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ABSTRACT

Our work revisits the design of mechanisms via the learning-augmented framework. In this model,
the algorithm is enhanced with imperfect (machine-learned) information concerning the input, usually
referred to as prediction. The goal is to design algorithms whose performance degrades gently as
a function of the prediction error and, in particular, perform well if the prediction is accurate, but
also provide a worst-case guarantee under any possible error. This framework has been successfully
applied recently to various mechanism design settings, where in most cases the mechanism is provided
with a prediction about the types of the players.
We adopt a perspective in which the mechanism is provided with an output recommendation. We make
no assumptions about the quality of the suggested outcome, and the goal is to use the recommendation
to design mechanisms with low approximation guarantees whenever the recommended outcome is
reasonable, but at the same time to provide worst-case guarantees whenever the recommendation
significantly deviates from the optimal one. We propose a generic, universal measure, which we
call quality of recommendation, to evaluate mechanisms across various information settings. We
demonstrate how this new metric can provide refined analysis in existing results.
This model introduces new challenges, as the mechanism receives limited information comparing
to settings that use predictions about the types of the agents. We study, through this lens, several
well-studied mechanism design paradigms, devising new mechanisms, but also providing refined
analysis for existing ones, using as a metric the quality of recommendation. We complement our
positive results, by exploring the limitations of known classes of strategyproof mechanisms that can
be devised using output recommendation.

Keywords mechanism design · output advice · quality of recommendation · facility location · scheduling · house
allocation · auctions
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Mechanism design augmented with output advice

1 Introduction

Motivated by the occasionally overly pessimistic perspective of worst-case analysis, a recent trend has emerged focusing
on the design and analysis of algorithms within the so-called learning-augmented framework (refer to [33] for an
overview). Within this framework, algorithms are enhanced with imperfect information about the input, usually referred
to as predictions. These predictions can stem from machine learning models, often characterized by high accuracy,
leading to exceptional performance. However, their accuracy is not guaranteed, so the predicted input may differ
significantly from the actual input. Blindly relying on these predictions can have significant consequences compared to
employing a worst-case analysis approach.

The framework aims to integrate the advantages of both approaches. The goal is to use these predictions to design
algorithms whose performance degrades gently as a function of the inaccuracy of the prediction, known as the prediction
error. In particular, they should perform well whenever the prediction is accurate –a property known as consistency–
and also provide a worst-case guarantee under any possible error –a property known as robustness.

Xu and Lu [42] and Agrawal et al. [2] applied the learning-augmented framework in mechanism design settings, where
there is incomplete information regarding the preferences (or types) of the participants over a set of alternatives. Tradi-
tional mechanism design addresses this information gap by devising strategyproof mechanisms that offer appropriate
incentives for agents to report their true types. In the learning-augmented model, it is generally assumed that the
mechanism is equipped with predictions about the types of the agents. The aim is to leverage these predicted types to
design strategyproof mechanisms that provide consistency and robustness guarantees. Since then, this model has found
application in diverse mechanism design settings [9, 12, 30, 27].

Mechanisms with output advice In this work, we propose an alternative perspective on mechanism design with
predictions. We assume that the mechanism is provided with external advice to output a specific outcome, rather being
provided with predictions of the agents’ types. For example, in a job scheduling problem, the designer may receive
a recommended partition of tasks for the machines, rather than a prediction about the machines’ processing times.
Similarly, in an auction setting, an allocation of goods is provided, rather than a prediction about the agents’ valuations.

Following the tradition of the learning-augmented framework, we make no assumptions about the quality of the
recommended outcome, which may or may not be a good fit for the specific (unknown) input. The goal is to use the
recommendation to design a strategyproof mechanism with good approximation guarantees whenever the recommended
outcome is a good fit, but at the same time provide worst-case guarantees whenever the recommendation deviates from
the optimal one.

We observe that one can reinterpret previous models within the framework of our model, viewing it as a more constrained
version of predictions with limited information.1Since we only require limited information regarding the outcome, our
model may be better suited to handle cases where historical input data is absent or limited, which may occur for various
reasons such as privacy concerns, data protection, challenges in anonymizing, or simply because the information is
missing. For instance, historical data in an auction may sometimes only contain information about the winners and
perhaps the prices, omitting details about their exact valuation or the values of those who lost. Additionally, our model
may be applied in cases where the designer does not need to know the specifics of the algorithm and treats it as a black
box, as long as it yields satisfactory allocations, even if the inner workings are not fully understood.

We make no assumption about how the outcome recommendation was produced, which makes it quite general and
adaptable to different application domains. For instance, the outcome may represent the optimal allocation with respect
to predicted data (as seen in [2]), or it may be a solution generated by an approximation algorithm or a heuristic.
Consequently, the quality of the recommended outcome may be affected by various factors, such as the accuracy of the
predicted data or the limitations of computational resources which prevent the computation of optimal solutions, even
when the data is accurate.

A beneficial side effect of our model is that an outcome recommendation fits in a plug-and-play fashion with a
generic machinery for strategyproofness in multi-dimensional mechanism design, particularly maximal in range VCG
mechanisms (or more generally with affine maximizers) in a straightforward manner: we simply add the recommended
outcome to the range of the affine maximizer (see Section 6).

Quality of recommendation In the learning augmented framework, the performance of an algorithm (or mechanism)
is evaluated based on the prediction error, which quantifies the disparity between the predicted and actual data.
Unfortunately, there is no universal definition for such an error; it is typically domain-specific (e.g., the ratio of

1For example, in [2], it is assumed that the mechanism is provided with the optimal allocation with respect to the predicted types.
Refer to the discussion in Section 3 for a comparison and differences with their model.
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Mechanism design augmented with output advice

processing times for scheduling [30, 9] or (normalized) geometric distance for facility location [2]). Therefore, if one
modifies the information data model for a specific problem—for instance, by assuming that only a fraction or a signal
of the predicted data is provided—it becomes necessary to redefine the prediction error.

To address this issue, we propose a generic, universal measure that can be applied to analyze algorithms across various
information settings and application domains. We define the quality of recommendation as the approximation ratio
between the cost (or welfare) of the recommended outcome and the optimal cost (or welfare) both evaluated w.r.t the
actual input.

It is worth emphasizing that although the above definition aligns naturally with our information model, as we do not
assume the designer is provided with predicted data, it can also be applied to richer information models with partial or
even full predicted input.

We argue that it provides a unified metric for settings involving predictions, particularly when the objective is to
design mechanisms (or more generally algorithms) with low approximation or competitive ratio. The disparity between
predicted and actual data, captured by the predicted error, may not always be relevant and can lead to misleading
evaluations; there are cases where this error may be significantly large, but the optimal solution remains largely
unchanged. For example, consider the problem of makespan minimization in job scheduling (see also Section 3 for a
detailed example in facility location). In [30, 9], the prediction error used is the maximum ratio of processing times,
and it appears in the approximation guarantees. There are simple instances where this ratio is arbitrarily large, but the
optimal allocation remains the same. Consequently, when the prediction error is incorporated into the analysis, it may
lead to overly pessimistic guarantees for mechanisms that perform much better (see Section 3). Our metric avoids such
pathological situations.

1.1 Contributions

We propose studying mechanisms augmented with output advice, a setup that utilizes limited information to provide
improved approximation guarantees. Additionally, we introduce a unified metric that can provide more accurate
evaluations, even for settings with richer information models.

We explore the limitations of the class of strategyproof mechanisms that can be devised using this limited information
across various mechanism design settings.

Facility Location In the facility location problem, there are n agents each with a preferred location and the goal is to
design a strategyproof mechanism that determines the optimal facility location based on an objective. In Section 3,
we derive new approximation bounds for the facility location problem revisiting the Minimum Bounding Box and the
Coordinatewise Median mechanisms defined in [2], as a function of the quality of recommendation. We provide tight
bounds, and demonstrate that in some cases they outperform previous analysis with the use of a prediction error.

Scheduling In Section 4 we study a scheduling problem with unrelated machines, where each machine has a cost
for each job, which corresponds to the processing time of the job on the machine. Each job is assigned to exactly one
machine, and the goal is to minimize the makespan having an output allocation as a recommendation. We devise a
new strategyproof mechanism (Mechanism 1), that takes also as input a confidence parameter β ∈ [1, n], reflecting the
level of trust in the recommendation. We show that this mechanism is (β + 1)-consistent and n2

β -robust (Theorem 3).

Altogether, we obtain a min{(β + 1)ρ̂, n+ ρ̂, n2

β } upper bound on the approximation ratio, where ρ̂ is the quality of
the recommendation, that we show that is asymptotically tight (Theorem 4). We complement this positive result, by
showing that, given only the outcome as advice, it is impossible to achieve a better consistency-robustness trade-off in
the class of the weighted VCG mechanisms (Theorem 5).

House Allocation Next, we switch to the house allocation problem that can be found in Section ??. In this problem,
we aim to assign n houses to a set of n agents in a way that ensures strategyproofness and maximizes the social welfare.
We use the TTC mechanism with the recommendation as an initial endowment (Mechanism 2), and prove that this is
min{ρ̂, n}-approximate for unit-range valuations and min{ρ̂, n2}-approximate for unit-sum valuations, where ρ̂ is the
quality of recommendation (Theorem 7). Finally, we prove it is optimal among strategyproof, neutral and nonbossy
mechanisms (Theorem 8) using the characterization of [41].

Combinatorial Auctions Finally, we study combinatorial auctions given a recommended allocation (see Section ??).
In the combinatorial auctions setting, there is a set of m indivisible objects to be sold to n bidders, who have private
values for each possible bundle of items. We observe that our advice model fits nicely with the maximal in range VCG
mechanisms or more generally with the affine maximizers, by preserving strategyproofness (Mechanism 3). These
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mechanisms provide the best known bounds for the approximation of the maximum social welfare for several classes of
valuations [20, 18, 26]. By including the recommended outcome in the range of the affine maximizer, we immediately
obtain 1-consistency, while maintaining the robustness guarantees of those mechanisms (see Lemma 16).

Table 1: Contribution Results. Consistency, robustness and approximation results proved for the mechanism design
problems augmented with output advice. In the house allocation problem, bounds are shown for unit-range valuations,
while the ones in parentheses are for unit-sum valuations. In auctions, ρM is the approximation ratio guarantee of a
maximal in range mechanism.

Problem Cons Rob f(t, ρ̂)-approximation
Facility Location (egalitarian) 1 [2] 1+

√
2 [2] min{ρ̂, 1 +

√
2}

Facility Location (utilitarian)
√
2λ2+2
1+λ [2]

√
2λ2+2
1−λ [2] min{

√
2ρ̂, ρ̂+

√
2,

√
2λ2+2
1−λ }

Scheduling β + 1 n2

β min{(β + 1)ρ̂, n+ ρ̂, n2

β }
House Allocation 1 n (or n2) min{ρ̂, n (or n2)}

Auctions 1 ρM min{ρ̂, ρM}

1.2 Related Work

Learning-augmented mechanism design Recently, there has been increased interest in leveraging predictions to
improve algorithms’ worst case guarantees. The influential framework of Lykouris and Vassilvitskii [31] applied on
caching, formally introduced the notions of consistency and robustness, under minimal assumptions on the machine
learned oracle. In the survey of Mitzenmacher and Vassilvitskii [33], black box originated predictions are employed to
circumvent worst-case analysis on several algorithmic problems such as ski rental and learned bloom filters.

In the domain of algorithmic game theory, a multitude of challenges have been addressed through the lens of predictive
methodologies. Agrawal et al. [2] initiated the design and analysis of strategyproof mechanisms augmented with
predictions regarding the private information of the participating agents by revisiting the problem of facility location
with strategic agents. Xu and Lu [42] applied the algorithmic design with predictions framework on several mechanism
design problems including revenue-maximizing single-item auction, frugal path auction, scheduling, and two-facility
location. Another version of the facility location problem, obnoxious facility location, was studied by Istrate and
Bonchis [27]. Balcan et al. [8] developed a new methodology for multidimensional mechanism design that uses side
information with the dual objective of generating high social welfare and high revenue. Strategyproof scheduling of
unrelated machines was studied in [9], achieving the best of both worlds using the learning-augmented framework.

Revenue maximization is also considered in [10] in the online setting, while Lu et al. [30] study competitive auctions
with predictions. Caragiannis and Kalantzis [12] assume that the agent valuations belong to a known interval and study
single-item auctions with the objective of extracting a large fraction of the highest agent valuation as revenue.

Other settings enhanced with predictions include the work of Gkatzelis et al. [24], where predictions are applied to
network games and the design of decentralized mechanisms in strategic settings. In [11], the scenario includes a set
of candidates and a set of voters, and the objective is to choose a candidate with minimum social cost, given some
prediction of the optimal candidate.

Facility Location For single facility location on the line, the mechanism that places the facility on the median over all
the reported points is strategyproof and optimal for the utilitarian objective. Additionally, it achieves a 2-approximation
for the egalitarian social cost, the best approximation achievable by any deterministic and strategyproof mechanism [34].
In the two-dimensional Euclidean space, the Coordinatewise Median mechanism achieves a

√
2-approximation for the

utilitarian objective [32], and a 2-approximation for the egalitarian objective [25]. These approximation bounds are
both optimal among deterministic and strategyproof mechanisms.

In [2], the facility is used as the prediction to improve the above results. Concerning the egalitarian social cost and the
two-dimensional version of the problem, they achieve perfect consistency, and a robustness of 1 +

√
2. They also prove

that their mechanism provides an optimal trade-off between robustness and consistency. Regarding the utilitarian social
cost in two dimensions, they propose a deterministic mechanism achieving

√
2λ2+2
1+λ -consistency,

√
2λ2+2
1−λ -robustness

and optimal trade-off among deterministic, anonymous, and strategyproof mechanisms. Finally, they define a custom
prediction error and provide general approximation guarantees, for both of the objectives.
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Scheduling Christodoulou et al. [16] validated the conjecture of Nisan and Ronen, and proved that the best
approximation ratio of deterministic strategyproof mechanisms for makespan minimization for n unrelated machines is
n. Even if we allow randomization, the best known approximation guarantee achievable by a randomized strategyproof
mechanism is O(n) [14].

Following the prediction framework, Xu and Lu [42] study the problem with predictions t̂ij denoting the predicted
processing time of job j by machine i. They propose a deterministic strategyproof mechanism with an approximation
ratio of O(min{γη2, m3

γ2 }), where γ ∈ [1,m] is a configurable consistency parameter and η ≥ 1 is the prediction
error. Balkanski et al. [9] extend these results by identifying a deterministic strategyproof mechanism that guarantees a
constant consistency with a robustness of 2n, achieving the best of both worlds.

House Allocation Over the years, several different mechanisms have been proposed with various desirable properties
related to strategyproofness, fairness, and economic efficiency, with Probabilistic Serial and Random Priority being the
two prominent examples. In [22], it was proved that using randomized mechanisms, the approximation ratio of the
problem is Θ(

√
n), using the Random Priority Mechanism, and that this is optimal among all strategyproof mechanisms.

A lower bound of Ω(n2) on the Price of Anarchy for any deterministic mechanism (not necessarily strategyproof) is
proved in [15]. In [4], a Θ(n2) bound is proved for the distortion of all ordinal deterministic mechanisms. There exist
lower bounds for all deterministic strategyproof mechanisms which are Ω(n2) for unit-sum and Ω(n) for unit-range,
respectively. To the best of our knowledge there is no single point of reference, for these bounds, but can follow from
known results in the literature, after observing that deterministic strategyproof mechanisms are ordinal, see [15, 4].

Auctions The central positive technique of strategyproof auction design is the VCG payment scheme. Unfortunately,
while VCG works effectively from a game-theoretic perspective, it requires calculating the optimal solution, which is
inherently intractable. As a result, current research focuses on designing strategyproof optimal auctions constrained
to polynomially many queries. It is noteworthy that the design of strategyproof, near-optimal auctions using neural
networks [21, 39] has been studied extensively for automated mechanism design.

Auctions incorporating predictions have been explored across various settings such as revenue maximization auctions [12,
42], competitive auctions [30] and the online setting [10]. In our work, we consider applications on important auction
variations, namely multi-unit auctions [18], combinatorial auctions with general bidders [26] and combinatorial auctions
with subadditive valuations [20].

2 Model

We consider various mechanism design scenarios that fall into the following abstract mechanism design setting. There
is a set of n agents and a (possibly infinite) set of alternatives A. Each agent (player) i ∈ {1, . . . , n} can express their
preference over the set of alternatives via a valuation function ti which is private information known only to them
(also called the type of agent i). The set Ti of possible types of agent i consists of all functions bi : A → R. Let also
T = ×i∈NTi denote the space of type profiles.

A mechanism defines for each player i a set Bi of available strategies the player can choose from. We consider direct
revelation mechanisms, i.e., Bi = Ti for all i, meaning that the players’ strategies are to simply report their types to the
mechanism. Each player i provides a bid bi ∈ Ti, which may not necessarily match their true type ti, if this serves their
interests. A mechanism (f, p) consists of two parts:

A selection algorithm: The selection algorithm f selects an alternative based on the players’ inputs (bid vector)
b = (b1, . . . , bn). We denote by f(b) the alternative chosen for the bid vector b = (b1, . . . , bn).

A payment scheme: The payment scheme p = (p1, . . . , pn) determines the payments, which also depend on the bid
vector b. The functions p1, . . . , pn represent the payments that the mechanism hands to each agent, i.e., pi : T → R.

The utility ui of an agent i is the actual value they gain from the chosen alternative minus the payment they will have to
pay, ui(b) = ti(f(b))− pi(b). We consider strategyproof mechanisms. A mechanism is strategyproof, if for every
agent, reporting their true type is a dominant strategy. Formally,

ui(ti,b−i) ≥ ui(t
′
i,b−i), ∀i ∈ [n], ti, t

′
i ∈ Ti, b−i ∈ T−i,

where T−i denotes all parts of T except its i-th part.

In some of our applications (e.g. in the facility location and scheduling settings), it is more natural to consider that the
agents are cost-minimizers rather than utility-maximizers. Therefore, for convenience we will assume that each agent i

5



Mechanism design augmented with output advice

aims to minimize a cost function rather than maximizing a utility function. We stress that some of our applications (e.g.
facility location, one-sided matching) fall into mechanism design without money, hence in those cases we will assume
pi(t) = 0,∀t and i ∈ [n].

Social objective We assume that there is an underlying objective function that needs to be optimized. We consider
both cost minimization social objectives (facility location in Section 3, scheduling in Section 4, and welfare maximization
(house allocation in Section 5, auctions in Section 6). In the context of a maximization problem, we assume that we
are given a welfare function W : T × A → R+. If all agents’ types were known, then the goal would be to select the
outcome a that maximizes C(t, a).

The quality of a mechanism for a given type vector t is measured by the welfare MECH(t) achieved by its selection
algorithm f , MECH(t) = W (t, f(t)), which is compared to the optimal cost OPT(t) = maxa∈A W (t, a). We denote
an optimal alternative for a given bid vector t by a∗.

In most application domains, it is well known that only a subset of algorithms can be selection algorithms of strategyproof
mechanisms. In particular, no mechanism’s selection algorithm is optimal for every t, prompting a natural focus on the
approximation ratio of the mechanism’s selection algorithm. A mechanism is ρ-approximate, for some ρ ≥ 1, if its
selection algorithm is ρ-approximate, that is, if ρ ≥ OPT(t)

MECH(t) for all possible inputs t.

Mechanisms with advice We assume that in addition to the input bid b, the mechanism is also given as a recom-
mendation/advice, a predicted alternative â ∈ A, but without any guarantee of its quality. A natural requirement,
known as consistency, requires that whenever the recommendation is accurate, then the mechanism should achieve
low approximation. A mechanism is said to be β-consistent if it is β-approximate when the prediction is accurate, that
is, the predicted outcome â is optimal for the given t vector. On the other hand, if the prediction is poor, robustness
requires that the mechanism retains some reasonable worst-case guarantee. A mechanism is said to be γ-robust if it is
γ-approximate for all predictions:

max
t

OPT(t)

MECH(t, a∗)
≤ β ; max

t,â

OPT(t)

MECH(t, â)
≤ γ .

In order to measure the quality of the prediction, we define the recommendation error, denoted by ρ̂, as the approximation
ratio of the cost of the recommended outcome to the optimal cost i.e.,

ρ̂ =
OPT(t)

W (t, â)
.

In some of our applications, the social objective is a cost minimization problem, where there is an underlying social
cost function C : T × A → R+ that needs to be minimized. We adapt our definitions for approximation and for the
prediction error accordingly.

In particular, the quality of a mechanism for a given type vector t is measured by the cost MECH(t, â) = C(t, f(t, â)),
which is compared to the optimal social cost OPT(t) = mina∈A C(t, a). A mechanism is ρ-approximate, if ρ ≥
MECH(t)
OPT(t) for all possible inputs t. Similarly to the maximization version, β-consistency and γ-robustness are defined as:

max
t

MECH(t, a∗)

OPT(t)
≤ β ; max

t,â

MECH(t, â)

OPT(t)
≤ γ

while the recommendation error is defined as the approximation ratio

ρ̂ =
C(t, â)

OPT(t)
.

Note that for both versions, the quality of recommendation ρ̂ exceeds 1, with 1 indicating perfect quality and higher
values indicating poorer quality.

Additionally, we require a smooth decay of the approximation ratio as a function of the quality of the recommendation
as it moves from being perfect to being arbitrarily bad. We say that an algorithm is smooth if its approximation ratio
degrades at a rate that is at most linear in ρ̂ [6, 5, 35].
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3 Facility Location

In this section, we study mechanisms for the facility location problem in the two-dimensional Euclidean space. There
are n agents each with a preferred (private) location zi = (xi, yi), 1 ≤ i ≤ n in R2. The goal of the mechanism is to
aggregate the preferences of the agents and determine the optimal facility location at a point f(t) in R2. Given a facility
at point a ∈ R2, the private cost ti(a) of each agent is measured by the distance of zi from a, i.e., ti(a) = d(zi, a),
and the private objective of each agent is to minimize their cost. Two different social cost functions have been used
to evaluate the quality of a location a [2]; the egalitarian cost, which measures the maximum cost incurred by a
among all agents C(t, a) = maxi ti(a), and the utilitarian cost, which considers the sum of the individual costs i.e.,
C(t, a) =

∑
i ti(a).

We assume that the mechanism is equipped with a recommended point â ∈ R2. This is perceived as a recommendation
to place the facility at â. For a given t we denote by a∗(t) the optimal location minimizing the social cost, and by ρ̂(t)
the quality of the recommended outcome, which is defined as the approximation ratio C(t, â)/OPT(t) and measures
the approximation that would by achieved by placing the facility at â. We use the simpler notation a∗ and ρ̂ when t is
clear from the context.

We note that for this problem our model coincides with the model studied in [2] for facility location problems, although
our perspective is slightly different. Their paper considers that the missing information is the type of the agents, and
they assume that they receive a signal of the predicted input â, the optimal location w.r.t. the predicted types. Due to
this perspective, they defined as prediction error the (normalized) distance of their prediction, comparing to the optimal
solution w.r.t the actual types. We perceive â as an output advice. Clearly, one can interpret the output as a signal of
some sort of predicted data. However, we treat the advice as a recommendation, with unknown quality, and under this
perspective in the context of this paper, it makes more sense to measure it by the approximation ratio w.r.t the actual
(but unknown) input.

We showcase this effect in the following example of the facility location problem in the line for the utilitarian social
cost, and we further discuss it in Section 3.3. Consider 2m − 1 agents, see Figure 1, whose preferred locations are
clustered in two different points, the one at position (0, 0) and the other at position (1, 0), where the first point is
preferred by m agents and the other is preferred by m− 1 agents. The solution a∗ that minimizes the social cost places
the facility at point (0, 0) (preferred by m agents) resulting in a total cost of OPT(t) = m− 1. Now, take two different
recommendations â1 and â2 at points (−1, 0) and (1, 0) respectively. The prediction error is the same for both points
and it is equal to 1

m−1 . However, any recommendation between a∗ and â2 is almost optimal for large m, in contrast
to â1. The quality of the recommendation captures this difference: the social cost for the two recommendations are
C(â1) = 3m − 2 and C(â2) = m, and therefore the quality of the recommendation for â1 and â2 are respectively
ρ̂1 = 3m−2

m−1 and ρ̂2 = m
m−1 , which converge to 3 and 1 respectively as m grows.

â1 a∗ â2
m
×

m− 1
×

Figure 1: Quality of recommendation versus prediction error

In Section 3.1, we study the egalitarian cost and show that the Minimum Bounding Box Mechanism 4, defined by
Agrawal et al. [2], achieves an approximation ratio of ρ̂, which combined with the robustness bound of [2] gives an
overall approximation guarantee of min{ρ̂,

√
2 + 1}. In Section 3.2 we focus on the utilitarian cost and show that the

Coordinatewise Median Mechanism with predictions 6, defined in [2], achieves an approximation ratio of at most
√
2ρ̂

which combined with the robustness bound of [2] gives an overall approximation guarantee of min{
√
2ρ̂,

√
2λ2+2
1−λ },

where λ ∈ [0, 1) is a parameter that models the confidence of the designer on the recommendation; larger values of
λ, correspond to increased confidence about the advice. Finally, in Section 3.3 we compare the bounds obtained as a
function of the quality of recommendation to previously known results obtained as a function of the prediction error.

3.1 Egalitarian Cost

The main result of this section is an approximation ratio of ρ̂ for the egalitarian cost, by analyzing the Minimum
Bounding Box mechanism defined in [2]. The robustness result for this mechanism [2], gives a total approximation
ratio of min{ρ̂,

√
2 + 1}, which is tight (Lemma 1).
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Intuitively, the Minimum Bounding Box mechanism works as follows2: If the minimum rectangle that contains all
the input points zi, i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, contains the recommendation point â, then we output â. Otherwise, we select the
boundary point with the minimum distance from â.

Theorem 1. The Minimum Bounding Box mechanism is min{ρ̂,
√
2 + 1}-approximate.

Proof.

MECH(t, â) = max
i

d(zi, f(t, â)) ≤ C(t, â) = ρ̂OPT(t)

The inequality follows from the fact that, whenever the prediction is outside the minimum bounding box, the mechanism
projects the prediction on its boundaries, in a way that improves the egalitarian loss compared to the initial prediction.
When the prediction is inside the bounding box, then f(t, â) = â and the inequality holds with equality. The term
(
√
2 + 1) follows from the robustness guarantee proved in [2]. By selecting the minimum of the two bounds, we get the

approximation above.

Next, we show that the bound of Theorem 1 is tight.

Lemma 1. For any ρ̂ ≤
√
2 + 1, there exists an instance where the approximation ratio of the Minimum Bounding Box

mechanism is ρ̂.

Proof. Consider the instance (used in [2]) of 3 agents with preferred locations z1 = (0, 1), z2 = (1, 0) and z3 =
(− 1√

2
,− 1√

2
); see also Figure 2. The optimal location is on (0, 0) with OPT(t) = 1. Consider the recommendation â as

a point on the line between (0, 0) and (1, 1), such that d(a∗, â) = ρ̂− 1; note that for any ρ̂ ∈ [1,
√
2 + 1], there exists

such a point. Since â is inside the bounding box, the outcome of the mechanism remains on the same location, and
therefore,

MECH(t, â)

OPT(t)
= C(t, â) = d(z3, â) = 1 + d(a∗, â) = ρ̂ .

y

x

(1, 1)
×(0, 1)

×
(1, 0)

×(− 1√
2
,− 1√

2
)

a∗
â = f(t, â)

Figure 2: Tight lower bound for the Minimum Bounding Box mechanism.

Remark 1. We remark that when f(t, â) = â, the upper bound of ρ̂ is tight. In practice, this happens whenever the
recommendation is inside the minimum bounding box defined by the agents’ locations.

3.2 Utilitarian Cost

Next, we show a
√
2ρ̂ upper bound for the utilitarian cost by using the Coordinatewise Median with predictions mecha-

nism defined in [2]. This mechanism specifies a parameter λ ∈ [0, 1) which models how much the recommendation
is trusted. Intuitively,3 the mechanism works as follows; it creates ⌊λn⌋ copies of the recommendation â = (xâ, yâ).
Then, by treating each coordinate separately, it selects the median point among n+ ⌊λn⌋ in total points; the n actual
bids zi = (xi, yi) and the ⌊λn⌋ copies of the recommendation. After calculating the medians xa and ya for each
coordinate, it defines the outcome to be f(t, â) = (xa, ya).

2For completeness we define the Minimum Bounding Box mechanism in the Appendix (Section A.1). We further refer the reader
to [2] for the exact definition and also for the proof of strategyproofness and robustness.

3We refer the reader to [2] for the exact definition and also for the proof of strategyproofness and robustness. For convenience,
we also define it in the Appendix (Section A.1).
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Before proving the main result, we show an intermediate lemma. Given the location of a given facility a = (xa, ya),
let Cx(t, a) be the sum of distances between the x-coordinate of each point and xa, i.e., Cx(t, a) =

∑
i d(xi, ax).

Similarly, we define Cy(t, a) =
∑

i d(yi, ay) for the y-coordinate.

Lemma 2. Let f be the selection algorithm of the Coordinatewise Median with Predictions mechanism. Then
Cx(t, f(t, â)) ≤ Cx(t, â). Similarly Cy(t, f(t, â)) ≤ Cy(t, â).

Proof. In [2] they showed that for any two locations a, a′, it holds d(f(t, a), f(t, a′)) ≤ d(a, a′). Considering the
single dimensional case, and the locations of a∗ and â, this implies that, f(t, â) lies between a∗ and â, since in the
single dimensional case, f(t, a∗) = a∗ (see Figure 3). Then, by following a similar argument to the one used in [34],
one can observe that Cx(t, a) gets only higher values when the facility moves away from the median a∗; because more
agents are harmed by the change and less of them benefit from it.

x× × × ×× ×
a∗
×

f(t, â)â

Figure 3: Projected locations on x-axis

Lemma 3. For every point z ∈ R2 it holds that d(z, f(t, â)) ≤ d(z, â) + d(z, f(t)), where f(t) is the coordinatewise
median of points t.

Proof. By definition of the coordinatewise median with predictions mechanism, the output facility a = f(t, â) will be
somewhere inside the rectangle defined by the opposite vertices â and f(t). We take cases depending on where point z
lies (see Figure 4):

1. If z ∈ Region 1, then d(z, a) ≤ dx(z, a) + dy(z, a) ≤ dx(z, â) + dy(z,m) ≤ d(z, â) + d(z, f(t)), where
dx, dy are the x and y components of the according distances.

2. If z ∈ Region 2, then d(z, a) ≤ d(z, â)

3. If z ∈ Region 3, then d(z, a) ≤ d(z, f(t))

â

f(t)

×
f(t, â)

z
1

1 2

3

Figure 4: d(z, f(t, â)) ≤ d(z, â) + d(z, f(t)) for every agent location z

By using the above together with simple geometric arguments, we are ready to present our main result on the
approximation ratio of the Coordinatewise Median with Predictions mechanism.

Theorem 2. The Coordinatewise Median with Predictions mechanism is min{
√
2ρ̂, ρ̂+

√
2,

√
2λ2+2
1−λ }-approximate.

Proof. The robustness bound
√
2λ2+2
1−λ was shown in [2]. Next, we show that the approximation ratio is at most

√
2ρ̂.

9
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MECH(t, â) =
∑
i

d(zi, f(t, â))

≤ Cx(t, f(t, â)) + Cy(t, f(t, â))

≤ Cx(t, â) + Cy(t, â)

≤
√
2C(t, â)

=
√
2ρ̂OPT(t)

The mechanism approximation ratio is also at most ρ̂+
√
2. To see this, we sum over all points zi and use Lemma 3.∑

i

d(z, f(t, â)) ≤
∑
i

d(z, â) +
∑
i

d(z, f(t))

MECH(t, â) ≤ C(t, â) + C(t, f(t)) ≤ ρ̂OPT +
√
2OPT = (ρ̂+

√
2)OPT

The second inequality follows from the definition of the quality of recommendation and the guarantee of the coordinate-
wise median without predictions.

Next, we show that our analysis is tight, i.e., that there exists an instance where all of the inequalities above become
equalities.

Lemma 4. There exists an instance where the
√
2ρ̂ upper bound on the approximation ratio of the Coordinatewise

Median with Predictions mechanism is asymptotically tight.

Proof. Consider now the instance in Figure 5 (inspired by the worst case instance for the utilitarian objective [25]),
where there is an agent at position (−1, 0), m agents at position (0, 1) and m− 1 agents at position (1, 0), for some
m ≥ 2. The optimal location is on (0, 1), with OPT(t) =

√
2m. Let the recommendation â be at location (1, 0), this

gives

ρ̂ =
C(t, â)

OPT(t)
=

√
2m+ 2√
2m

= 1 +

√
2

m
.

W.l.o.g. suppose that ties in the median algorithm on the y-coordinate are resolved by selecting the agent with the
lowest value (otherwise, it suffices to create a symmetric instance by replacing point (0, 1) by (0,−1)). Then, no matter
what the value of λ is, f(t, â) goes to the origin according to Coordinatewise Median with Predictions mechanism, and
so MECH(t, â) = 2m. Then,

MECH(t, â)

OPT(t)
=

2m√
2m

=
√
2 =
√
2ρ̂− 2

m
,

that goes to
√
2ρ̂ as m grows.

y

x

a∗(0, 1)

â(1, 0)

f(t, â)

×

××
(−1, 0)

m

m− 11

Figure 5: The instance showing the tight analysis for the Coordinatewise Median with Predictions mechanism.

3.3 Quality of recommendation vs prediction error

At the beginning of this section, we provided an example indicating that the quality of recommendation captures
the recommendation gap more accurately compared to the prediction error. In this subsection, we delve into further
details on how the dependency on ρ̂ can indeed result in a more precise analysis. We compare our bounds (from the
previous subsections) concerning ρ̂ with known bounds from the literature regarding the prediction error, for the same
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mechanisms. The two mechanisms discussed in this section, Minimum Bounding Box and Coordinatewise Median with
predictions, were defined in [2]. In that work, they consider a prediction error defined as η = d(a∗,â)

OPT(t) for the egalitarian

social cost and η = nd(a∗,â)
OPT(t) for the utilitarian social cost.

In [2], they show an upper bound of min{η + 1,
√
2 + 1} for the approximation ratio of the Minimum Bounding Box

mechanism, and an upper bound of min{
√
2λ2+2
1+λ + η,

√
2λ2+2
1−λ } for the approximation ratio of the Coordinatewise

Median with Predictions mechanism.

We first establish that ρ̂ ≤ η + 1 holds for both objectives. This implies that our result showing the Minimum Bounding
Box mechanism to be ρ̂-approximate (refer to Theorem 1), also implies the η+1 upper bound as shown in [2]. However,
we demonstrate that there exist instances where our ρ̂ bound strictly outperforms the η + 1 bound, further justifying our
choice to evaluate the recommendation using ρ̂.4 As for the Coordinatewise Median with Predictions mechanism, we
show that our

√
2ρ̂ upper bound (refer to Theorem 2) contributes to the overall understanding of the Coordinatewise

Median with Predictions mechanism performance by providing an instance where
√
2ρ̂ is strictly more accurate than√

2λ2+2
1+λ + η.

Next we show a relation between ρ̂ and η for both egalitarian and utilitarian social cost functions.
Lemma 5. ρ̂ ≤ η + 1 for both the egalitarian and the utilitarian objective.

Proof. Regarding the egalitarian cost, let zâmax be the point with the maximum distance from â and let za
∗

max be the
one with the maximum distance from the optimal allocation a∗. By using the triangle inequality we get d(a∗, â) ≥
d(â, zâmax) − d(a∗, zâmax) ≥ d(â, zâmax) − d(a∗, za

∗

max) = C(t, â) − OPT(t). The second inequality holds due to the
fact that za

∗

max has the maximum distance from a∗. After normalizing by OPT(t), we derive the desired inequality,
η ≥ ρ̂− 1.

Regarding the utilitarian cost, by applying the triangle inequality to all zi locations, it holds that

ρ̂ =
C(t, â)

OPT(t)
=

∑
i d(zi, â)

OPT(t)
≤

∑
i d(a

∗, â) +
∑

i d(a
∗, zi)

OPT(t)
=

nd(a∗, â) + OPT(t)

OPT(t)
= η + 1 .

The above lemma shows that, regarding the egalitarian social cost, our bound of ρ̂ is (weakly) more accurate than
the known bound of η + 1 by [2]. However, by Remark 1, the ρ̂ bound strictly outperforms the (1 + η) bound in any
instance where the recommendation is inside the minimum bounding box and the (1 + η) bound is not tight. Next we
provide such an instance, meaning that our analysis is indeed more accurate.
Lemma 6. For the egalitarian social cost, there exists an instance where ρ̂ < η + 1.

Proof. Consider the instance in Figure 6 of 4 agents with preferred locations z1 = (1, 1), z2 = (−1, 1), z3 = (−1,−1)
and z4 = (1,−1). The optimal location is on position (0, 0), with OPT(t) =

√
2. Suppose that the recommendation â

is on location (0, 1). The outcome of the Minimum Bounding Box mechanism sets the facility on the recommended
location, as it belongs inside the minimum bounding box surrounding the agents. Then, C(t, â) =

√
5 and ρ̂ =

√
2.5 ≈

1.581, while η = 1/
√
2 ≈ 0.707 > ρ̂− 1. The approximation ratio is ρ̂ and our bound is thus tight, whereas the η + 1

is not.

Regarding the utilitarian social cost, we present an instance where our bound of
√
2ρ̂ outperforms the

√
2λ2+2
1+λ + η

bound.
Lemma 7. For the utilitarian social cost, there exists an instance where

√
2ρ̂ <

√
2λ2+2
1+λ + η

Proof. Consider again the instance in Figure 6. The optimal location is on position (0, 0), with OPT(t) = 4
√
2. W.l.o.g.

suppose that ties in the median algorithm on the y-coordinate are resolved by selecting the agent with the highest
value.5 No matter what the value of parameter λ is, f(t, â) = â. From this fact, it follows that C(t, â) = 2

√
5 + 2

and ρ̂ =
√
5+1

2
√
2
≈ 1.144, while η = 1/

√
2 = 0.707. Our upper bound is

√
2ρ̂ = 1.618, while the upper bound on [2] is

4We note that both bounds, ρ̂ and η + 1, are tight due to the instance shown in Figure 2.
5If ties were resolved differently, then it suffices to create a symmetric instance by replacing the position (0, 1) of the recommen-

dation by (0,−1).
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y

x

×
(1, 1)

×
(−1, 1)

×(−1,−1) ×(1,−1)

a∗

â = f(t, â)

√
5

√
2

Figure 6: An instance satisfying the statements of Lemmas 6 and 7

√
2λ2+2
1+λ + η > 1 + η = 1.707 > 1.618. The

√
2ρ̂ bound is thus closer to the approximation ratio of the mechanism for

this instance (which is MECH(t,â)
OPT(t) =

√
5+1

2
√
2

= 1.144).

Further comparison between the two error functions is shown in the experimental Section 3.4.

3.4 Experiments

In this section, the quality of recommendation ρ̂ is compared to the error η defined in [2] as a function of the performance
ratio of the Coordinatewise Median with Predictions mechanism. We run the specific mechanism on several real datasets
with various predictions â as recommendations, and compare the behavior of the two error functions. Experiments are
executed on a Intel Core i7-6500U CPU 2.50GHz-2.59 GHz, with 8 GB of RAM.

Predictions are created uniformly forming a grid on the bounding box defined by the input points. The optimal solution
is found using Weiszfeld’s algorithm. The confidence parameter of the Coordinatewise Median Mechanism was set to
high λ values, for which the mechanism highly depends on the prediction, in order to better compare the two errors
as the prediction varies. Datasets used are location based timestamped data from real scenarios with potential facility
location applications. Similarly to previous work, we probe the Twitter dataset [13] containing social network’s post
locations, used for the online facility location with predictions problem in [17], the Brightkite and Gowalla datasets
from the SNAP dataset collection [28], also examined in [3], and the Earthquake [40] and Autotel [7] datasets. The
Earthquake dataset contains coordinates of past earthquakes and the Autotel dataset contains shared cars locations from
the namesake company.

From the experiments it can be seen that both of the errors exhibit an increasing behavior as a function of the
Coordinatewise Median mechanism’s ratio. However, η exceeds the quality of recommendation ρ̂ as the ratio grows
(see Figure 7). This can be seen more clearly in the Gowalla dataset (see Figure 8), and especially in the example of
the Earthquake dataset (see Figure 8), where we see that the η error can grow very large comparing to the quality of
recommendation ρ̂, showing results similar to Example 1 in real-world datasets.

4 Scheduling

In this section, we study strategyproof mechanisms for the makespan minimization scheduling problem. In this problem,
we have a set N of n unrelated machines (considered as the agents) and a set M of m jobs. Each machine i has a
(private) cost tij for each job j, which corresponds to the processing time of job j in machine i. Since we consider
only strategyproof mechanisms, each machine i declares their true cost tij for each job j; let ti = (ti1, . . . , tim). The
goal of the mechanism is to process the declarations t = (t1, . . . , tn) of the machines and subsequently determine
both an allocation a(t) of the jobs to the machines and a payment scheme p(t) = (p1(t) . . . , pn(t)), where pi(t) is
given to each machine i for processing their allocated jobs. An allocation is given by a vector a = (a1, . . . , an), where
ai = (ai1, . . . , aim), and aij is set to 1 if job j is assigned to machine i and 0 otherwise. An allocation a is feasible if
each job is allocated to exactly one machine, i.e.,

∑
i∈N aij = 1, for all j ∈M , and

∑
i∈N,j∈M aij = m; we denote

by A the set of all feasible allocations.

The cost experienced by each machine i under an allocation a is the total cost of all jobs assigned to it: ti(a) = ti(ai) =∑
j∈M tijaij = ti · ai. The private objective of each machine i is to maximize their utility ui(t) = pi(t)− ti(a(t)). In

the strategyproof mechanisms that we consider here, this happens when each machine declares its true cost. The social
cost function that is usually used in this problem in order to evaluate the quality of an allocation a, is the maximum cost
among all machines, which is known as the makespan: C(t, a) = maxi ti(a).
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Figure 7: Comparison between ρ̂, η as a function of the Coordinatewise Median with Predictions mechanism set to
λ = 0.99 for Twitter, Brightkite and Autotel datasets.

We assume that the mechanism is provided with a recommendation â ∈ A, which can be seen as a suggestion on how
to allocate the jobs to the machines. For a given t we denote by a∗(t) the optimal allocation minimizing the social cost
function, i.e., a∗(t) ∈ argmina∈A C(t, a), and by OPT(t) the minimum social cost, i.e., OPT(t) = C(t, a∗(t)). We
measure the quality of the recommended outcome with ρ̂(t), which is defined as the approximation ratio C(t, â)/OPT(t)
and measures the approximation that we would achieve if we selected the recommended allocation â. In the notation of
a∗ and ρ̂, we drop the dependency on t when it is clear from the context.

In the remainder of this section, we introduce a strategyproof mechanism that we call AllocationScaledGreedy
(Mechanism 1). We prove that, given a confidence parameter 1 ≤ β ≤ n, it exhibits (β + 1)-consistency and n2

β -
robustness (Theorem 3). Next, we investigate the smoothness of this mechanism and demonstrate that its approximation
ratio is upper bounded by min{(β + 1)ρ̂, n + ρ̂, n2

β }, which is asymptotically tight (Theorem 4). Furthermore, we
establish that, when provided with the outcome as advice, it is impossible to achieve a better consistency-robustness
trade-off than the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism within the class of weighted VCG mechanisms (Theorem 5).

4.1 AllocationScaledGreedy Mechanism

In this subsection, we introduce a strategyproof mechanism called AllocationScaledGreedy. We demonstrate that it
achieves a (β+1)-consistency (more precisely, (n−1

n β+1)-consistency which converges to β+1 for large n) and a n2

β -
robustness, where β is a confidence parameter ranging from 1 to n, with 1 corresponding to full trust and n corresponding
to mistrust. For β = n, which can be interpreted as ignoring the recommendation, the AllocationScaledGreedy
mechanism corresponds to the VCG mechanism; in that case, consistency and robustness bounds coincide, giving
an n-approximation (same as VCG). For simplicity, we consider (β + 1)-consistency which is approximately the
consistency guarantee for large values of n. Regarding the smoothness of our mechanism, we prove an asymptotically
tight approximation ratio of min{(β + 1)ρ̂, n+ ρ̂, n2

β }.
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Figure 8: Comparison between ρ̂, η as a function of the Coordinatewise Median with Predictions mechanism set to
λ = 0.75 and λ = 0.99 for Gowalla and Earthquake datasets.

AllocationScaledGreedy The mechanism sets a weight rij for every machine i and every job j based on the
recommendation â. rij is set to 1 wherever âij = 1, and n

β wherever âij = 0, for some β ∈ [1, n]. It then decides the
allocation by running the weighted VCG mechanism for each job j separately, and by using rij as the (multiplicative)
weight of machine i, i.e., each job j is allocated to some machine in argmini{rijtij} that we denote by ij .

Mechanism 1 The AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism

Input: instance t ∈ Rn×m, recommendation â ∈ Rn×m

Output: a
1: rij ← 1 if âij = 1, n

β otherwise, (β ∈ [1, n])

2: ij ← argmini{rijtij}
3: if i = ij then aij = 1 else aij = 0, for each (i, j) ∈ N ×M

Remark 2. We remark that the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism for β = 1 is a simplification of the SimpleScaled-
Greedy mechanism of [9]. In [9], it is assumed that the mechanism is equipped with predictions of the entire cost
matrix t̂ij , for every machine-job pair. The SimpleScaledGreedy mechanism utilizes this information to define weights
rij that may take values in the range [1, n]. In contrast, AllocationScaledGreedy uses weights with values only 1
or n, for β = 1. Notably, despite the limited information available to AllocationScaledGreedy, both mechanisms
share the same consistency and robustness, but SimpleScaledGreedy lacks the nice property of being smooth, as for
a very small prediction error, the approximation ratio has a large discontinuity gap (see Lemma 8) as opposed to
AllocationScaledGreedy (see Theorem 4). SimpleScaledGreedy served as an intermediate step in [9] in the design of
the more sophisticated mechanism ScaledGreedy, (which again relies heavily on the prediction of the entire cost matrix)
which achieves the best of both worlds, constant consistency and O(n)-robustness. It’s worth noting that for similar
reasons, ScaledGreedy is not smooth either.
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Lemma 8. There exists an instance, for which the approximation ratio of both the SimpleScaledGreedy and Scaled-
Greedy mechanisms [9] is Ω(n) for prediction error η arbitrarily close to 1.

Proof. Consider the case of Figure 9, with n machines and n− 1 jobs. All costs in the predicted instance are 1 except
for the costs of machine n which are 1 + ϵ for each job. The real instance differs only on the costs of machine n
which are 1 − ϵ, meaning arbitrarily close to the predicted ones as ϵ goes to 0. The SimpleScaledGreedy and the
ScaledGreedy mechanisms [9] set all the weights to rij = 1. This results in an Ω(n) approximation for a very small
error η = max{ rijr̂ij

,
r̂ij
rij
} = 1+ϵ

1−ϵ ≈ 1. This approximation becomes linear for an error arbitrarily close to 1, in contrast
to the constant bound guaranteed by the consistency analysis of [9].

t̂ij 1 2 . . . n− 1
1 1 1 . . . 1
2 1 1 . . . 1
...

...
...

. . .
...

n− 1 1 1 . . . 1
n 1 + ϵ 1 + ϵ . . . 1 + ϵ

tij 1 2 . . . n− 1
1 1 1 . . . 1
2 1 1 . . . 1
...

...
...

. . .
...

n− 1 1 1 . . . 1
n 1− ϵ 1− ϵ . . . 1− ϵ

Figure 9: Smoothness violation for the SimpleScaledGreedy and ScaledGreedy mechanisms. The predicted costs are
given on the left. Given the prediction, both mechanisms set all weights to 1. If the actual costs are as on the right, the
approximation ratio for both mechanisms is approximately n− 1 for a prediction error arbitrarily close to 1. Moreover,
the quality of recommendation, if considering the optimal outcome for the predicted input as the recommendation, is 1.

Theorem 3. The AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism is
(
n−1
n β + 1

)
-consistent and n2

β -robust.

Proof. First, we establish that the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism achieves
(
n−1
n β + 1

)
-consistency. Let t be any

cost vector for the machines and consider a perfect recommendation, i.e., â = a∗. For any machine i, we divide the set
of jobs into two groups, Mi ∩ M̂i and Mi \ M̂i, where Mi is the set of jobs assigned to machine i by the mechanism,
i.e., Mi = {j : aij = 1}, and M̂i is the recommended assignment, i.e., M̂i = {j : âij = 1}. Then, it holds that,

∑
j∈Mi∩M̂i

tij ≤
∑
j∈M̂i

tij = ti(â) ≤ C(t, â) = OPT(t) . (1)

Next, let ı̂j be the machine that receives job j in the recommended allocation, i.e., âı̂jj = 1. For any job j ∈Mi \ M̂i,
according to the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism it holds that rijtij ≤ rı̂jjtı̂jj . It further holds that i ̸= ı̂j , which
in turn gives rij = n

β and rı̂jj = 1. Overall, we get:

∑
j∈Mi\M̂i

tij ≤
∑

j∈Mi\M̂i

rı̂jj

rij
tı̂jj =

β

n

∑
j∈Mi\M̂i

tı̂jj ≤
β

n

∑
i′∈N\{i}

∑
j∈M̂i′

tı̂jj .

It also holds that the average completion time of machines in N \ {i} is bounded by the maximum completion time in
the same set, which in turn is bounded by the makespan of the mechanism:

β

n

∑
i′∈N\{i}

∑
j∈M̂i′

tı̂jj ≤
n− 1

n
β · max

i′∈N\{i}

∑
j∈M̂i′

tı̂jj ≤
n− 1

n
βC(t, â) =

n− 1

n
βOPT(t) .

Overall, by combining these two facts:

∑
j∈Mi\M̂i

tij ≤
β

n

∑
i′∈N\{i}

∑
j∈M̂i′

tı̂jj ≤
n− 1

n
βOPT(t) . (2)
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Recall that the above inequalities hold for any machine i, so by summing them up we get

MECH(t, â) = MECH(t, a∗) = max
i∈N

∑
j∈Mi

tij ≤
(
n− 1

n
β + 1

)
OPT(t),

which gives a (n−1
n β + 1)-consistency.

To establish robustness, let t be any cost vector for the machines and â be any recommendation. Let i∗j be the machine
that receives job j in the optimal allocation, i.e., a∗i∗j j = 1. According to the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism, for
every job j ∈ Mi, it holds that tij ≤ rijtij ≤ ri∗j jti∗j j ≤

n
β ti∗j j . Based on that, we get the desired result regarding

robustness as follows:

MECH(t, â) = max
i∈N

∑
j∈Mi

tij ≤
∑
i∈N

∑
j∈Mi

tij ≤
n

β

∑
i∈N

∑
j∈Mi

ti∗j j =
n

β

∑
i∈N

tia
∗
i (t) ≤

n2

β
max
i∈N
{tia∗i (t)} =

n2

β
OPT(t) .

In the following theorem, we show the smoothness result for the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism; we show a tight
approximation ratio depending on ρ̂.

Theorem 4. The AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism is at most min{(β+1)ρ̂, n+ ρ̂, n2

β }-approximate and this bound
is asymptotically tight.

We prove this theorem in the following two lemmas, where we show that min{(β + 1)ρ̂, n + ρ̂, n2

β } is an upper

bound (Lemma 9) and min{n−1
n βρ̂, n+ρ̂−1

2 , n2−1
2β } is a lower bound (Lemma 10) on the approximation ratio of the

AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism.

Lemma 9. The AllocationScaledGreedy is at most min{(β + 1)ρ̂, n+ ρ̂, n2

β }-approximate.

Proof. The upper bound of n2

β is trivially derived by Theorem 3 where we showed that the AllocationScaledGreedy

mechanism is n2

β -robust.

We first show the (β + 1)ρ̂ upper bound. We use inequalities (1) and (2), before applying the final assumption that
â = a∗, which give an upper bound on the makespan of the mechanism’s outcome that depends on the makespan of the
recommended allocation:

MECH(t, â) ≤ (β + 1)C(t, â) = (β + 1)ρ̂OPT(t) .

We next give an alternative analysis that results in the n+ ρ̂ upper bound. For any t and any machine i, let Mi be the
set of jobs assigned to machine i by the mechanism, i.e., Mi = {j : aij = 1}, and M̂i is the recommended assignment,
i.e., M̂i = {j : âij = 1}. Then, by the definition of ρ̂:∑

j∈Mi∩M̂i

tij ≤
∑
j∈M̂i

tij ≤ C(t, â) = ρ̂OPT(t) .

Next, let i∗j be the machine that receives job j in the optimal allocation, i.e., a∗i∗j j = 1. For any job j ∈Mi \ M̂i, the
AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism ensures that rijtij ≤ ri∗j jti∗j j and rij =

n
β . Consequently, tij ≤ ti∗j j , irrespective

of whether ri∗j j equals to n
β or 1. Therefore, it holds that:∑

j∈Mi\M̂i

tij ≤
∑

j∈Mi\M̂i

ti∗j j ≤
∑
j∈M

ti∗j j =
∑
i∈N

ti(a
∗) ≤ n ·max

i∈N
ti(a

∗) = n · OPT(t) .

By summing up the 2 inequalities, we get the (n+ ρ̂) upper bound.

In the following lemma, we prove that the upper bound of Lemma 9 is asymptotically tight.
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Lemma 10. The AllocationScaledGreedy is at least min{n−1
n βρ̂, n+ρ̂−1

2 , n2−1
2β }-approximate.

Proof. Consider first the case where ρ̂ ≤ n
β . We provide an instance where the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism

has a lower bound of n−1
n βρ̂. In this instance there are n machines and n− 1 jobs, and the recommended allocation

â is that each machine i < n is allocated job i, i.e., âij = 1, only if i = j, see also Figure (10). Following the
AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism, rij = 1 for i = j and rij =

n
β otherwise. Suppose now that the true types/costs

of the machines are as follows (see also Figure 10):

• tij = ρ̂, for any i < n and j = i (for the job allocated to i according to the recommendation),

• tnj =
βρ̂
n − ϵ, for any j and for some arbitrarily small ϵ > 0,

• tij = 1, for any other case.

It is easy to see that the optimal allocation is to allocate each job to a different machine6, resulting in OPT(t) = 1, and
moreover, C(t, â) = ρ̂, so the quality of recommendation is ρ̂. The allocation induced by the AllocationScaledGreedy
mechanism is to allocate all jobs to machine n, since for any job j, rnjtnj < ρ̂, rjjtjj = ρ̂, and rijtij = n

β ≥ ρ̂, for
any i /∈ {j, n+ 1}. This means that MECH(t, â) = n−1

n βρ̂− (n− 1)ϵ, which goes to n−1
n βρ̂ as ϵ goes to 0.

âij 1 2 . . . n− 1
1 1 0 . . . 0
2 0 1 . . . 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

n− 1 0 0 . . . 1
n 0 0 . . . 0

tij 1 2 . . . n− 1
1 ρ̂ 1 . . . 1
2 1 ρ̂ . . . 1
...

...
...

. . .
...

n− 1 1 1 . . . ρ̂

n βρ̂
n − ϵ βρ̂

n − ϵ . . . βρ̂
n − ϵ

Figure 10: The recommendation â (on the left) and the true cost vector (on the right) used in the first case (ρ̂ ≤ n
β ) in

the proof of Lemma 10. The AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism assigns all jobs to agent n.

Now consider the case where n
β < ρ̂ ≤ n2−n

β . We provide an instance where the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism

has a lower bound of n+ρ̂−1
2 . In this instance there are n machines and k + n − 1 jobs, where k =

⌈
βρ̂
n

⌉
; it is true

that 1 < βρ̂
n ≤ n− 1. The recommended allocation â is that each machine i < n is allocated job i and machine n is

allocated jobs {n, . . . , n+ k − 1}, see also Figure 11.

Following the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism, rij = 1 for i = j < n, and for i = n and j ≥ n; rij = n
β otherwise.

Suppose now that the true types/costs of the machines are as follows (see also Figure 12), where ϵ > 0 is arbitrarily
small:

• tij = 2ρ̂, for any i = j < n,

• tnj = 1− ϵ, for j < n,

• tnj =
n
β − ϵ, for j ≥ n ,

• tij = 1, for any other case.

It is easy to see that the optimal solution is equal to 2, by assigning at most 2 jobs to each of the first n−1 machines7. The
quality of the recommendation is C(t,â)

OPT(t) = ρ̂, (for machine n, tn(â) =
⌈
βρ̂
n

⌉(
n
β − ϵ

)
≤

(
βρ̂
n + 1

)
n
β = ρ̂+ n

β < 2ρ̂).
Now, the mechanism assigns all jobs to machine n resulting in:

6The only case this does not hold is when βρ̂n−1
n

< 1. In that case, the optimal solution assigns all jobs to machine n,
AllocationScaledGreedy is at least 1-approximate and the lemma holds trivially.

7Actually, it is at most 2, because for the case k = 2, it is possible to assign 2 of the first n− 1 jobs to machine n resulting in
OPT = 2− 2ϵ
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MECH(t, â) =

⌈
βρ̂

n

⌉(
n

β
− ϵ

)
+n−1 ≥ βρ̂

n

(
n

β
− ϵ

)
+n−1 = ρ̂+n−1− βρ̂

n
ϵ ≥

(
ρ̂+ n− 1

2
− βρ̂

2n
ϵ

)
OPT(t) ,

that converges to ρ̂+n−1
2 as ϵ goes to 0.

If ρ̂ > n2−n
β , there exists a lower bound of n2−1

2β that is derived similarly to the second case (Figure 12) by setting
k = n− 1.

âij 1 2 . . . n− 1 n n+ 1 . . . n+ k − 1
1 1 0 . . . 0 0 0 . . . 0
2 0 1 . . . 0 0 0 . . . 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

. . .
...

n− 1 0 0 . . . 1 0 0 . . . 0
n 0 0 . . . 0 1 1 . . . 1

Figure 11: The recommendation â used for the case that ρ̂ > n
β in the proof of Lemma 10. The parameter k is set to

k = min
{
n− 1,

⌈
βρ̂
n

⌉}
.

tij 1 2 . . . n− 1 n n+ 1 . . . n+ k − 1
1 2ρ̂ 1 . . . 1 1 1 . . . 1
2 1 2ρ̂ . . . 1 1 1 . . . 1
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

. . .
...

n− 1 1 1 . . . 2ρ̂ 1 1 . . . 1
n 1− ϵ 1− ϵ . . . 1− ϵ n

β − ϵ n
β − ϵ . . . n

β − ϵ

Figure 12: The true cost vector t used for the case that ρ̂ > n
β in the proof of Lemma 10. The parameter k is set to

k = min
{
n− 1,

⌈
βρ̂
n

⌉}
.

4.2 Mechanism Optimality

In this subsection, we provide general impossibility results for the class of weighted VCG mechanisms8, the most
general known class of strategyproof mechanisms for multi-dimensional mechanism design settings, such as the
scheduling problem. We prove that it is impossible to improve upon the AllocationScaledGreedy mechanism, given the
recommended outcome. More specifically, there is no weighted VCG mechanism with β-consistency that can achieve a
robustness better than Θ(n

2

β ), highlighting the optimality of AllocationScaledGreedy in this class of mechanisms.

Theorem 5. Given any recommendation â, any weighted VCG mechanism that is β-consistent, must also be Ω(n
2

β )-
robust, for any 2 ≤ β ≤ n.

Proof sketch. We provide a proof sketch of Theorem 5 before stating the complete proof. We will consider instances
with n machines and n2 jobs. Let a β-consistent weighted VCG mechanism and a recommendation â that assigns every
n jobs to a distinct machine. Focusing on each machine i, we specify the cost vector t, such that the optimal allocation
matches â. The costs are such that the mechanism must assign each job j either to machine i or to machine ı̂j that
receives job j in â. Machine i should not receive many jobs, otherwise β-consistency is violated. Consequently, there
are many (approximately n2

2 ) weights rij with value much higher comparing to the weight rı̂jj , i.e., rij
rı̂j j
≥ n

2β .

Since this is true for each machine i, there exists a machine ı̂, such that, focusing only on the n jobs that ı̂ receives in â,
there exist approximately n2

2 jobs with value much higher (comparing to ı̂) among all machines. Then it holds that

8Technically, weighted VCG mechanisms choose weights ri for each machine i, rather than the more general case of choosing rij
for each machine i and job j, that we consider here. In scheduling, where the valuation domain is additive, jobs can be grouped into
clusters, and a distinct VCG mechanism can be applied to each cluster. The composition of these mechanisms remains strategyproof
for additive domains. The extreme (and more general) case considered here is to cluster the jobs into m clusters.
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we can assign approximately n
2 jobs to distinct machines such that those machines have high-valued weight for their

assigned job; let J be the set of those jobs. We finally consider the instance where each of those machines has a cost of
1 for their assigned job and sufficiently high cost9 for any other job in J , machine ı̂ has a cost slightly less than n

2β for
jobs in J , and all other machines have infinite cost for jobs in J . The cost for any other job that does not belong to J is
0 for any machine. In this instance t, OPT(t) = 1, but the mechanism allocates all jobs of J to machine ı̂, resulting in
MECH(t, â) being approximately n2

4β . Hence, any β-consistent weighted VCG mechanism is Ω(n
2

β )-robust.

Proof. Consider any strategyproof mechanism that is β-consistent and selects the allocation a(t) for each cost vector
t. First, we will establish some properties regarding the weights to ensure that β-consistency is satisfied. Now, let’s
examine an instance with n machines and n2 jobs, along with a recommendation â that allocates every group of n jobs
to a different machine, e.g., âij = 1, if j ∈ {(i− 1)n+ 1, . . . , (i− 1)n+ n} and âij = 0 otherwise, as illustrated in
Figure 13.

âij 1 . . . n n+ 1 2n . . . n2 − 2n+ 1 . . . n2 − n n2 − n+ 1 . . . n2

1 1 . . . 1 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0
2 0 . . . 0 1 . . . 1 . . . 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
. . .

...
n− 1 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0 . . . 1 . . . 1 0 . . . 0
n 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 1 . . . 1

Figure 13: Recommendation â used in the proof of Theorem 5

A weighted VCG mechanism chooses the weights rij for each pair i, j. The fact that it is β-consistent, means that for
any true cost vector t for which a∗(t) = â, MECH(t, â) ≤ βOPT(t). Suppose now the instance that satisfies a∗(t) = â,
where tij = n for âij = 1, t1j = 2β for any j > n, and tij = ∞10 for any other case, see also Figure 14. In t, the
optimal allocation matches the recommended allocation â and OPT(t) = n2. For each job j, let ı̂j be the machine that
receives job j in the recommended allocation, i.e., âı̂jj = 1. For each job j, we will normalize the weights rij against
the weight of machine ı̂j : let wij =

rij
rı̂j j

.

The mechanism will allocate each job j ≤ n, to machine 1, and each job j > n either to machine ı̂j , or to machine
1. More specifically, for any j > n, if r1jt1j < rı̂jjtı̂jj , or alternatively if wij < n

2β , then j is given to machine 1.
Since the mechanism is β-consistent, ti(a) must not exceed βOPT(t) = βn2. Let’s say that k tasks with value 2β are
assigned to machine i, then β-consistency requires that n2 + 2βk ≤ βn2, which implies k ≤ β−1

2β n2. Therefore, at

most β−1
2β n2 jobs (apart from the first n) may be given to machine 1, so for at least

n(n− 1)− β − 1

2β
n2 =

β + 1

2β
n2 − n

jobs, the weight for agent i is at least n
2β .

It turns out that this lower bound on the number of jobs with weights of at least n
2β , holds for any single machine, since

we can consider any instance as described above where the "role" of machine 1 is given to any other machine.

In summary, among all the wij for any 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ j ≤ n2, there are at least β+1
2β n3 − n2 of them with value

at least n
2β . Suppose now, that we partition the n2 jobs into n blocks, where each block Bi is formed as the jobs

Bi = {(i − 1)n + 1, . . . , (i − 1)n + n}. By the pigeonhole principle, there must exist one block, let it be Bℓ, with
at least β+1

2β n2 − n weights of value at least n
2β , i.e., there exist at least β+1

2β n2 − n pairs (i, j), with 1 ≤ i ≤ n and
j ∈ Bℓ, such that wij ≥ n

2β .

We aim to identify the longest possible diagonal within this block with weights of at least n
2β , (by allowing the

rearrangement of machines and jobs). This problem can be considered as a Maximum Matching of a bipartite graph G
that is constructed as follows. G comprises n vertices on one side A, representing the n machines, and n vertices on the

9We choose ∞ cost for clarity, in fact it suffices to choose instead tij >
mini′{ri′jti′j}

rij
, such that the mechanism does not

allocate job j to machine i.
10We choose ∞ cost for clarity, in fact it suffices to choose tij >

mini′{ri′jti′j}
rij

, such that the mechanism does not allocate job j

to machine i.
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tij 1 . . . n n+ 1 2n . . . n2 − 2n+ 1 . . . n2 − n n2 − n+ 1 . . . n2

1 n . . . n 2β . . . 2β . . . 2β . . . 2β 2β . . . 2β
2 ∞ . . . ∞ n . . . n . . . ∞ . . . ∞ ∞ . . . ∞
...

...
. . .

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
. . .

...
n− 1 ∞ . . . ∞ ∞ . . . ∞ . . . n . . . n ∞ . . . ∞
n ∞ . . . ∞ ∞ . . . ∞ . . . ∞ . . . ∞ n . . . n

Figure 14: The true cost vector t that is used in the proof of Theorem 5 to show the existence of a large number of
high-valued weights for machine 1 compared to the weight of the machine receiving the job in â, for any weighted
VCG mechanism that is β-robust.

other side B, representing the jobs in Bℓ. An edge (i, j), for i ∈ A and j ∈ B is included if and only if wij ≥ n
2β . We

seek a maximum matching on this bipartite graph with β+1
2β n2 − n edges. By an extension of Konig’s theorem [29] and

by the fact that the maximum possible degree is n, the size of the maximum matching (MM ) is given by:

|MM | ≥ |E(G)|
∆(G)

≥
β+1
2β n2 − n

n
=

β + 1

2β
n− 1 ,

where E(G) is the set of the edges in G and ∆(G) is the maximum degree in G.

Let q = β+1
2β n− 1 and suppose that we reorder the machines and the jobs such that each machine i ≤ q is matched to

the ith job under MM and machine q + 1 becomes the machine ℓ, i.e., the machine that receives all those jobs in â.
Then for any i ≤ q, it holds that rii

r(q+1)i
= wii ≥ n

2β . Focusing on those first q + 1 machines and the first q jobs, we
consider the following instance (see also Figure 15):

• tii = 1, for any i ≤ q,

• t(q+1)j =
n
2β − ϵ, for any j ≤ q and an arbitrarily small ϵ > 0,

• tij = 0, for any i and any j > q,

• tij =∞ for any other case.

It is easy to see that OPT(t) = 1 by allocating job i to machine i. However, riitii ≥ r(q+1)i
n
2β > r(q+1)it(q+1)i, which

means that the mechanism allocates all the first q jobs to machine q + 1, resulting in qn
2β approximation ratio as ϵ goes

to 0. Since q > n
2 − 1, the approximation ratio is Ω(n

2

β ).

tij 1 2 . . . q q + 1 . . . n
1 1 ∞ . . . ∞ 0 . . . 0
2 ∞ 1 . . . ∞ 0 . . . 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
. . .

...
q ∞ ∞ . . . 1 0 . . . 0

q + 1 n
2β − ϵ n

2β − ϵ . . . n
2β − ϵ 0 . . . 0

q + 2 ∞ ∞ . . . ∞ 0 . . . 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
. . .

...
n ∞ ∞ . . . ∞ 0 . . . 0

Figure 15: In this instance it holds that wii ≥ n
2β , for i ≤ q, and w(q+1)j = 1, for j ≤ q. The weighted VCG

mechanism allocates the first q jobs to machine q + 1, resulting in an approximation ratio of Ω(n
2

β ), which gives the
lower bound on the robustness for Theorem 5.
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5 House Allocation

In this section, we study the house allocation problem, where the goal is to assign n houses to a set of n agents. A
feasible allocation a = (a1, . . . , an) ∈ A is a matching where ai denotes the house allocated to agent i. For outcome
a, agent i has a private value ti(a) = ti(ai) for house ai, having as a private objective to maximize this value. A
matching is evaluated by the social welfare W (t, a) =

∑
i ti(ai) and the designer’s goal is to select the matching that

maximizes this quantity. We assume that we are given as recommendation a matching â. We denote by ρ̂(t) = OPT(t)
W (t,â)

the approximation we would obtain by selecting the recommended matching as output, and we use ρ̂ for simplicity
when its clarity is evident.

We will define a strategyproof mechanism that is min{ρ̂, n}-approximate for unit-range valuations and min{ρ̂, n2}-
approximate for unit-sum valuations. The idea is to use the recommended matching as an initial endowment, and then
run the Top Trading Cycles (TTC) mechanism [38].

TTC mechanism The TTC mechanism unfolds in rounds within a directed graph, where vertices represent agents
(along with their endowments) and directed edges depict the current top preferences of agents. In each kth round, every
remaining agent points to the owner of their preferred house among the available options. Given the finite number of
agents, at least one cycle emerges, with agents pointing to each other or, alternatively, an agent pointing to oneself.
Each agent within the cycle is then assigned the house of the agent they point to, and they are subsequently removed
from the market with this allocation. If at least one agent remains unassigned, the process proceeds to the next round.

Mechanism 2 TTC with recommended endowment
Input: types t ∈ Rn×n, recommended matching â
Output: matching a

1: use â as initial endowment
2: Run TTC

First, we prove a tight bound for the robustness of the mechanism by proving tight bounds for the TTC mechanism.
More specifically, we observe that the approximation ratio of the TTC mechanism is Θ(n) for unit-range valuations and
Θ(n2) for unit-sum valuations, resulting directly in the following theorem regarding robustness.
Lemma 11. The TTC mechanism is Θ(n)-approximate for unit-range valuations.

Proof. Consider the instance in Figure 16 (on the left), where agent 1 has preferences (1− ϵ, 1, 0, 0, . . . ) over items
1, 2, 3 etc. For the rest, agent i has preferences 1 for item i and ϵ for item (i+ 1) mod n. Now consider the worst
case initial endowment a = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1). In the first round, the first agent will point to himself as he is assigned
his highest preference and agent i will point to agent (i − 1), who owns the highest preference of agent i. Thus,
no cycle of size greater than 1 is formed and no changes will be made. Hence, the TTC mechanism results in a
MECH(t, â) = 1 + (n − 1)ϵ social welfare, but the optimal solution is OPT(t) = n − ϵ. For ϵ → 0, it follows that

OPT(t)
MECH(t,â) is Ω(n).

Consider now any instance with unit-range valuations. In the first round, there is at least one agent that gets his best
preference which will be 1 (due to unit-range valuations) and hence MECH(t, â) ≥ 1. In addition, OPT(t) ≤ n, as each
agent gets at most a value of 1. Therefore, OPT(t)

MECH(t,â) ≤ n.

Combining the above, we get the desired result.

Lemma 12. The TTC mechanism is Θ(n2)-approximate for unit-sum valuations.

Proof. Consider the instance in Figure 16 (on the right) where the first agent has the following preferences ( 1n − ϵ, 1
n +

ϵ, 1
n ,

1
n , . . . ,

1
n ). For the rest, agent i has preferences 1− ϵ for item i and ϵ for item (i+ 1) mod n. Consider also the

initial endowment a = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1). Again, the first agent will point to himself and agent i will point to agent
(i− 1). No exchanges will be made, resulting in a social welfare MECH(t, â) = 1

n + nϵ. The optimal solution is again
the main diagonal with a social welfare of OPT(t) = 1

n − nϵ+ n− 1. For ϵ→ 0, it follows that the approximation
ratio OPT(t)

MECH(t,â) is Ω(n2).

Consider now any instance with unit-sum valuations. In the first round, there is at least one agent that gets his best
preference which will be at least 1

n (due to unit-sum valuations) and hence MECH(t, â) ≥ 1
n . In addition, OPT(t) ≤ n,

as each agent gets at most a value of 1. Therefore, OPT(t)
MECH(t,â) ≤ n2.
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tij 1 2 3 4 . . . n
1 1− ϵ 1 0 0 . . . 0
2 0 1 ϵ 0 . . . 0
3 0 0 1 ϵ . . . 0
4 0 0 0 1 . . . 0
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

n ϵ 0 0 0 . . . 1

tij 1 2 3 4 . . . n
1 1

n − ϵ 1
n + ϵ 1

n
1
n . . . 1

n
2 0 1− ϵ ϵ 0 . . . 0
3 0 0 1− ϵ ϵ . . . 0
4 0 0 0 1 . . . 0
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

n ϵ 0 0 0 . . . 1− ϵ

Figure 16: TTC Lower bound instances (unit-range valuations on the left and unit-sum valuations on the right). Rows
represent agents and columns represent houses. After running TTC with initial endowment a = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1), the
first agent gets item 2, whereas the rest get item (i+ 1)modn, i > 1.

Combining the above, we get the desired result.

In total, we get the following theorem:
Theorem 6. The TTC with recommended endowment mechanism is n-robust for unit-range valuations and n2-robust
for unit-sum valuations.

We note that these robustness bounds are the best possible, as we discussed in Section 1.2, and match the general lower
bounds of all deterministic mechanisms.

We are now ready to show a general approximation ratio for our mechanism.
Lemma 13. The TTC with recommended endowment mechanism is strategyproof, O(min{ρ̂, n})-approximate for
unit-range valuations and O(min{ρ̂, n2})-approximate for unit-sum valuations.

Proof. It is known that the TTC mechanism is strategyproof [37] for the housing market problem, which is the house
allocation problem with a matching given as an initial endowment.

By choosing the recommended matching as initial endowment for TTC, we make sure that the approximation ratio of
the final matching never exceeds the initial approximation guarantee ρ̂. This is because during the execution of TTC,
the social welfare can only improve, after the completion of each round, since each agent either remains with their
initial endowment or strictly improves their value. We thus guarantee a ρ̂-approximation. The robustness bounds follow
from Theorem 6.

Similarly to lemmas 11, 12, it is shown in lemmas 14, 15 that these approximation ratios are tight for the TTC
mechanism.
Lemma 14. The TTC with recommended endowment mechanism is Ω(min{ρ̂, n})-approximate for unit-range valua-
tions.

Proof. Consider the instance in Figure 17 (on the left), where agent 1 has preferences (1− ϵ, 1, 0, 0, . . . ) over items 1,
2, 3 etc. For the rest, agent i has preferences 1 for item i and x = n−ρ̂

ρ̂(n−1) for item (i+ 1) mod n. Clearly x ≥ 0 as
ρ̂ ≥ 1 and ρ̂ ≤ n (because of the TTC mechanism lower bound 14), while x ≤ 1 holds trivially. Now consider the
recommended initial endowment â = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1). In the first round, the first agent will point to himself as he
is assigned his highest preference and agent i will point to agent (i − 1), who owns the highest preference of agent
i. Thus, no cycle of size greater than 1 is formed and no changes will be made. Hence, the TTC mechanism results
in a MECH(t, â) = W (t, â) = 1 + (n− 1)x social welfare, but the optimal solution is OPT(t) = n− ϵ according to
OPT = (1, 2, . . . , n). For ϵ→ 0, it follows that OPT(t)

MECH(t,â) =
n

1+(n−1)x = ρ̂.

Lemma 15. The TTC with recommended endowment mechanism is Ω(min{ρ̂, n2})-approximate for unit-sum valua-
tions.

Proof. Consider the instance in Figure 17 (on the right) where the first agent has the following preferences ( 1n −
ϵ, 1

n + ϵ, 1
n ,

1
n , . . . ,

1
n ). For the rest, agent i has preferences 1 − y for item i and y for item (i + 1) mod n, where

y = n(n−1)−ρ̂+1
n(n−1)(ρ̂+1) . This value is smaller than 0.5 because y ≤ 1

2 ⇐⇒ ρ̂ ≥ 1 which clearly holds, and is also greater
than 0 because ρ̂ ≤ n2 − n + 1 from the TTC mechanism lower bound 12. Consider also the initial endowment
â = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1). Again, the first agent will point to himself and agent i will point to agent (i− 1). No exchanges

22



Mechanism design augmented with output advice

will be made, resulting in a social welfare MECH(t, â) = W (t, â) = 1
n + (n− 1)y. The optimal solution is again the

main diagonal with a social welfare of OPT(t) = 1
n − ϵ+ (n− 1)(1− y). For ϵ→ 0 and large values of n, it follows

that the approximation ratio is OPT(t)
MECH(t,â) =

1
n+(n−1)(1−y)

1
n+(n−1)y

= ρ̂.

tij 1 2 3 4 . . . n
1 1− ϵ 1 0 0 . . . 0
2 0 1 x 0 . . . 0
3 0 0 1 x . . . 0
4 0 0 0 1 . . . 0
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

n x 0 0 0 . . . 1

tij 1 2 3 4 1 . . . n
1 1

n − ϵ 1
n + ϵ 1

n
1
n . . . 1

n
2 0 1− y y 0 . . . 0
3 0 0 1− y y . . . 0
4 0 0 0 1− y . . . 0
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

n y 0 0 0 . . . 1− y

Figure 17: TTC with initial endowment lower bound instances (unit-range valuations on the left 14 and unit-sum
valuations on the right 15). After running TTC with initial endowment a = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1), the first agent gets item
2, whereas the rest get item (i+ 1) mod n, i > 1.

A general approximation ratio for our mechanism immediately follows from the above.
Theorem 7. The TTC with recommended endowment mechanism is strategyproof, Θ(min{ρ̂, n})-approximate for
unit-range valuations and Θ(min{ρ̂, n2})-approximate for unit-sum valuations.

Using the characterization of Svensson [41], we show that this performance is optimal among strategyproof, neutral
and nonbossy mechanisms. A mechanism is neutral if its outcome is independent of the names of the indivisible goods,
and nonbossy means that an individual cannot change the outcome of the mechanism without changing the outcome for
himself at the same time.
Theorem 8. Every strategyproof, neutral and nonbossy mechanism in the house allocation problem with recommended
matching is Ω(min{ρ̂, n})-approximate for unit-range valuations and Ω(min{ρ̂, n2})-approximate for unit-sum valua-
tions.

Proof. According to [41], if a house allocation mechanism is strategyproof, neutral and nonbossy, then it is a serial
dictatorship. However, there is a 1-1 correspondence between serial dictator mechanisms and TTC mechanisms [1].
Therefore, our proof boils down to proving that the TTC mechanism with any initial endowment has the lower bound
approximations in the theorem’s statement.

Let â be the recommended matching and suppose that a TTC mechanism considers an initial endowment a′ ̸= â. We
rearrange the agents and the houses such that a′ = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1) and âi ̸= i, for all i, and also â1 ̸= 2; in Claim 1
we show that such rearrangement always exists. We then construct instances for which the above TTC mechanism has
approximation Ω(min{ρ̂, n}) for range valuations. and Ω(min{ρ̂, n2}) for unit-sum valuations.

Unit-range valuations Consider the instance in Figure 18, where z = (n/ρ̂)−1
n−1 , for the case that ρ̂ ≤ n. Agent 1

has preferences 1 − ϵ over house 1, preference 1 over house a′1 = 2 and preference 1 − ϵ over house â1 (which by
construction is different from house 2). Any other agent i > 1 has preference 1 over house i, preference z over house
a′i = (i+ 1) mod n, and preference z − ϵ over house âi in case that âi ̸= a′i. Note that the optimal solution is the
main diagonal assignment with a social welfare OPT = n− ϵ. As ϵ goes to 0, W (t, â) = z(n− 1) + 1 = n

ρ̂ , and the
recommendation error becomes ρ̂. After running the TTC algorithm with initial endowment a′, agents keep their initial
house, as agent i receives house (i+ 1) mod n on each round i. This gives W (t, a′) = z(n− 1) + 1 = n

ρ̂ , and so the
mechanism has ρ̂ approximation for this instance.

For the case that ρ̂ > n, we change the instance of Figure 18 by setting z = 1
ρ̂ and the preference of agent 1 for house

â1 to be also 1
ρ̂ . The recommendation error is again ρ̂ and OPT = n− ϵ. The outcome of the TTC algorithm with initial

endowment a′ is again a′ with W (t, a′) = 1 + n−1
ρ̂ < 2, so the mechanisms has Ω(n) approximation for this case.

Unit-sum valuations Consider the instance in Figure 19, where y = n(n−1)+1−ρ̂
n(n−1)(ρ̂+2) , for the case that ρ̂ ≤ n(n− 1) + 1.

Agent 1 has preferences ( 1n − ϵ, 1
n + ϵ, 1

n , . . . ,
1
n ) over the houses, while any other agent i > 1 has preference 1− 2y

over house i, preference y over house a′i = (i+ 1) mod n and preference y − ϵ over house âi if it is different from
a′i, otherwise, they have preference y − ϵ over some house that is different from i and a′i. y is a decreasing function
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tij 1 2 3 4 . . . n
1 1− ϵ 1 0 z − ϵ . . . 0
2 0 1 z 0 . . . z − ϵ
3 0 0 1 z . . . 0
4 0 z − ϵ 0 1 . . . 0
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

n z 0 0 0 . . . 1

Figure 18: Optimality of TTC with recommended endowment mechanism, unit-range valuations case. Values in the
diagonal represent the optimal solution. The TTC mechanism with initial endowment a′ = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1) has
asymptotically smaller approximation than the TTC mechanism with initial endowment â.

of ρ̂ and therefore y ≤ 1
3 since always ρ̂ ≥ 1. Therefore, the optimal solution is the main diagonal assignment with a

social welfare OPT = 1
n + (n− 1)(1− 2y) (when ϵ goes to 0). Moreover, as ϵ goes to 0, W (t, â) = 1

n + (n− 1)y,
which after some calculations gives a recommendation error of ρ̂. After running the TTC algorithm with initial
endowment a′, agents keep their initial house, as agent i receives house (i+ 1) mod n on each round i. This gives
W (t, a′) = 1

n + (n− 1)y, and so the mechanism has ρ̂ approximation for this instance.

For the case that ρ̂ > n(n − 1) + 1, we change the instance of Figure 18 by setting y = n(n−1)+1
n2(ρ̂+2)−2 < 1

n2 and the
preference of agent 1 for house â1 to be also y and for the house a′i to be 2

n + ϵ− y. It holds that the optimal allocation
and the recommendation error remain the same. Since y < 1

n2 , it holds that OPT = 1
n + (n − 1)(1 − 2y) > n

2 for
n ≥ 3. The outcome of the TTC algorithm with initial endowment a′ is again a′ with W (t, a′) = 2

n + (n− 2)y < 3
n ,

as ϵ goes to 0, so the mechanisms has Ω(n2) approximation for this case.

Thus, our mechanism is optimal among any TTC mechanism and consequently among all strategyproof, neutral and
nonbossy mechanisms for the house allocation problem with recommended matching.

tij 1 2 3 4 . . . n
1 1

n − ϵ 1
n + ϵ 1

n
1
n . . . 1

n
2 0 1− 2y y 0 . . . y − ϵ
3 0 y − ϵ 1− 2y y . . . 0
4 0 y − ϵ 0 1− 2y . . . 0
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

n y 0 0 y − ϵ . . . 1− 2y

Figure 19: Optimality of TTC with recommended endowment mechanism, unit-sum valuations case. Values in the
diagonal represent the optimal solution. The TTC mechanism with initial endowment a′ = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1) has
asymptotically smaller approximation than the TTC mechanism with initial endowment â.

Claim 1. Given two matchings a′ and â, with a′ ̸= â, there exists a rearrangement of the agents and the houses such
that a′ = (2, 3, 4, . . . , n, 1) and âi ̸= i, for all i, and also â1 ̸= 2.

Proof. For simplicity of the presentation we will show that there exists a rearrangement of agents and houses where
a′ = (1, 2, 3, . . . , n), âi ̸= (i − 1) mod n, for all i, and â1 ̸= 1. Then, by renaming the houses so that house i
becomes house (i+ 1) mod n, we get the desired rearrangement.

It is easy to see that by simply rearranging the houses we can have a′i = i for all agents i. We construct a graph with
n vertices, where each one represents an agent. We add a direct edge (i, j) if and only if âj ̸= i. Each vertex has
outdegree and indegree at least n − 2. By Ghouila-Houri’s Theorem [23], there exists a Hamiltonian cycle C. We
rename the agents according to C starting with an agent i for which a′i ̸= âi (such an agent exists, since a′ ̸= â). Note
now that under that renaming for each agent i, edge ((i− 1) mod n, i) exists in C, meaning that âi ̸= (i− 1) mod n,
which concludes the proof of the claim.
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6 Auctions

In this section, we demonstrate how mechanism design with output advice fit in a plug-and-play fashion with maximal-in-
range (MIR) VCG mechanisms and more generally with affine maximizers, when the social objective is to maximize an
affine function. For clarity, we focus on social welfare maximization, where VCG computes the optimal outcome, but in
many domains is intractable. The purpose of MIR mechanisms is to narrow the range of the outcomesA′ ⊆ A considered
when maximizing the objective, to facilitate computation, sacrificing optimality hence resorting to approximation. Let
M be a maximal in range mechanism with approximation guarantee ρM . We define the mechanism that compares the
output of mechanism M with â and keeps the solution with the highest social welfare. This mechanism is still MIR (as
we simply replace A′ with A′ ∪ {â}) and therefore strategyproof. We formalize this idea through Lemma 16 and apply
it to extract improved bounds in the context of our model.

Mechanism 3 MIR with recommended allocation
Input: types t, MIR mechanism M , recommendation â
Output: allocation a

1: aM ← output of mechanism M
2: a← argmax{W (t, aM ),W (t, â)}

Lemma 16. MIR with recommended allocation mechanism (Mechanism 3), denoted by M , is strategyproof and
min{ρ̂, ρM}-approximate.

Proof. Let AM ⊆ A be the restricted set of feasible allocations of mechanism M . The learning augmented mechanism
finds the optimal allocation among A′ = AM ∪ {â}. Hence, the mechanism is maximal in range and therefore
strategyproof. Moreover:

OPT(t)

MECH(t, â)
=

OPT(t)

max{W (t, â),W (t, aM}
= min{ OPT(t)

W (t, â)
,

OPT(t)

W (t, aM )
} = min{ρ̂, ρM} .

It immediately follows that the mechanism is 1-consistent in case the recommendation is perfect, and ρM -robust in case
the recommendation is poor.

6.1 Applications

We now demonstrate the effectiveness of Lemma 16 by applying it to multi-unit auctions, combinatorial auctions
with subadditive valuations, and combinatorial auctions with general valuations. In these settings, let I be a set of m
indivisible objects to be sold to n bidders. An agent i has private value ti(B) for each bundle of items B ⊆ 2I . Let b
denote the agents’ bids. Items are allocated according to output allocation a = (a1, . . . , an), where ai corresponds to
the bundle given to agent i, hence ai ∩ aj = ∅ for i ̸= j. The utility of each agent is the value for the bundle of the
items they receive minus the VCG payment, ui(b, a) = ti(ai)− pi(b). We wish to design strategyproof mechanisms
that maximize the social welfare W (t, a) =

∑
i ti(ai).

Multi-Unit Auctions First, we apply Lemma 16 on multi-unit auctions with m identical items and n bidders. The
number of items m is viewed as “large” and it is desired to achieve polynomial computational complexity in the number
of bits needed to represent m. Every bidder i has a value for obtaining q items. We assume that ti is weakly monotone
and normalized. The best known mechanism achieves an approximation ratio of 2 [18]. This mechanism first splits the
items into n2 bundles of size m

n2 and optimally allocates these whole bundles among the n bidders. By using Lemma 16,
the mechanism that combines â with the above mechanism, is strategyproof, 1-consistent, 2-robust, and achieves a
min{ρ̂, 2} approximation ratio.

Combinatorial Auctions - General Valuations Next, we consider combinatorial auctions with general bidders. The
best known deterministic strategyproof mechanism obtains an approximation ratio of m

logm [36], which is optimal for
strategyproof deterministic mechanisms [36]. Following Lemma 16, the mechanism that combines â with the MIR
mechanism of [36], is strategyproof, 1-consistent, m

logm -robust, and achieves a min{ρ̂, m
logm} approximation ratio.
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Combinatorial Auctions - Subadditive Valuations Finally, we apply Lemma 16 on the problem of combinatorial
auctions with polynomially many value queries and subadditive11 valuation functions. Qiu and Weinberg [36] present a
strategyproof mechanism that achieves a

√
m

logm approximation ratio, which is also the best approximation possible for

strategyproof mechanisms with value queries [19]. Following Lemma 16, this mechanism combined with the suggested
outcome, is strategyproof, 1-consistent,

√
m

logm -robust, and achieves a min{ρ̂,
√

m
logm} approximation ratio.
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[1] Atila Abdulkadiroğlu and Tayfun Sönmez. Random serial dictatorship and the core from random endowments in

house allocation problems. Econometrica, 66(3):689–701, 1998.

[2] Priyank Agrawal, Eric Balkanski, Vasilis Gkatzelis, Tingting Ou, and Xizhi Tan. Learning-augmented mechanism
design: Leveraging predictions for facility location. In David M. Pennock, Ilya Segal, and Sven Seuken, editors,
EC ’22: The 23rd ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, Boulder, CO, USA, July 11 - 15, 2022, pages
497–528. ACM, 2022. doi:10.1145/3490486.3538306.

[3] Matteo Almanza, Flavio Chierichetti, Silvio Lattanzi, Alessandro Panconesi, and Giuseppe Re. Online facility
location with multiple advice. In NeurIPS, pages 4661–4673, 2021.

[4] Georgios Amanatidis, Georgios Birmpas, Aris Filos-Ratsikas, and Alexandros A. Voudouris. A few queries go a
long way: Information-distortion tradeoffs in matching. J. Artif. Intell. Res., 74, 2022.

[5] Antonios Antoniadis, Hajo Broersma, and Yang Meng. Online graph coloring with predictions. CoRR,
abs/2312.00601, 2023. doi:10.48550/ARXIV.2312.00601.

[6] Antonios Antoniadis, Christian Coester, Marek Eliás, Adam Polak, and Bertrand Simon. Online metric algorithms
with untrusted predictions. ACM Trans. Algorithms, 19(2):19:1–19:34, 2023. doi:10.1145/3582689.

[7] Autotel. Shared cars locations. 2017. URL https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/gidutz/
autotel-shared-car-locations/data.

[8] Maria-Florina Balcan, Siddharth Prasad, and Tuomas Sandholm. Bicriteria multidimensional mechanism design
with side information. CoRR, abs/2302.14234, 2023. doi:10.48550/ARXIV.2302.14234.

[9] Eric Balkanski, Vasilis Gkatzelis, and Xizhi Tan. Strategyproof scheduling with predictions. In Yael Tauman Kalai,
editor, 14th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference, ITCS 2023, January 10-13, 2023, MIT,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, USA, volume 251 of LIPIcs, pages 11:1–11:22. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum
für Informatik, 2023. doi:10.4230/LIPICS.ITCS.2023.11.

[10] Eric Balkanski, Vasilis Gkatzelis, Xizhi Tan, and Cherlin Zhu. Online mechanism design with predictions. CoRR,
abs/2310.02879, 2023. doi:10.48550/ARXIV.2310.02879.

[11] Ben Berger, Michal Feldman, Vasilis Gkatzelis, and Xizhi Tan. Optimal metric distortion with predictions. CoRR,
abs/2307.07495, 2023. doi:10.48550/ARXIV.2307.07495.

[12] Ioannis Caragiannis and Georgios Kalantzis. Randomized learning-augmented auctions with revenue guarantees.
CoRR, abs/2401.13384, 2024. doi:10.48550/ARXIV.2401.13384.

[13] T.-H. Hubert Chan, Arnaud Guerquin, and Mauro Sozio. Fully dynamic k-center clustering. In WWW, pages
579–587. ACM, 2018.

[14] George Christodoulou, Elias Koutsoupias, and Annamária Kovács. Mechanism design for fractional scheduling
on unrelated machines. ACM Trans. Algorithms, 6(2):38:1–38:18, 2010. doi:10.1145/1721837.1721854.

[15] George Christodoulou, Aris Filos-Ratsikas, Søren Kristoffer Stiil Frederiksen, Paul W. Goldberg, Jie Zhang, and
Jinshan Zhang. Social welfare in one-sided matching mechanisms. In AAMAS Workshops (Selected Papers),
volume 10002 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 30–50, 2016.

[16] George Christodoulou, Elias Koutsoupias, and Annamária Kovács. A proof of the nisan-ronen conjecture. In Barna
Saha and Rocco A. Servedio, editors, Proceedings of the 55th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing,
STOC 2023, Orlando, FL, USA, June 20-23, 2023, pages 672–685. ACM, 2023. doi:10.1145/3564246.3585176.

[17] Vincent Cohen-Addad, Niklas Hjuler, Nikos Parotsidis, David Saulpic, and Chris Schwiegelshohn. Fully dynamic
consistent facility location. In NeurIPS, pages 3250–3260, 2019.

[18] Shahar Dobzinski and Noam Nisan. Mechanisms for multi-unit auctions. J. Artif. Intell. Res., 37:85–98, 2010.

11ti(S ∪ T ) ≤ ti(S) + ti(T ) for all bundles S, T

26

https://doi.org/10.1145/3490486.3538306
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2312.00601
https://doi.org/10.1145/3582689
https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/gidutz/autotel-shared-car-locations/data
https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/gidutz/autotel-shared-car-locations/data
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2302.14234
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPICS.ITCS.2023.11
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.02879
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2307.07495
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2401.13384
https://doi.org/10.1145/1721837.1721854
https://doi.org/10.1145/3564246.3585176


Mechanism design augmented with output advice

[19] Shahar Dobzinski and Jan Vondrák. Impossibility results for truthful combinatorial auctions with submodular
valuations. J. ACM, 63(1):5:1–5:19, 2016.

[20] Shahar Dobzinski, Noam Nisan, and Michael Schapira. Approximation algorithms for combinatorial auctions
with complement-free bidders. Math. Oper. Res., 35(1):1–13, 2010. doi:10.1287/MOOR.1090.0436.

[21] Paul Dütting, Zhe Feng, Harikrishna Narasimhan, David C. Parkes, and Sai Srivatsa Ravindranath. Optimal
auctions through deep learning. Commun. ACM, 64(8):109–116, 2021. doi:10.1145/3470442.

[22] Aris Filos-Ratsikas, Søren Kristoffer Stiil Frederiksen, and Jie Zhang. Social welfare in one-sided matchings:
Random priority and beyond. In Ron Lavi, editor, Algorithmic Game Theory - 7th International Symposium, SAGT
2014, Haifa, Israel, September 30 - October 2, 2014. Proceedings, volume 8768 of Lecture Notes in Computer
Science, pages 1–12. Springer, 2014. doi:10.1007/978-3-662-44803-8_1.

[23] Alain Ghouila-Houri. Une condition suffisante d’existence d’un circuit Hamiltonien. C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris, 251:
495–497, 1960.

[24] Vasilis Gkatzelis, Kostas Kollias, Alkmini Sgouritsa, and Xizhi Tan. Improved price of anarchy via predictions. In
David M. Pennock, Ilya Segal, and Sven Seuken, editors, EC ’22: The 23rd ACM Conference on Economics and
Computation, Boulder, CO, USA, July 11 - 15, 2022, pages 529–557. ACM, 2022. doi:10.1145/3490486.3538296.

[25] Sumit Goel and Wade Hann-Caruthers. Optimality of the coordinate-wise median mechanism for strategyproof
facility location in two dimensions. Soc. Choice Welf., 61(1):11–34, 2023. doi:10.1007/S00355-022-01435-1.

[26] Ron Holzman, Noa E. Kfir-Dahav, Dov Monderer, and Moshe Tennenholtz. Bundling equilibrium in combinatorial
auctions. Games Econ. Behav., 47(1):104–123, 2004.

[27] Gabriel Istrate and Cosmin Bonchis. Mechanism design with predictions for obnoxious facility location. CoRR,
abs/2212.09521, 2022. doi:10.48550/ARXIV.2212.09521.

[28] Leskovec Jure. Snap datasets: Stanford large network dataset collection. Retrieved December 2021 from
http://snap. stanford. edu/data, 2014.
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A Missing Mechanisms from Section 3

A.1 The Bounding Box mechanism [2]

This mechanism runs the MinMaxP procedure (Mechanism 5) on each one of the two dimensions. Define the minimum
bounding box surrounding the agent locations on the Euclidean space.

Mechanism 4 Minimum Bounding Box for egalitarian social cost in two dimensions [2]

Input: points ((x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn)) ∈ R2n, prediction (xâ, yâ) ∈ R2

Output: (xa, ya)
1: xa = MinMaxP((x1, . . . , xn), xâ)
2: ya = MinMaxP((y1, . . . , yn), yâ)

Procedure 5 MinMaxP mechanism for egalitarian social cost in one dimension [2]

Input: points (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn, prediction â ∈ R
Output: a

1: if â ∈ [mini xi,maxi xi] then
2: a← â
3: else if â < mini xi then
4: a← mini xi

5: else
6: a← maxi xi

7: end if

A.2 Coordinatewise Median with Predictions [2]

Mechanism 6 Coordinatewise Median with Predictions in two dimensions [2]

Input: points ((x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn)) ∈ R2n, prediction (xâ, yâ) ∈ R2, parameter12λ ∈ [0, 1)
Output: (xa, ya)

1: xa = Median((x1, . . . , xn) ∪ (xâ, . . . , xâ)) ▷ ⌊λn⌋ copies of xâ

2: ya = Median((y1, . . . , yn) ∪ (yâ, . . . , yâ)) ▷ ⌊λn⌋ copies of yâ

12λ is a mechanism parameter that shows the confidence of the designer in the suggested outcome. The larger the λ, the more we
trust the recommendation.
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