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Abstract. We study the distributed facility location games with candi-
date locations, where agents on a line are partitioned into groups. Both
desirable and obnoxious facility location settings are discussed. In dis-
tributed location problems, distortion can serve as a standard for quanti-
fying performance, measuring the degree of difference between the actual
location plan and the ideal location plan. For the desirable setting, under
the max of sum cost objective, we give a strategyproof distributed mech-
anism with 5-distortion, and prove that no strategyproof mechanism can
have a distortion better than

√
2 + 1. Under the sum of max cost ob-

jective, we give a strategyproof distributed mechanism with 5-distortion,
and prove that no strategyproof mechanism can have a distortion better

than
√

5+1

2
. Under the max of max cost, we get a strategyproof dis-

tributed mechanism with 3-distortion, and prove that no strategyproof

mechanism can have a distortion better than
√

5+1

2
. For the obnoxious

setting, under three social objectives, we present that there is no strate-
gyproof mechanism with bounded distortion in the case of discrete can-
didate locations, and no group strategyproof mechanism with bounded
distortion in the case of continuous candidate locations.

Keywords: Distributed facility location· Mechanism design· Distortion·
Strategyproofness.

1 Introduction

Facility location problems are one of the most important in social choice, and in-
volve selecting the optimal location for a facility to meet the target requirements
of different groups, given the known positions of the participants. Procaccia and
Tennenholtz [6] used facility location to present the problem of approximate
mechanism design without monetary payments. Due to incomplete information,
strategic agents may misreport their private information (such as location) to
reduce their costs, then a mechanism refers to a function that maps the re-
ported position information from agents to the facility location. Therefore, it
is necessary to design incentive-compatible mechanisms to encourage agents to
truthfully report their positions, ensuring that some social objective is as good
as possible. If a mechanism can guarantee that no benefit of the agents can be
obtained by misreporting their locations, it is said to be strategyproof. Facility
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location often leads to outcomes that do not accurately select the optimal loca-
tion owing to multiple reasons.

The distributed facility location problem involves grouping agents into sev-
eral regions. The mechanism in distributed facilities is carried out in two steps:
first, selecting a point within each group that represents the reported positions
of the agents in that group, and then choosing the location of the facility from
among these points. Filos-Ratsikas et al. [10] conducted the first study on dis-
tributed distortion from the perspective of voting. The decision is made by the
following mechanism: the mechanism first selects a representative voter for each
region, and then chooses one of the representatives as the winner. The distor-
tion is the worst-case ratio of the social objective function value achieved by the
mechanism to the optimal social objective function value, and used as a sys-
tematic way of comparing different mechanisms. Procaccia and Rosenschein [1]
originally proposed the notion of distortion to measure the loss in social welfare
due to mechanisms by the preference rankings of the agents over the possible
outputs, rather than their true cardinal costs.

In the classic models, all points in the metric space are feasible for building
facilities. However, this is often impractical in many applications. For example,
due to land use restrictions, the facilities can only be built in some feasible re-
gions. Therefore, the facility location game with candidate locations is studied
to find one or more locations to establish facilities in order to optimize objective
functions (such as minimizing costs, maximizing profits, etc.) within a given set
of candidate locations. It is considered both in the discrete setting, where the set
of candidates (alternatives) is some finite subset of R, as well as in the continu-
ous setting, where the set of alternatives is the whole R or some interval. For the
single-facility case, Feldman et al. [16] considered the candidate voting problem,
which can be converted into a single-facility location problem, and where the fa-
cility can only be placed at candidate locations. They proposed a deterministic
group strategy-proof mechanism with approximation ratio of 3 for minimizing
social cost.

In the desirable facility location game, each agent wants to stay as close to
the facility as possible. And obnoxious facility location game is considered where
each agent wants to keep as far away from the located facility as possible. Objec-
tive functions for obnoxious facility location game are often referred to as social
utility functions. The obnoxious facility location game was first introduced by
Cheng et al. [13] . For deterministic mechanisms on a line, a 3-approximation
group strategy-proof mechanism was given and the lower bound was proved to
be 2.

Above all, we study the distributed facility location games with candidate
locations, where agents on a line are partitioned into groups. Both desirable and
obnoxious facility location games are discussed.
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1.1 Our work

We study in distributed facility location with candidate locations, where a set of
agents are positioned on the line and are partitioned into groups. Both desirable
and obnoxious facilities are discussed.

In the desirable facility location problem, three objective functions, which
are the maximum cost of any agent within any group, the maximum of the sum
of costs of the agents in each group, and the sum of the maximum costs of
the agents in each group, are discussed. And we proposed three strategyproof
mechanisms under discrete candidate locations as opposed to continuous cases
by [12]. We remark that our problem with discrete locations is more complex
than that continuous cases, because the latter problem corresponds to a version
in which every point in the line is a candidate location.

Under the max of sum cost objective, we give a strategyproof distributed
mechanism with 5-distortion, and prove that no strategyproof mechanism can
have a distortion better than

√
2 + 1. Under the sum of max cost objective, we

give a strategyproof distributed mechanism with 5-distortion, and prove that

no strategyproof mechanism can have a distortion better than
√
5+1
2 . We get a

strategyproof distributed mechanism with 3-distortion, and prove that no strat-

egyproof mechanism can have a distortion better than
√
5+1
2 under the max of

max cost. A summary of our results is illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1. Upper and lower bounds of distortions for distributed facility location with
discrete candidate locations.

Upper bound Lower bound

Max-Max 3
√

5+1

2

Sum-Max 5
√

5+1

2

Max-Sum 5
√
2 + 1

Furthermore, we discuss the distributed obnoxious facility problem with can-
didate locations, based on three objective functions, which are the minimum
utility of any agent within any group, the minimum of the sum of utilities of
the agents in each group, and the sum of the minimum utilities of the agents in
each group, respectively. We present that there is no strategyproof mechanism
with bounded distortion in the case of discrete candidate locations, and no group
strategyproof mechanism with bounded distortion in the case of continuous can-
didate locations.

1.2 Related work

As one of the most important in social choice theory, facility location problems
have been widely studied. Anshelevich and Postl [3] examined randomized social



4 F. Sun

choice functions that require only the ordinal information and select an alter-
native that is good in expectation with respect to the costs from the metric.
Boutilier et al. [4] adopted a utilitarian perspective on social choice, assuming
that agents have (possibly latent) utility functions over some space of alterna-
tives. They proposed optimal social choice functions under three different models,
and underscored the important role played by scoring functions.

Strategyproof facility location problems were studied by Procaccia and Ten-
nenholtz [6] as part of their approximate mechanism design. They argued that
approximation can be leveraged to obtain truthfulness without resorting to pay-
ments, and established tight upper and lower bounds for the approximation ratio
given by strategyproof mechanisms without payments, with respect to both de-
terministic and randomized mechanisms. Subsequently, the literature for strate-
gyproof is also rather extensive. Moulin [5] proposed a complete characterization
of strategy-proof mechanisms when participants are located on a line. Fotakis
and Tzamos [7] were interested in mechanisms without payments that are (group)
strategyproof for given cost function, and achieve a good approximation ratio for
the social cost and/or the maximum cost of the agents. Serafino and Ventre [8]
proposed the heterogeneous facility location problem under two different objec-
tive functions, social cost (i.e., sum of all agents’ costs) and maximum cost, and
studied the approximation ratio of both deterministic and randomized truthful
algorithms under the simplifying assumption that the underlying network topol-
ogy would be a line. Lu et al. [9] designed strategy-proof mechanisms without
payment that have a small approximation ratio for social cost. Tang et al. [17]
provided a deterministic strategy-proof mechanism with an approximation ratio
of 3 for minimizing the maximum cost. Additionally, for the two-facility case,
they introduced an anonymous group strategy-proof mechanism with approxi-
mation ratio of (2n− 3) for minimizing social cost, and approximation ratio of
3 for minimizing the maximum cost.

The distortion of mechanisms has been studied for several social choice prob-
lems. Based on minimizing social costs, Filos-Ratsikas and Voudouris [11] pro-
vided distortions for continuous and discrete cases respectively. Anshelevich et al.
[2] studied the distortion of distributed mechanisms for variations of well-known
objectives, such as the (average) total cost and the maximum cost, and chose
a single alternative aiming to optimize various objectives that were functions
of the distances between agents and alternatives in the metric space, under the
constraint that this choice must be made in a distributed way; Filos-Ratsikas et
al. [12] improved the distortion result of the unrestricted mechanism to 2 when
minimizing social costs for continuous cases, and also provided the distortions of
the unrestricted mechanism and the strategyproof mechanism under the objec-
tive functions of the maximum cost of any agent within any group, the maximum
of the sum of costs of the agents in each group, and the sum of the maximum
costs of the agents in each group. Zou and Li [14] investigated the facility lo-
cation problem with double preferences, where participants may lie about both
their own locations and their preferences for the facility. When both the loca-
tions and preferences of participants are private information, they gave a group
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strategy-proof deterministic mechanism with approximation ratio of 1/3. Ibara
and Nagamochi [15] showed that there is no bounded distortion strategy-proof
mechanism in the line metric if the number of candidates is at least three, which
implies the lower bound 3 for maxSum objective and 5 for maxSOS objective
for obnoxious facility location game.

2 Preliminaries

A tuple I = (N,x, D, Z) (abbreviated as I) is considered as an instance, where

– N is a set of n agents.
– x = (x1, · · · , xi, · · · , xn) is a position profile consisting of position xi ∈ R

with agent i ∈ N .
– D = {d1, · · · , dk} is a set of k ≥ 1 groups into which all agents are divided.

Each group d contains a set Nd ⊆ N of agents such that Ndi
∩Ndj

= ∅ for
i 6= j and ∪d∈DNd = N . And λi is the number of Ndi

agents in group di.
– Z is a set of candidate locations, including both continuous and discrete

cases.

A distributed mechanism M is designed to output the facility location from
Z. In detail, M includes two steps: firstly, select a point (called representative)
from Z within each group d based on the reported positions of the agents in
d, denoted by zd, and then choose the location ω of the facility from among all
representatives zd as the output. For z ∈ Z, the distance between xi and z is
denoted by δ(xi, z) = |xi − z|.

2.1 Social objectives

In desirable facility location, we consider minimizing the following three social
objectives:

– The Sum of Max cost (SoM) of z is the sum of the maximum cost of all
agents in each group:

SoM(z|I) :=
∑

d∈D

max
i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (1)

– The Max of Sum cost (MoS) of location z is the maximum sum of costs of
all agents in each group:

MoS(z|I) := max
d∈D

∑

i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (2)

– The Max of Max cost (MoM) of location z is the maximum cost among all
the agents:

MoM(z|I) := max
i∈N

δ(xi, z) = max
d∈D

max
i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (3)
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In obnoxious facility location, we consider maximizing the following three
social objectives:

– The Sum of Min utility (Som) of location z is the sum of the minimum
utility of all agents in each group:

Som(z|I) :=
∑

d∈D

min
i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (4)

– The Min of Sum utility (moS) of location z is the minimum of the sum of
all agents in each group:

moS(z|I) := min
d∈D

∑

i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (5)

– The Min of Min utility (mom) of location z is the minimum utility of all
agents:

mom(z|I) := min
i∈N

δ(xi, z) = min
d∈D

min
i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (6)

We denote social objectives as SO(z|I) to facilitate a unified definition of
distortion.

2.2 Strategyproofness and distortion

A significant characterization of designing mechanisms is resilient to strategic
manipulation, i.e., they prevent agents to affect the output in their favor (reach-
ing smaller cost in desirable facility location or increasing her utility in obnoxious
setting) by misreporting positions.

Generally there are two important properties for both desirable and obnox-
ious mechanism: strategyproofness (SP) and group strategyproofness (GSP). SP
implies that the mechanism does not allow the agents to gain any benefit by
reporting false positions, that is, the truth-telling strategy is dominant for all
agents. Formally, a mechanism M is strategyproof: for any agent i ∈ N , if agent
i reports a false position x′

i, it holds that

δ(xi,M(N,x, D, Z)) ≤ δ(xi,M(N, (x−i, x
′
i), D, Z)) (7)

where x−i = (x1, · · · , xi−1, xi+1, · · · , xn) is the location profile without xi for
any agent i. Correspondingly, in the obnoxious case, the strategygproof mecha-
nism should be satisfied by

δ(xi,M(N,x, D, Z)) ≥ δ(xi,M(N, (x−i, x
′
i), D, Z))). (8)

A stronger property is group strategyproofness (GSP), that is, no any set of
agents can misreport the positions simultaneously such that each member of the
set gains benefit. Formally speaking, given any location profile x = (x−S ,xS)
with any no-empty subset S ∈ N , there exists at least one agent i ∈ S such that

δ(xi,M(N,x, D, Z)) ≤ δ(xi,M(N, (x−S ,x
′
S), D, Z)) (9)
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where x
′
S is the misreported location profile of all agents in S. Correspondingly,

in the obnoxious case, GSP holds that

δ(xi,M(N,x, D, Z)) ≥ δ(xi,M(N, (x−S ,x
′
S), D, Z)). (10)

The distortion of a distributed mechanism M with respect to some social
objective is the worst-case ratio between the social objective of the location
chosen by the mechanism and the minimum social objective. Set opt(I) :=
minz∈Z SO(z|I),

dist(M |I) = sup
I

SO(M |I)
opt(I)

. (11)

Similarly, in the the obnoxious case, the distortion of a mechanism M is
defined by the social utility. Set opt(I) := maxz∈Z SO(z|I)

dist(M |I) = sup
I

opt(I)

SO(M |I) . (12)

3 Desirable facility location games with candidate

locations

In this section, we discuss the distributed desirable facility location games with
candidate locations under three social objectives, i.e. the Sum of Max cost, the
Max of Sum cost and the Max of Max cost. Consider that n agents located at
xi ∈ R are divided into k groups. The facility location would be selected from
m discrete candidate locations, denoted by Z = {zj | zj ∈ R, j = 1, · · · ,m}. Un-
der the Sum of Max cost, we give a strategyproof distributed mechanism with
5-distortion, and prove that no strategyproof mechanism can have a distortion

better than
√
5+1
2 . Under the Max of Sum cost, we propose a strategyproof dis-

tributed mechanism with 5-distortion, and prove that no strategyproof mecha-
nism can have a distortion better than

√
2+1. We get a strategyproof distributed

mechanism with 3-distortion, and prove that no strategyproof mechanism can

have a distortion better than
√
5+1
2 under the Max of Max cost.

3.1 Sum of Max

In this subsection, we focus on the sum-of-max objective,

SoM(z|I) =
∑

d∈D

max
i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (13)

Theorem 1. For Sum-of-Max, the distortion of any strategyproof mechanism is

at least 1+
√
5

2 .

Proof. The proof process is detailed in Appendix 1.
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Mechanism 1 (Median-of-Rightmost): For each group d ∈ D
do zd := argmin

z∈Z
δ(rd, z);

return ω := 1
2k-th leftmost1 representative;

Theorem 2. Mechanism 1 is strategyproof.

Proof. Consider any instance I, and let ω be the facility location chosen by the
mechanism. For each group d, xi denotes the location of agent i ∈ Nd and rd
denotes the rightmost agent in d. Mechanism 1 chooses the rightmost agent in
d, then the misreported location x′

i ≤ rd implies no decrease in the cost of agent
i. We only discuss x′

i > rd.

– Case 1: ω < zd. If z′d := argmin
z∈Z

δ(x′
i, z) ∈ [ω, zd), due to the definition

of zd, i.e. no candidate in (rd − δ(rd.zd), rd + δ(rd.zd)), z′d only locates in
[ω, rd − δ(rd.zd)). δ(x′

i, zd) < δ(x′
i, z

′
d) could be derived by z′d < zd and

x′
i > rd, and there is a contradiction with the definition of z′d. Therefore, z′d

must satisfy z′d ≥ zd > ω.
– Case 2: zd ≤ ω. We have rd < ω with the definition of zd. To choose the

different alternative z′d, agent i only misreports her location in x′
i > rd +

δ(rd, zd), then z′d ≥ zd.

Above all, for any agent i ∈ N , the social cost could not decrease by misre-
porting the location. Therefore, Mechanism 1 is strategyproof.

Theorem 3. For Sum-of-Max, the distortion of Mechanism 1 is at most 5.

Proof. The proof process is detailed in Appendix 2.

3.2 Max of Sum

In this subsection, we focus on the max-of-sum objective,

MoS(z|I) = max
d∈D

∑

i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (14)

Theorem 4. For Max-of-Sum, the distortion of any strategyproof mechanism is

at least 1 +
√
2.

Proof. The proof process is detailed in Appendix 3.

Mechanism 2 (Rightmost-of-Median): For each group di ∈ D
do xλi

2

:= 1
2λi-th leftmost3 agent;

zd := argmin
z∈Z

δ(xλi
2

, z);

return ω := rightmost representative;

1 Mechanism 1 chooses the ⌈ k

2
⌉-th leftmost representative as the output. To simplify

our notation, we will use 1

2
k-th to denote the ceiling.

3 Mechanism chooses the ⌈ 1

2
λi⌉-th leftmost agent. For simplicity, we will use 1

2
λi-th

to denote the ceiling.
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Theorem 5. Mechanism 2 is strategyproof.

Proof. Consider any instance I, and let ω be the facility location chosen by the
mechanism, Dω be a set of groups with zd = ω. Without loss of generality, we
assume that xi < ω. Mechanism 2 chooses the rightmost representative, then for
any i ∈ d /∈ Dω, the misreported location x′

i implies no effect on the output ω.
We only discuss dj ∈ Dω.

– Case 1: xi < xλj

2

. If agent i misreports her position to change the output,

he/she would choose that x′
i > xλj

2

. Notice that δ(x′
i, ω) < δ(xλj

2

, ω), and

the output could be still.
– Case 2: xi > xλj

2

.If agent i misreports her position to change the output,

he/she would choose that x′
i < xλj

2

. If Mechanism 2 reaches a new output ω′

by x′
i, then ω′ < xλj

2

< ω. Combining with δ(xλj

2

, ω′) > δ(xλj

2

, ω), we have

δ(xi, ω
′) > δ(xλj

2

, ω′) > δ(xλj

2

, ω) > δ(xi, ω), (15)

i.e. δ(xi, ω) < δ(xi, ω
′). The social cost could not decrease by misreporting

the location.

Besides, if xi = xλj

2

, there is no need to misreport for agent i. In conclusion,

Mechanism 2 is strategyproof.

Theorem 6. For Max-of-Sum, the distortion of Mechanism 2 is at most 5.

Proof. The proof process is detailed in Appendix 4.

3.3 Max of Max

In this subsection, we focus on the max-of-max objective,

MoM(z|I) = max
d∈D

max
i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (16)

Theorem 7. For Max-of-Max, the distortion of any strategyproof mechanism is

at least 1+
√
5

2 .

Proof. We suppose towards a contradiction that there is a strategyproof mech-

anism M3 with distortion strictly smaller than 1+
√
5

2 , i.e. dist(M3|I) < 1+
√
5

2 ,
where ω and o be the location chosen by the mechanism and the optimal one,
respectively.

Consider an instance I7 with a group with one agent at 0 and the other

agent at 1, and there are three alternatives at z1 = 3−
√
5

2 , z2 = 1, z3 = 1+
√
5

2 .

We have that MoM(z3|I7) =
√
5+1
2 > MoM(z2|I7) = 1 > MoM(z1|I7) =
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√
5−1
2 , and opt(I7) = SoM(z1|I7). We claim that M3 must choose z1 = 1 as the

representative as otherwise the distortion would be 1+
√
5

2 .
Consider another instance I8 with a group with one agent at 1 and the other

agent at 2, and there are three alternatives at z1 = 3−
√
5

2 , z2 = 1, z3 =
1+

√
5

2 . As

a result, M1 must choose z3 = z3 = 1+
√
5

2 as the representative as otherwise the

distortion would be at least 1+
√
5

2 . This follows by arguments similar to those
for instance I1.

To reach a contradiction, we consider the following instance I9 with two

groups and Z = {z1 = 3−
√
5

2 , z2 = 1, z3 =
1+

√
5

2 }:
– In d1, there are two agents at 0 and 1, respectively.
– In d2, there are two agents at 1 and 2, respectively.

By I7 and I8, the representatives of two groups must be z1 and z3, respec-
tively. Consequently, the final winner would be z1 or z3. However, MoM(z1|I9) =
SoM(z3|I9) = 1+

√
5

2 , while opt(I9) = SoM(z2|I9) = 1, reaching a distortion of
1+

√
5

2 . Hence, we prove this theorem as desired.

Mechanism 3 (Median-of-Median): For each group di ∈ D
do xλi

2

:= 1
2λi-th leftmost agent;

zd := argmin
z∈Z

δ(xλi
2

, z);

return ω := 1
2k-th leftmost representative;

Theorem 8. Mechanism 3 is strategyproof.

The proof is the same as the mechanism DM in [11].

Theorem 9. For Max-of-Max, the distortion of Mechanism 3 is at most 3.

The proof can be referred in [2].

4 Obnoxious facility location games with candidate

locations

In this section, we discuss the distributed single obnoxious facility location prob-
lem under several minimum utility objectives. Consider a set of n agents located
along [0, 1]. One facility would be selected from alternatives set Z = [0, 1] (con-
tinuous candidate locations) and Z = {zj | zj ∈ [0, 1], j = 1, · · · ,m} (discrete
candidate locations), respectively. The agent utility is her distance to the output
by the mechanism.

4.1 Sum of Min

We focus on the sum-of-min objective,

Som(z|I) =
∑

d∈D

min
i∈Nd

δ(xi, z). (17)
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Theorem 10. For Sum-of-Min, no group strategyproof mechanism for obnox-

ious facility location in Z = [0, 1] can have a bounded distortion.

Proof. The proof process is detailed in Appendix 5.

Theorem 11. For Sum-of-Min, no strategyproof mechanism for obnoxious fa-

cility location in Z = {zi ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, · · · ,m} can have a bounded distortion.

Proof. We suppose that there is a strategyproof mechanism M with bounded

distortion of B, i.e. Som(o)
Som(ω) ≤ B. Consider two candidate locations z1 = 0, z2 = 1,

and two agents in one group, where x1 = ǫ2 and x2 = 1 − ǫ with 0 < ǫ <

min{
√
5−1
2 , 1

B
}. We have that x1 < x2, and opt(I) = Som(1) = ǫ, By distortion

B, mechanism M outputs point 1. Otherwises,Som(1)
Som(0) = 1

ǫ
> B. And so, social

utility of agent at x2 is ǫ.
If agent at x2 misreports her location as 1− ǫ3, the optimal solution of new

profile is point 0. By similar arguments above, the finial output must return
point 0. Therefore, agent at x2 can change the output of M and increase her
utility by misreporting. There is a contradiction to the strategyproofness.

Theorem 10 and 11 can be also applicable to the objective function of Min-of-
Min mom(ω|I) = mom(ω) = mind∈D mini∈Nd

δ(xi, ω).

4.2 Min of Sum

We focus on the social welfare of the min-of-sum objective,

moS(z|I) = moS(z) = min
d∈D

∑

i∈Nd

δ(xi, z).

Theorem 12. For Min-of-Sum, no group strategyproof mechanism for obnox-

ious facility location in Z = [0, 1] can have a bounded distortion.

Proof. The proof process is detailed in Appendix 6.

Theorem 13. For Min-of-Sum, no strategyproof mechanism for obnoxious fa-

cility location in Z = {zi ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, · · · ,m} can have a bounded distortion.

Proof. We suppose that there is a strategyproof mechanism M with bounded

distortion of B, i.e. moS(o)
moS(ω) ≤ B. Consider two candidate locations z1 = 0, z2 = 1,

and there are two groups and two agents with one agent in each group, where

d1 = {i = 1, x1 = ǫ2} and d2 = {i = 2, x2 = ǫ2} with 0 < ǫ < min{
√
5−1
2 , 1

B
}.

We have that x1 < x2, and opt(I) = moS(1) = ǫ, By distortion B, mechanism

M outputs point 1. Otherwises,moS(1)
moS(0) = 1

ǫ
> B. And so, social utility of agent

at x2 is ǫ2.
If agent at x2 misreports her location as 1− ǫ3, the optimal solution of new

profile is point 0. By similar arguments above, the finial output must return
point 0. Therefore, agent at x2 can change the output of M and increase her
utility by misreporting. There is a contradiction to the strategyproofness.
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5 Conclusions

In this paper, we purposed bounds on the distortion of single-winner distributed
mechanisms for many different objectives, and for obnoxious single facility games,
we showed no bounded strategyproof mechanism for discrete candidate locations
and no bounded group strategyproof mechanism for continuous candidate loca-
tions under several minimum utility objectives, some of which are novel. Still,
there are several challenging open questions, as well as new directions for future
research. Starting with our results, it would be interesting to close the gaps be-
tween the lower and upper bounds presented in Table 1 for the various scenarios
we considered. For obnoxious cases, we would consider to design 2-candidate
mechanism under some maximum objectives.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Appendix 1

Proof. We suppose towards a contradiction that there is a strategyproof mech-

anism M1 with distortion strictly smaller than 1+
√
5

2 , i.e. dist(M1|I) < 1+
√
5

2 .

Consider an instance I1 with one agent at 3−
√
5

2 in a group and three al-

ternatives at z1 = 0, z2 = 1, z3 = 2. We have that SoM(z3|I1) =
√
5+1
2 >

SoM(z2|I1) =
√
5−1
2 > SoM(z1|I1) = 3−

√
5

2 , and opt(I1) = SoM(z1|I1) = 3−
√
5

2 .
We claim that M1 must choose z1 = 0 as the representative, otherwise the

distortion would be 1+
√
5

2 .

Consider another instance I2 with one agent at 1+
√
5

2 in a group and three
alternatives at z1 = 0, z2 = 1, z3 = 2. As a result, M1 must choose z3 = 2 as the

representative, otherwise the distortion would be at least 1+
√
5

2 . This follows by
arguments similar to those for instance I1.

To reach a contradiction, we consider the following instance I3 with two
groups:

– In d1, there are one agent at 3−
√
5

2 and three alternatives at z1 = 0, z2 = 1,
z3 = 2.

– In d2, there are one agent at 1+
√
5

2 and three alternatives at z1 = 0, z2 = 1,
z3 = 2.

By I1 and I2, the representatives of two groups must be z1 = 0 and z3 =
2, respectively. Consequently, the final winner would be z1 or z3. However,

SoM(z1|I3) = SoM(z3|I3) = 3−
√
5

2 + 1+
√
5

2 = 2, while opt(I3) = SoM(z2|I3) =√
5− 1, reaching a distortion of 2√

5−1
= 1+

√
5

2 .

6.2 Appendix 2

Proof. Let ω and o be the location chosen by the mechanism and the optimal
one, respectively. id denotes the agent in the group d, whose distance from w
is the maximum, and id∗ is the agent with the farthest distance from o in each
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group d. We have that

SoM(ω) =
∑

D

δ(xid , ω) ≤
∑

D

δ(xid , o) +
∑

D

δ(o, ω)

≤
∑

D

δ(xid∗ , o) + kδ(o, ω) ≤ SoM(o) + kδ(o, ω). (18)

– Case 1: o < ω. Let L = {d ∈ D, zd < ω}, R = {d ∈ D, zd ≥ ω}, and it is
easily derived that |R| ≥ k

2 , which | · | represents the number of groups. If
δ(rd, o) < δ(rd, ω) for any d ∈ R, then zd could be o, and zd < ω. Thus,
there is the contraction with d ∈ R. We have that δ(rd, o) ≥ δ(rd, ω), d ∈ R.
By the triangle inequality, we obtain

δ(o, ω) ≤ δ(o, rd) + δ(rd, ω) ≤ 2δ(o, rd), d ∈ R. (19)

Hence,

SoM(o) =
∑

D

δ(o, xid∗ ) ≥
∑

R

δ(o, xid∗ ) ≥
∑

R

δ(o, rd) ≥
k

4
δ(o, ω), (20)

with inequality (18), we have SoM(ω) ≤ 5 · SoM(o) as desired.
– Case 2: ω < o. Let L

′

= {d ∈ D, zd ≤ ω},R′

= {d ∈ D, zd > ω}. Then, we
get that |L′ | ≥ k

2 . We have that

δ(o, ω) ≤ δ(o, rd) + δ(rd, ω) ≤ 2δ(o, rd), d ∈ L
′

. (21)

It holds that

SoM(o) =
∑

D

δ(o, xid∗ ) ≥
∑

L
′

δ(o, xid∗ ) ≥
∑

L
′

δ(o, rd) ≥
k

4
δ(o, ω) (22)

Therefore, we obtain that SoM(ω) ≤ 5 · SoM(o) with inequality (18).

6.3 Appendix 3

Proof. We suppose towards a contradiction that there is a strategyproof mech-
anism M2 with distortion strictly smaller than 1+

√
2, i.e. dist(M2|I) < 1+

√
2.

Consider an instance I4 with a group with (1+
√
2)p agents at 0 and p agents

at 1, where p is an arbitrarily large integer2. And three alternatives locate at
z1 = 0, z2 = 1, z3 = 2. We have that MoS(z3|I4) = (2

√
2+ 3)p > MoS(z2|I4) =

(
√
2 + 1)p > MoS(z1|I4) = p, and opt(I4) = MoS(z1|I4). We claim that M2

must choose z1 = 0 as the representative as otherwise the distortion would be
1 +

√
2.

Consider another instance I5 with a group with p agents at 1 and (1 +
√
2)p

agents at 2, and three alternatives are z1 = 0, z2 = 1 and z3 = 2. Therefore, M2

must choose z3 = 2 as the representative. This follows by arguments similar to
those for instance I4.

At last, we consider the following instance I6 with two groups and Z = {z1 =
0, z2 = 1, z3 = 2}:
2 (1 +

√
2)p should be an integer ⌈(1 +

√
2)p⌉.For simplicity, we drop the ceiling.
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– In d1, there are (1 +
√
2)p agents at 0 and p agents at 1.

– In d2, there are p agents at 1 and (1 +
√
2)p agents at 2.

By I3 and I4, the representatives of two groups must be z1 = 0 and z3 =
2, respectively. Consequently, the final winner would be z1 or z3. However,
MoS(z1|I6) = MoS(z3|I6) = (3 + 2

√
2)p, while opt(I6) = SoM(z2|I6) = (1 +√

2)p, reaching a distortion of (1+
√
2). There is a contradiction with dist(M2|I) <

1 +
√
2.

6.4 Appendix 4

Proof. Let ω and o be the location chosen by the mechanism and the optimal
one, respectively. d∗ denotes the group where

∑
i∈Nd

δ(xi, ω) is the maximum.
We have that

MoS(ω) =
∑

i∈Nd∗

δ(xi, ω) ≤
∑

i∈Nd∗

δ(xi, o) +
∑

i∈Nd∗

δ(o, ω)

≤ MoS(o) + λjδ(o, ω). (23)

– Case 1: o < ω. If xλj

2

≤ ω for any d ∈ Dω, we have that δ(xλj

2

, o) ≥ δ(xλj

2

, ω).

Let Sd = {i ∈ Nd, xi ≥ xλj

2

}, and |Sd| ≥ λj

2 . By the triangle inequality, we

obtain that δ(o, ω) = δ(o, xλj

2

) + δ(xλj

2

, ω) ≤ 2δ(o, xλj

2

), and

λjδ(o, ω) ≤ 2λjδ(o, xλj

2

) ≤ 4
∑

i∈Sd

δ(o, xλj

2

) ≤ 4
∑

i∈Nd

δ(o, xi) ≤ 4 ·MoS(o).

(24)

If there exists a group d such that xλj

2

> ω. Let S
′

d = {i ∈ Nd, xi ≥ xλj

2

},
and |S′

d| ≥
λj

2 . We have that

MoS(o) ≥
∑

i∈Nd

δ(xi, o) ≥
∑

i∈S
′

d

δ(xi, o) ≥
∑

i∈S
′

d

δ(o, ω) ≥ λj

2
δ(o, ω), (25)

i.e. λjδ(o, ω) ≤ 2 · MoS(o). With inequality (23) and (24), MoS(ω) ≤ 5 ·
MoS(o).

– Case 2: o > ω. Let Td = {i ∈ Nd, xi ≤ xλj

2

}, and |Td| ≥ λj

2 , and we have

that δ(xλj

2

, o) ≥ δ(xλj

2

, ω). If xλj

2

≤ ω, we obtain that

λjδ(o, ω) ≤ λjδ(o, xλj

2

) ≤ 2
∑

Td

δ(xi, o) ≤ 2
∑

Nd

δ(xi, o) ≤ 2 ·MoS(o). (26)

If ω < xλj

2

< o, by the triangle inequality, we draw the conclusions that

δ(o, ω) = δ(o, xλj

2

) + δ(xλj

2

, ω) ≤ 2δ(o, xλj

2

), and

λjδ(o, ω) ≤ 2λjδ(o, xλj

2

) ≤ 4
∑

Td

δ(o, xλj

,
2
) ≤ 4

∑

Nd

δ(o, xi) ≤ 4 ·MoS(o)

(27)
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with inequality (23) and (26), MoS(ω) ≤ 5 ·MoS(o). Above all, the conclu-
sion can be proved.

6.5 Appendix 5

Proof. We suppose that there is a group strategyproof mechanism M with

bounded distortion of B, i.e. Som(o)
Som(ω) ≤ B. Consider the instance with N = N1+

N2 agents in one group, where N1 = [ 1−ǫ−ǫ2

ǫ3
] + 2 and N2 = [ 1

ǫ2
] + 1 = [ ǫ−ǫ3

ǫ3
] + 2

with 0 < ǫ < min{
√
5−1
2 , 1

B
}. Let the leftmost agent xl = ǫ2 and the rightmost

one xr = 1 − ǫ. In N1 agents, two agents locate at xl and xr , respectively, and
others of N1 are uniformly distributed in the interval (ǫ2, 1 − ǫ). This ensures
the distance between two adjacent points in N1 that

xr − xl

N1 − 1
≤ 1− ǫ− ǫ2

1−ǫ−ǫ2

ǫ3

< ǫ2. (28)

Set N2 agents all at xr, and so, the optimal solution is point 1, opt(I) =
Som(1) = ǫ. By the approximate radio B, we have Som(ω) > ǫ2. Hence, M
must choose the facility in (1− ǫ + ǫ2, 1].

If all N2 agents at xr misreport their locations as uniformly distributed in
the interval [1− ǫ, 1− ǫ3] with two of these agents at both endpoints. Therefore,
the distance between two adjacent points in the new profile of N2 agents is also
smaller than ǫ2:

1− ǫ3 − 1 + ǫ

N2 − 1
≤ ǫ− ǫ3

ǫ−ǫ3

ǫ3

< ǫ2. (29)

And we have the distance between two adjacent points of N agents becomes
smaller than ǫ2, denote the new profile as I

′

, opt(I
′

) = Som(0|I ′

) = ǫ2. Combing
with B, we derive Som(ω) > ǫ3, and M must return the interval [0, ǫ2 − ǫ3).
Consequently, by misreporting, the group of N2 agents can change the output
and all increase their utilities, a contradiction to the group strategyproofness of
M .

6.6 Appendix 6

Proof. We suppose that there is a group strategyproof mechanism M with

bounded distortion of B, i.e. moS(o)
moS(ω) ≤ B. Consider the instance with N =

N1+N2 agents in N groups, i.e. one agent in each group, where N1 = [ 1−ǫ−ǫ2

ǫ3
]+2

and N2 = [ 1
ǫ2
]+1 = [ ǫ−ǫ3

ǫ3
]+2 with 0 < ǫ < min{

√
5−1
2 , 1

B
}. Let the leftmost agent

xl = ǫ2 and the rightmost one xr = 1− ǫ. In N1 agents (or groups), two agents
locate at xl and xr, respectively, and others of N1 are uniformly distributed in
the interval (ǫ2, 1− ǫ). This ensures the distance between two adjacent points in
N1 that

xr − xl

N1 − 1
≤ 1− ǫ− ǫ2

1−ǫ−ǫ2

ǫ3

< ǫ2. (30)
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Set N2 agents all at xr, and so, the optimal solution is point 1, opt(I) =
moS(1) = ǫ. By the approximate radio B, we have moS(ω) > ǫ2. Hence, M
must choose the facility in (1− ǫ + ǫ2, 1].

If all N2 agents at xr misreport their locations as uniformly distributed in
the interval [1− ǫ, 1− ǫ3] with two of these agents at both endpoints. Therefore,
the distance between two adjacent points in the new profile of N2 agents is also
smaller than ǫ2:

1− ǫ3 − 1 + ǫ

N2 − 1
≤ ǫ− ǫ3

ǫ−ǫ3

ǫ3

< ǫ2. (31)

And we have the distance between two adjacent points of N agents becomes
smaller than ǫ2, denote the new profile as I

′

, opt(I
′

) = moS(0|I ′

) = ǫ2. Combing
with B, we derive moS(ω) > ǫ3, and M must return the interval [0, ǫ2 − ǫ3).
Consequently, by misreporting, the group of N2 agents can change the output
and all increase their utilities, a contradiction to the group strategyproofness of
M .
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