U)

2 .

We now combine the above results to obtain the following theorem (a restatement of Theorem
4.4).

Theorem B.9. Algorithm 6 yields a O(1)-distortion (in expectation) to the optimal k-median clus-
tering using O(k4 log5 n) queries.

Proof. Since Algorithm 5 uses Algorithm 4 as a subroutine, and the latter outputs a 4-distortion to
the optimal k-center clustering, we have that E[φC0(U)] ≤ 4n · φOPT by Claim B.1.

By Lemma B.8, we know that E[φCt+1(U)] ≤ 20 ·φOPT+
1+exp(− T

40k )
2 ·φCt(U), which means that

by applying this expression repeatedly, we obtain

E[φCT
(U)] ≤

(
1 + exp

(
− T

40k

)

2

)T

· 4n · φOPT

+ 20 · φOPT ·
T−1∑

t=0

(
1 + exp

(
− T

40k

)

2

)t

≤
((

n+ 1

2n

)40k logn

· 4n+ 40 · n

n− 1

)
· φOPT

≤ 42 · φOPT,
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where the first inequality holds by choosing T ≥ 40k log n. Since, the number of iterations is also
T , this means that opening 1600k2 log2 n centers allows us to achieve

E[φCT
(X)] ≤ 52 · φOPT,

which follows from E[φCT
(X)] ≤ E[φCT

(U)] + 10 · φOPT.
Using Claim B.2, and any arbitrary approximation algorithm, of which the best currently know

is a 2.613 approximation [42], we therefore obtain a 4 · 52 · 2.613 < 544 distortion.

C Lower Bounds for k-Median

Theorem C.1. For any fixed α, every bicriteria algorithm A for k-median that has distortion

less than α with at least constant probability must return a solution of size at least Ω
(
logn
logα · 2k

)
.

Moreover, any algorithm achieving a constant distortion for k-median must make at least Ω(k +
log log n) queries.

Proof. As with the proof for k-center above, we first describe the hard instance for the zero-query
regime and then remark on how to extend it. To simplify the calculations, we prove the lower bound
for an input of size Θ(n), where we make the following two assumptions:

• There is an integer n′ such that n = 2k−2 · n′.

• n′ and α+ 1 are powers of 2.

The claim for general n and α carries over with very minor details.

The hard instance: The first part of the instance is almost identical to that of k-center in the
proof of Theorem 5.1. Indeed, since the distortion of k-center is unbounded, it is also unbounded
for k-median as both costs are within a factor n of each other. Recall that our hard instance for
k-center used a complete binary tree T . In our hard instance for k-median, we augment this tree
by adding a hard instance for 2-median below each of its leaves.

We proceed to describe these 2-median instances. For a leaf node u in T , we refer to the 2-
median instance below u as Iu. For every leaf u, Iu consists of n′ = n/(2k−2) points. We group
the points in Iu into bundles Bi for i ∈ {0, . . . , logn′

log(α+1)}. The i-th bundle has the property that

|Bi| = (α+ 1)i.
We now introduce the ordinal preferences among the points in Iu, as well as between the points

of different 2-median instances. Then, we describe the distribution over metrics consistent with said
preferences.

• Consider only points from a 2-median instance Iu. For any two points p, q ∈ Bi and any point
o /∈ Bi we have d(p, q) ≤ d(p, o), d(q, o). The remaining ordinal preferences among the points
in Iu may be chosen arbitrarily.

• Let p ∈ Iu, and let q, o be two points such that either q ∈ Iv, v 6= u or o ∈ Iv, v 6= u.
Then, whether p prefers q over o or not, depends on the depths of the common ancestors
a(p, q), a(p, o) in T . We refer the reader to the description of the ordinal preferences in our
hard k-center instance (see the proof of Theorem 5.1).
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We now specify the hard input distribution over metrics that is consistent with these preferences.
We initialize T as a binary tree of depth k − 2 and pick a leaf node r uniformly at random. Let Q
be the path in T from its root to r. We now assign values to each node in T including its leaves.
These values are d(a) = D for every node a that lies on the path Q (where D is some sufficiently
large number) and d(a) = ε otherwise (where ε > 0 is arbitrarily small).

The distance between any two points p, q ∈ Iu, u 6= r is ε. For the 2-median instance Ir, we
select an ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , logn′

log(α+1) − 1} uniformly at random. The distances now satisfy the following
properties:

• For every pair of points p, q from a bundle Bj with j ≥ ℓ, we set d(p, q) = ε.

• For every pair of points p, q from a bundle Bj with j < ℓ, we set d(p, q) = 1.

• For every p ∈ Bj and q ∈ Bk, j 6= k, we set d(p, q) = 1 if k ≤ ℓ. If k, j > ℓ, we set d(p, q) = ε.

Since the ordinal preferences were determined before sampling ℓ, no algorithm using only ordinal
information can determine any information about ℓ.

As before, the distance between any two points p ∈ Iu, q ∈ Iv, u 6= v is given by the value that
is stored at their common ancestor node a(p, q) in T (see the proof of Theorem 5.1).

We now consider the cost of an optimal solution C. As in our hard instance for k-center (Theorem
5.1), the optimal solution must place at least one center in every subtree T (a, small ) where a is
a node on the path Q. Otherwise, the solution has cost at least D which can be arbitrarily high.
Consider any subtree T (a, small ) and note that its root b satisfies d(b) = ε. Hence, if the solution
places a center on any leaf in T (a, small ), then the contribution of the points in T (a, small ) to the
cost of the solution is negligible. Hence, the cost of any optimal solution C depends only on the
cost incurred for the points in Ir.

We claim that C places a single center cℓ in Bℓ and a single center in some bundle Bj with j > ℓ.
The cost of the points in bundles Bj with j > ℓ is now ε. The cost of a point p served by cℓ is ε,

if p ∈ Bℓ and 1 if p ∈ Bk, k < ℓ. Thus the overall cost is
∑ℓ−1

i=0 α
i = (α+1)ℓ−1

α , ignoring negligible
contributions from the ε-valued distances.

Any solution that does not intersect with a bundle Bj, j > ℓ costs at least (α + 1)
log n′

log(α+1) = n′.
Finally, any solution that does not intersect with Bℓ costs at least (α + 1)ℓ. Both of those terms

are larger than (α+1)ℓ−1
α by at least a factor α if n′ is large enough so we can conclude that C is

optimal.
Again, it suffices to consider the performance of a deterministic algorithm placing K centers

against the hard input distribution. Since the ordinal information offers no information on either
Q or ℓ, the choice of centers C ′ is fixed. As in the proof of Theorem 5.1, the probability that C ′

includes any point from Ir is K/2k−2 such that if K /∈ Ω(2k) the distortion is D with at least
constant probability. Furthermore, the probability that C ′ intersects with Bℓ is at most log(α+1)

logn′ .
Thus, C ′ must consist of

Ω

(
log n′

log(α+ 1)
· 2k
)

= Ω

(
log n− k

log(α+ 1)
· 2k
)

centers to improve over an α distortion. The first part of the theorem now follows by choosing n′

such that n is large enough compared to k.
For the low-query regime, the argument that we require at least Ω(k) queries is equivalent to

that of the k-center instance, being that the instances for the first k−2 levels of the tree are identical.
The Ω(log log n) query lower bounds follows from the fact that there are log n′ many choices for the
bundle Bℓ and every query can rule out half of the remaining possible choices.
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Theorem C.2. For any fixed α and every fixed k, every bicriteria algorithm A for k-median that
has distortion less than α with at least constant probability must return a solution of size at least

Ω
((

2log
∗ n
)k−1

)
. The number of queries to achieve a constant distortion is at least Ω(k · 2log∗ n).

Proof. Before beginning the proof, we require a bit of notation. For two non-negative integers a

and b, we say that ab =

{
1 if a = 0

b
a−1b else

, i.e. the tetration bb
..
b

with a bs. We furthermore denote

by expab (x) = bb
..
bx

, with a bs.

The hard instance: We assume that α is a sufficiently large non-negative integer. The instance
consists of a d-regular tree T , where the leaves contain the points, though this time the number of
points in every leaf will typically be (far) greater than 1. The interior nodes of the tree will induce
distances between these nodes.

The tree is now described recursively as follows. Suppose the tree has depth k − 1. Then it
has dk−1 many leaves. We number the leaves from 1 to dk−1. For i = a · d + s with a being a
non-negative integer and s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d − 1}, we add αexpa

d
(s) points in leaf Li, for a sufficiently

large constant d. Denote the number of points in leaf Li by ni. Note that this satisfies the following
invariant, for α large enough:

Invariant C.3. Let Li be a leaf. Then
∑i−1

j=1 nj ≤ α · ni.

As an immediate consequence, we also know that the total number of points is of the order
α

k−1d. Note that by definition of tetration, we have log∗(n) = k if α
k−1d ≤ nα

kd.
We define the common ancestor a(p, q) to be deepest interior node containing both p and q.

Note that if p and q are contained in the same leaf, this ancestor is the leaf. We then have the key
constraint on the distances.

Invariant C.4. Let p, q, o be points. If the common ancestor a(p, q) is deeper than the common
ancestors a(p, o) and a(q, o) then d(p, q) ≤ min(d(p, o), d(q, o)).

The preference lists are arbitrary, as long as they are consistent with this constraint.
We now define the hard distribution. We choose a path from the root of T to a random leaf

Lh. Let Q be the unique path. Let p ∈ Li and q ∈ Lj. If i < h then d(p, q) = 1. Now, let Q(p)
(respectively Q(q)) be first interior node in Q in the path from Li to the root. If h ≤ i, j and
Q(p) = Q(q) = a(p, q), then d(p, q) = ε, for a sufficiently small ε. Otherwise, d(p, q) = 1. Note that
we may break ties to enforce consistency with the preference lists.

Analysis: Since the preference lists were fixed before the outcome of the random process, no
algorithm can determine the outcome of the process using only the ordinal information. Thus we
aim to show that the gap in the cost of an optimal k-median clustering is large for any two different
outcomes of the random process. If this gap is large, then any ordinal algorithm must place centers
in every leaf of the tree, i.e. in dk−1 many centers. By choice of n, we have that α

k−1d = Θ(n),
which implies that we may choose d ∈ Ω(2log

∗ n), for α and k fixed. Thus all that remains is a
characterization of the optimum.

For a fixed path Q = (a1, a2, . . . Lh), where aj are the interior nodes with a1 being the root, let
L(t) be the set of leaves Li with i ≥ h and such that at = Q(p) = Q(q) for p ∈ Li ∈ L(t) and
q ∈ Lj ∈ L(t). We place a center on an arbitrary point in one of the leaves L(t), for each t. Observe
that this places exactly k centers by length of Q. Moreover, this choice is optimal, as the points on
the leaves Li with i < h cost 1 in every solution and the remaining points cost ε, which is considered
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negligible. Now, we consider an arbitrary other solution. By definition, there exists some set of
leaves L(t) such that we do not place a center on any of the points in L(t). The number of points
in the union of leaves in L(t) is at least nh. Thus, the cost of this solution must be at least nh · 1.
Observe that the cost of the optimum is at most

∑h−1
i=1 ni · 1. Thus the approximation factor is of

the order α due to Invariant C.3.
As with the preceding lower bounds, we must make at least log d many queries at every depth

of the tree to find the path Q. Thus the total number of queries is Ω(k log d) ∈ Ω(k · log∗ n).

D Facility Location with Uniform Opening Costs

In this section, we revisit the the seminal algorithm for online facility location by Meyerson [52].
For worst case input orders, it is known to achieve an optimal O(log n/ log log n) approximation
[37]. For random order inputs, it is known to achieve a 4-approximation [46], which we simulate.
In every iteration, the algorithm needs to determine the exact distance of point x to the set C of
already opened facilities, see line 5 in the description of Algorithm 7. This operation requires a
single query given the ordinal information. Furthermore, the operation is performed for every point
exactly once. The following theorem summarizes this discussion.

Algorithm 7: Meyerson’s algorithm for facility location
Input: X, d, P, f

1 R← random permutation of X
2 C ← {R(1)}
3 for t = 2 . . . n do

4 x← R(t)

5 p← min
{
1, d(x,C)

f

}

6 Set C = C ∪ {x} with probability p

7 return C

Theorem D.1 (See also Pulyassary [56]). Algorithm 7 achieves constant expected distortion for the
ordinal facility location problem with uniform opening costs using one query per point.

D.1 Lower Bounds for Facility Location

Theorem D.2. For any fixed α, every algorithm A for facility location that has distortion less than
α with at least constant probability must make Ω

(
n
α

)
distance queries.

Proof. We assume that the opening costs per facility are 1. As before, we first describe the ordinal
preferences and then sample a metric from a distribution consistent with these preferences.

The hard instance: We group the points into n
s clusters Ai, each consisting of s ∈ Ω(α) points.

Any two points from a cluster Ai prefer each other over any point from some other cluster Aj .
Moreover, the distances between any two points p ∈ Ai and q ∈ Aj , i 6= j are set to be ∞ (or a
sufficiently large number if finite values are required). The preferences inside the clusters, as well as
across clusters are arbitrary as long as every point p ∈ Ai prefers any point q ∈ Ai over any point
o ∈ Aj , j 6= i.

30



The hard input distribution now consists of the following. We select a cluster Ai uniformly at
random, and toss a fair coin. With probability 1

2 , all of the points in Ai have pairwise distance
ε. With probability 1

2 , the pairwise distances in Ai are chosen to be a sufficiently larger number
N ≫ n/s+ s− 1. For each cluster other than Ai, the distances between any two points within this
cluster are ε.

Analysis In the case that the pairwise distances in Ai are ε, the optimal solution consists of
placing exactly one facility in every cluster, leading to a cost of n/s (if we ignore the arbitrarily
small connection costs). In the case that the pairwise distances are N , the optimal solution consists
of placing exactly one facility in every cluster Aj , j 6= i and placing a facility on every point in Ai,
leading to an overall cost of n/s+ s− 1.

To distinguish between these two cases, the algorithm has to query at least one distance between
two points in Ai. Suppose the algorithm makes Q queries. If the algorithm fails to determine whether
Ai has pairwise distances N or not, it must place a center on every point of a cluster it has not
queried, as otherwise the distortion is N and therefore unbounded.

By Yao’s minimax principle, we may assume that the centers queried by the algorithm are fixed
until Ai is detected. The probability that Ai is detected is Q·s

n . Thus, if Ai is not detected, the
algorithm must place s− 1 additional facilities on each unqueried cluster, that is, (n/s−Q) · (s− 1)
additional facilities in total. Hence, in the case that the distances between the points in Ai are ε
(which occurs with probability 1

2), the algorithm incurs a distortion of n/s+(n/s−Q)·(s−1)
n/s ∈ Ω(α) for

Q ∈ o(n/α). Here, we used that we chose the cluster size s such that s ∈ Ω(α). The claim now
follows by scaling s so that the distortion becomes exactly α.
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