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The Probability of Intransitivity in Dice and Close Elections
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Abstract

We study the phenomenon of intransitivity in models of dice and voting.

First, we follow a recent thread of research for n-sided dice with pairwise ordering induced by the
probability, relative to 1/2, that a throw from one die is higher than the other. We build on a recent
result of Polymath showing that three dice with i.i.d. faces drawn from the uniform distribution on
{1,...,n} and conditioned on the average of faces equal to (n+1)/2 are intransitive with asymptotic
probability 1/4. We show that if dice faces are drawn from a non-uniform continuous mean zero
distribution conditioned on the average of faces equal to 0, then three dice are transitive with high
probability. We also extend our results to stationary Gaussian dice, whose faces, for example, can
be the fractional Brownian increments with Hurst index H € (0,1).

Second, we pose an analogous model in the context of Condorcet voting. We consider n voters
who rank k alternatives independently and uniformly at random. The winner between each two
alternatives is decided by a majority vote based on the preferences. We show that in this model, if all
pairwise elections are close to tied, then the asymptotic probability of obtaining any tournament on
the k alternatives is equal to 27 *(*=1)/2 which markedly differs from known results in the model
without conditioning. We also explore the Condorcet voting model where methods other than
simple majority are used for pairwise elections. We investigate some natural definitions of “close
to tied” for general functions and exhibit an example where the distribution over tournaments is
not uniform under those definitions.

1 Introduction

The phenomenon of intransitivity often arises when one ranks three or more alternatives. An early
example is the Condorcet paradox, discovered in the 18th century in the context of voting. This type
of intransitivity is much more general, as proved by Arrow in his social choice theorem [Arr50]. A
different fascinating aspect of intransitivity arises in the context of games of chance: The striking
phenomenon of non-transitive dice. It was discovered by the statistician Brad Efron [Gar70] and has
fans such as Warren Buffet (who reportedly tried to trick Bill Gates [Low01]). The main motivating
question of this paper is: What is the chance of observing intransitivity in natural random setups?
We present some quantitative answers to this question. We introduce and discuss our results for dice
and voting separately, making comparisons between the two settings where appropriate.

1.1 Intransitive dice: Transitivity of non-uniform dice

For the purposes of this paper, we call an n-sided die (think of gambling dice) any vector a =
(ai,...,a,) of real numbers. The face-sum of a die a is Y. a;. We say that die a beats die b,
denoted a > b, if a uniformly random face of a has greater value than a random face of b. In other
words, a > b if

> Mai > by) —Ta; < b] | > 0.
ij=1
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We call a finite set of n-sided dice intransitive if the “beats” relation on the set cannot be extended
to a linear order. That is, a set of dice is intransitive if it contains a subset aV), ..., a*) such that
aV = a® = ... = a® = a. A well-known example with three sides is a@ = (2,4,9), b = (1,6,8)
and ¢ = (3,5,7). One checks that a > b > ¢ > a. If a set of dice forms a linear ordering, then we call
it transitive. Because of ties, there can be sets that are neither transitive nor intransitive, but they
occur with negligible probability in the models we study.

Recently, there has been some interest in the quantitative study of intransitive dice. The main
quantity of interest is the probability that three independent dice are transitive, under different random
models. In particular, as the number of faces grows, the dice can behave transitively, i.e., such that a
triple of random dice is transitive with high probability. At the other end of the spectrum, there can
be behavior that we call, borrowing the term from Kalai’s paper on social choice [Kall(Q], chaotic: in
that regime, three dice are intransitive with probabﬂit approaching 1/4.

Some (mostly) experimental results were presented by Conrey, Gabbard, Grant, Liu and Morrison
[CGGT16]. Among others, they conjectured that the model where n-sided dice are sampled uniformly
from multisets of integers between 1 and n conditioned on the face-sum equal to n(n+1)/2 is chaotic.
A recent collaborative Polymath project [Pol17b] proved this conjecture for a related, but not identical,
model where a die is a random sequence of integers between 1 and n conditioned on the face-sum equal
ton(n+1)/2.

One may wonder what happens without the face-sum conditioning. In that case it can be seen
in [Poll7d] that if the faces are only i.i.d. (with distribution depending on n), then as soon as the
face-sums of dice a and b differ by significantly more than nlogn, the die with the higher face-sum
beats the other one with high probability. In particular, three random dice with uniform faces from
{1,...,n} without conditioning are transitive with high probability.

One might just as well study dice with faces drawn from a continuous probability distribution.
In particular, experiments and intuition strongly suggest that the model where faces are uniform in
(—=1,1) and conditioned on face-sum equal zero is, as in the discrete case, chaotic.

Our first result indicates that this behavior is quite fragile. If the uniform faces are replaced with
any other continuous distribution (satisfying some reasonable assumptions), then whether a die beats
another is determined by the value of a real function of the faces of each die and the model becomes
transitive.

Theorem 1.1. Take a, b and c to be three independent n-sided dice with i.i.d. faces. Assume that
the distribution of a single face has density (PDF) f and CDF F, mean zero and variance one. Let
&y denote the event that the face-sums of a, b and ¢ are all zero. Additionally, assume that the
distribution of a single face:

e Has enough (say, six) finite moments.

e Has PDF f supported on a (possibly infinite) closed interval supp(f). Furthermore, f is con-
tinuous on supp(f).

e [s not uniform on [— V3, \/§]
Then:
1. Conditional on &y, with probability tending to one as n — oo,
a beats b if and only if ZF(ai) > ZF(b,) .
i=1 i=1

2. Asn — oo, P[a, b, ¢ are transitive | &] — 1.

1By considering paths of length two in the tournament graph on dice according to the “beats” relation, one can see
that 1/4 is the highest possible probability of intransitivity (see |[Poll7al).



To understand the differing behavior of uniform versus non-uniform dice implied by Theorem [L.T]
and the Polymath result, we first recall that, as shown by Polymath [Poll7a], for unconditioned dice
with faces uniform in (0,1), the face-sums determine if a beats b with high probability. Taking
an arbitrary single-face distribution F', without conditioning on face-sums the distribution of the
random variable W = szzl Ila; > bj] does not depend on F': this is because a; > b; if and only if
F(a;) > F(bj), and since (F(a1),...,F(ay)) is a die with faces uniform in (0, 1); see also our Theorem
Therefore, considering distribution F' conditioned on &, for the purposes of the “beats” relation,
one can just as well think of a die (F(a1),...,F(ay)) conditioned on » " ;a; = 0. As long as F is
not affine, one might expect that, even under &, the random variables F'(a;) are distributed (almost)
uniformly in (0, 1) with only weak, global dependencies, suggesting that the expression

sgn (ZF(@,) - F(b,))
i=1

still determines the winner with high probability. Note that this heuristic fails for the uniform distri-
bution since in that case the CDF-sum is a determinstic function of the face-sum.
Applying the same reasoning in reverse, our result can be interpreted as showing that

lim P |a,b, ¢ are intransitive | Z G(a;) = Z G(b;) = Z G(g) = 0] =0
i=1 i=1

n—00 £
=1

for uniform dice a, b, ¢ for a large class of continuous, increasing, non-affine functions G : R — R.
This suggests that the intransitivity phenomenon for uniform dice is strongly linked to conditioning
on the slices Y " | a; = c.

Note that the assumptions of Theorem [Tl imply that the PDF f is bounded. We believe that
they can be weakened in that respect: For example, it should be enough that the convolution f (+k)
is bounded for some finite k& (with the support interval supp(f) not necessarily closed) and that the
assumption of continuity of f is replaced with piecewise continuity. We do not treat those relaxed
assumptions for the sake of readability. In any case, based, among others, on experiments involving
Cauchy distribution, we suspect that the first two itemized assumptions in Theorem [l are not
necessary for its statement to hold.

The main ingredient of the proof is a variance calculation that establishes that for two dice

n n
Var Z I(a; > bj) — nz (F(a;) = F(b;)) | & | = o(n?),
ij=1 i=1
while the variance of each term of the difference is of order n3. These two facts and an anti-
concentration argument then imply Theorem [[LTI The variance calculation uses a CLT calculation
with a rather attentive tracking of errors. This is interesting in comparison with [Poll7b], since it
suggests that careful application of central limit theorems is important in establishing both transitiv-
ity and intransitivity results. We also need to establish CLT-like anti-concentration for the random
variable )" | F(a;) conditioned on &. For that, we employ a direct argument that uses conditioning
on the values of pairs a; + as,...,an_1 + a,. The proof is given in Section [2

1.2 Intransitive dice: Stationary Gaussian dice

In the setting of Theorem [LI] with standard Gaussian N(0,1) faces, it can be computed that the
conditioned die @ = (ay,...,ay) is distributed as a joint centered Gaussian with Var[a;] =1—1/n and
Covla;,aj] = —1/n for i # j. Therefore, it can be seen as a locally stationary Gaussian family, that
is, a family where the correlation of a; and a; depends only on n and ¢ — j (more precisely, for our
conditioning, the correlation depends solely on whether i is equal to j, i.e., ;).

In this particular Gaussian case, one can provide another proof of the conclusion of Theorem [I.1]
using the so-called Malliavin-Stein machinery (see [NP12] for a comprehensive treatment). Indeed,



one can expand the indicator function I[e > 0] based on Hermite polynomials (see (I4])), then rewrite
the random variable W = "7 =1 Ila; — b; > 0] into an infinite sum of multiple Wiener-Ito integrals.
It is then enough to apply (for example) Theorem 6.3.1 in [NP12] to get the following CLT:

1 law
| - E(W)] o MO.),

where the limiting variance o = % — % can be deduced from standard arguments and Newton’s 1676

identity (see Remark [3.1]). On the other hand, one can again use the Hermite expansion to compute
that variance of W —n Y"1 [F(a;) — F(b;)] is O(n?). Then the transitivity follows from this variance
estimate and the above CLT. We leave the details for interested readers. Meanwhile, it is natural to
investigate the (globally) stationary Gaussian case. It turns out that one can use the Breuer-Major
theorem |[BMS83] to prove a version of Theorem [[1] for (globally) stationary Gaussian dice.
Here is our setting: let {G;,i € N} be a centered stationary Gaussian sequence such that E[G;G;] =
p(i — j) for some (correlation) function p : Z — R. We assume that p(0) = 1/2. The main example of
such a correlation function will be that of fractional Brownian increments. That is, we will consider
a rich source of examples where p(k) = sy (k) = %IE[BIH(B‘%+1 — B‘Ila)] for k € Z with BY being
the fractional Brownian motion with Hurst parameter H € (0,1). The multiplicative constant 1/2 is
chosen only for normalization purposes and
(k) = (k1P 4 k= 1P — 2k PH) (L1)
one can easily check that for H # 1/2, as |k| — +oo,
SH(/{?) ~ CH“{‘ZH_Q s (1.2)

where cy := H(2H — 1)/2 is uniformly bounded by 1/2. For a brief introduction to the fractional
Brownian motion, one can refer to the recent book [Noul2].

In the following, we first present a very peculiar phenomenon arising from the fractional Brownian
example as a prelude, and we postpone results concerning more general correlation functions p to
Section Bl

Theorem 1.2. Let a, b, ¢ be i.i.d. copies of {G1,...,Gp} with correlation function sg for any given
H € (0,1). Then, with high probability,

n n
a beats b if and only if ZF(%’) > ZF(bi), (1.3)
i=1 i=1
where F(x) = ®(v/2x) is the distribution function of G1 ~ N(0,1/2). As a consequence, the probability
that three dice a, b, ¢ are transitive tends to one, as n — 400 .

Remark 1.3. (i) The case H = 1/2 corresponds to the aforementioned unconditional Gaussian dice,
and by the standard integral transform, it extends to unconditional dice with i.i.d. faces sampled from
a large class of distributions; see Theorem As already mentioned, [Poll7d] gives an elementary
proof for unconditioned uniform dice.

(ii) For k # 0, sp(k) > 0if H € (1/2,1) while sy (k) < 0 whenever H € (0,1/2). Theorem [[.2suggests
that negative correlation or positive correlation among different faces does not influence formula (L3)),
and therefore also the transitivity of a, b, c.

The proof of Theorem makes use of the very close relation between the Hermite expansions of
functions I[e > 0] and ®:

1 (1)
Ifo>0] = =+ dor1Hopr1, with dojys = , 1.4
[ ] 2 " 2k+1112k+1 2k+1 K12k + 1)v/or (1.4)
1 > 1
¢ = 5t E o1 Hopr1, with lopiq = dop127F72, (1.5)

k=0

where the above series converge in L?(R, exp(—x2/2)dz); see Section B for more details.



1.3 Condorcet paradox: Social chaos for close majority elections

The Condorcet paradox is a well-known intransitivity phenomenon in social choice theory. Consider
n voters trying to decide between k alternatives. Each voter has a ranking (linear ordering) of the
alternatives and we would like to aggregate the n rankings into a global one. A natural approach is
as follows: given a pair of alternatives a and b, we say that a beats b if a majority of voters put a
ahead of b in their rankings (we always assume n is odd to avoid dealing with ties). Aggregating these
majority elections for all K := (g) pairs of alternatives, we obtain a tournament graph on k vertices,
that is, a complete graph where each edge is directed.

If there exists a Condorcet winner (i.e. the alternative that beats all others), and, in particular, if
this tournament is transitive (i.e. it induces a linear ordering), we might conclude that there is a clear
global winner of the election. However, in Condorcet paradox the pairwise rankings need not produce
a Condorcet winner. For example, we might have three voters with rankings a > b > ¢, b > ¢ > a and
¢ > a > b, respectively. Majority aggregation results in a beating b, b beating ¢ and ¢ beating a.

Assume a probabilistic model with n voters and k alternatives, where each voter samples one of
k! rankings independently and uniformly. This is called the impartial culture assumption and is the
most common model studied in social choice (see [Geh02] for one survey of results in related settings).
Despite the example above, one might hope that under impartial culture, the paradox is unlikely to
arise for a large number of voters. However, it was one of the earliest results in social choice theory
[Guib2, IGK68] that it is not so: in particular, letting Poong(k,n) to be the probability of Condorcet
winner for n voters and k alternatives, and Pcong (k) := limy,— 00 Poond(k, 1), we have

3
Pcond(3) = o arccos(—1/3) < 91.2% . (1.6)

For k > 4 there is no simple expression, but the numerical values up to k = 50 were computed by Niemi
and Weisberg [INWG6E]; for example, Poonq(10) ~ 51.1% and Pcona(27) = 25.5%, and the asymptotic
behavior is given by May [MayT71] as

V8mlog k

PCond(k) - L

(1+0(1/logk)) , (1.7)
in particular limg_,o Pcona(k) = 0. If one is interested in the probability of a completely transitive
outcome, the best asymptotic estimate known [Mos1()] is exp(—O(k°/3)).

Given the dice models studied in [CGG*16] and [Poll17b], it seems reasonable to study the proba-
bility of Condorcet paradox under impartial culture, conditioned on all pairwise elections being close
to tied. The conditioning on elections being almost tied seems natural also given the abundance of
real life elections that are close to tied.

To define the model more precisely, for each pair of alternatives {a, b}, define the random variable
S(a) to be the number of voters that prefer a to b, minus the number of voters preferring b to a.
In other words, the sign of S() determines the alternative that wins the pairwise election. Let
y(ab) .— sgn(S(“b)) and Y be the random tuple encoding the K pairwise winners via the Y@ having
K entries with values in {—1,1}. Furthermore, for d > 1, let £; be the event that ‘S(“b)‘ < d for
every pair {a,b}. We think of the event £; as “the elections are d-close”, with d = 1 corresponding to
almost perfectly tied elections.

Our main result for voting uses a multidimensional local limit theorem to show that the probability
of Condorcet winner for almost tied elections goes to zero much faster than in (7). Actually, we
prove the following stronger result.

Theorem 1.4. Let n be odd, d > 1 and y € {—1,1}¥. Then,
1 d?
PIY =yl|&d- x| <an—+o(l), (1.8)

where oy, > 0 depends only on k and og(1) denotes a function that depends only on k (but not on d
or y) and goes to zero, as n goes to infinity.



In particular,

| 2
‘IP Y is transitive | 4] — ;—K‘ < ﬁk% + ox(1) (1.9)
and
, k d?
‘IP [Y' has Condorcet winner | E4] — F‘ < e + ox(1) (1.10)

for some By, v > 0.

One interpretation of this result is that the probability of Condorcet paradox, which is already
substantial without conditioning, increases to reach the fully chaotic behavior for elections that are
almost three-way ties. The event &; for d = o(y/n) has subconstant probability, but on the other
hand such “close” elections seem to be a natural case to study (and one might argue that in practice
they arise more often than the model suggests). Furthermore, some other interesting phenomena in
social choice can be shown to arise only with polynomially small probability, see, e.g. the quantitative
Gibbard-Satterthwaite theorem [FKKN11, IKM12, MR15].

Comparing Theorem [[.4] to intransitivity of random uniform dice conditioned on their face-sums,
first note that for almost tied elections and k = 3, the asymptotic probability of Condorcet winner
computed from (LI0) is 3/4, which is equal to the probability of transitivity for dice. On the other
hand, there is a difference in the transition between the transitive and chaotic regimes. Assuming
dice with faces uniform in (—1, 1), the model is chaotic when conditioned on face-sums equal to zero,
but, as shown by Polymath [Poll7a], it becomes transitive as soon as we condition on face-sums of
absolute value at most d for d = w(logn). However, the voting outcomes behave chaotically for d-
close elections for any d = o(y/n) and transition into the “intermediate”, rather than transitive, regime
given by (LLO). Furthermore, (LY) means that the tournament on k alternatives determined by Y is
asymptotically random. |[CGG™16] conjectured that k& random dice also form a random tournament,
however [Poll7b] report experimental evidence against this conjecture.

We also note that the proof of Theorem [I.4] can be modified such that its statement holds even
when conditioning on only K — 1 out of K pairwise elections being d-close.

The above-mentioned work by Kalai [Kall(] calls the situation when Y is a random tournament
social chaos. He considers impartial culture model (without conditioning) and an arbitrary monotone
odd function f: {—1,1}" — {—1, 1} for pairwise elections (the setting we considered so far corresponds
to f = Maj,,). Under these assumptions, he proves that social chaos is equivalent to the asymptotic
probability of Condorcet winner for three alternatives being equal to 3/4. |Kall(] contains another
equivalent condition for social chaos, stated in terms of noise sensitivity of function f for only two
alternatives. It is interesting to compare it with the reduction from three to two dice in Lemma 2.1
of [Poll7b].

1.4 Condorcet paradox: Generalizing close elections — A case study

It would be interesting to extend Theorem [[.4] to other natural pairwise comparison functions such as
weighted majorities and recursive majorities, similar to the electoral college in the USA. However, in
order to formulate such a result, it is first necessary to define d-close elections for an arbitrary function.
The results of this section deal with the question if such a definition exists. Somewhat surprisingly, we
show that natural definitions of close elections do not lead to a chaotic outcome when ranking three
alternatives. We do so by presenting a simple example, for which two of the most natural definitions
do not result in chaotic outcome.

For this we consider the following function. Let us assume that there are three candidates a, b, ¢
and a number of voters n that is divisible by three, letting m := n/3. We take f: {-1,1}" — {—1,1}
to be

m
f(@1,...,2n) = sgn (Z sgn (z3i—2 + T3i—1 + ﬂf3z’)> :

i=1



In words, f is a two-level majority: majority of votes of m triplets, where the vote of each triplet is
decided by majority.

The function f possesses many pleasant properties: it is odd, transitive symmetricﬁ and is a
polynomial threshold function of degree three. We would like to devise a natural notion of d-close
elections according to f. In light of Theorem [[.4]it might be argued that the “right” notion of closeness
should result in the chaotic outcome, same as for majority. We show that for two natural definition
of closeness, this is not the case.

To start with, let w; := xg;_o+x3;_1+x3;. In the following we will sometimes treat f as a function of
w = (wi,...,wy), Le, f: {£1,£3}™ — {£1}, with the distribution of w induced by the distribution
of x, i.e., w; = £3 and w; = +1 with probabilities 1/8 and 3/8, respectively. A CLT argument as
in Theorem [[.4] implies chaotic behavior of f if we define “d-close” as “‘ o, sgn (wgkkl))‘ < d” for
every pair of candidates (kk’). However, this is not very satisfactory for at least two reasons. First, it
does not seem to extend to other functions that do not have such an “obvious” summation built into
them. Second, it does not accord well with our intuition of closeness. This second problem becomes
more apparent considering analogous condition for another two-level majority, with /n groups of /n
voters each. In this case of “electoral college” an election that was close in every “state” in favor of a
single candidate would not be considered close overall.

Another idea is to define “d-close” the same way as in Theorem [[4] that is as ¢ ! oy xgkk,)‘ <d”.
Clearly, this is not a good closeness measure for an arbitrary comparison method (e.g., weighted
majority with large differences between weights), but one could argue that it is relevant at least
for transitive symmetric functions. Using another CLT argument, we find that for this definition of
closeness, the behavior of o(y/n)-close elections under f is not chaotic: the asymptotic Condorcet
paradox probability is slightly less than 25%. Note that for three candidates, the Condorcet paradox
occurs if and only if f(x(®) = f(x(9)) = f(x(c).

Theorem 1.5. Under the notation above and the event E; as defined in Section[I.3, for d = \/n/logn,

tin P [£) = () = fx) | &] = o

n—oo

where o ~ 23.2% is an absolute constant.

For comparison, without conditioning the Condorcet paradox probability is ~ 12.5% when the
elections are according to f and = 8.8% according to majority.

The idea for the proof of Theorem is to use multivariate Berry-Esseen theorem for random
variables

i=1

(A(kk‘/)’ B(kk/)>(kk’) - <Zn: xgkkl), isgn <w§kk,)>> , kk' € {ab,bc,ca} .
i=1 (kk')

We are looking at sign patterns of B**) conditioned on small absolute values of A*K) — AKK)

and B*¥) are not perfectly correlated and it turns out that part of (negative) correlations between
B@b) B®) and B ig not attributable to correlations between A A®e) and A(e®) Hence, even
after conditioning on small A®*) there remains a small constant correlation between B**)  which
prevents completely chaotic behavior.

Another promising definition of closeness involves the noise operator T, from the analysis of
Boolean functions (see e.g., [O’D14] for more details). Let p € [—1,1] and x € {—1,1}". Define
a probability distribution N,(x) over {—1,1}" such that yi,...,y, are sampled independently with
y; = —x; with probability € := % and y; = x; otherwise. Note that E[z;y;] = p, hence we say that
a pair (x,y) sampled as uniform x and then y according to N,(x) is p-correlated. The noise operator
T, is defined as

Tpof(x):=_E [f(y)l -

y~Np(x)

2 A voting function f : {—1,1}" — {—1,1} is transitive symmetric if for every i,j € [n] there exists a permutation
o : [n] — [n] such that o(i) = j and foo = f, where (foo)(z1,...,2n) = f(Zo)s .-+ To(n)). Informally, every two
voters play the same role.



For p € (0,1) one can think of N,(x) as a distribution over {—1,1}" with probabilities that are
decreasing in the Hamming distance from x. Furthermore, for f being majority and d = o(y/n) the
condition [ ; z;| < d is asymptotically equivalent to |T,Maj (x)| < C,d/y/n. This suggests that it
may be fruitful to define “d-close” as “|T),f(x**))| < d/,/n". The idea becomes even more appealing
when considering a Fourier-analytic Condorcet formula discovered by Kalai [Kal02]. He showed that
for an odd function g: {—1,1}" — {—1, 1}, the probability of Condorcet paradox without conditioning
is equal to

P o) = x) = yx)] = § (13 5 lawuts))
- i (1 - 3E [Q(X)Tl/?;g(x)]) : (1.11)

where (x,y) are 1/3-correlated.

Another feature of the T}, operator is that for noise sensitive functions (which [Kall(] proved to
be exactly those that result in chaotic elections without conditioning) the value |T),f(x)| is o(1) with
high probability over x. If we decide to use |T,,f(x)| as a measure of closeness, then this fact can be
given the following (though by no means the only possible) interpretation: elections held according to
a noise sensitive function are almost always close.

Recall our “majority of triplets” function f and define the event F, 4 as

al C ca d
Fpd = max <|Tpf(x( b))|, Tpf(x(b ))|, Tpf(x( ))D < \/—_ .

m

At first sight, (LII) suggests that the event F,q, with p = 1/3 and d = o(y/m), should cause the
expectation term in (LII) to vanish and the probability of Condorcet paradox to approach 1/4.
Surprisingly, this is not the case for f:

Theorem 1.6. Fiz p € (0,1) and take d := \/m/logm. Then,

lim P | f(x“?) = f(x*) = f(x\“V) | Fpa| = alp) .

n—oo
where a(p) € [0.17, a*] with o* the constant from Theorem [ and a(p) — o* as p — 0T,

The proof of Theorem is a variation on the proof of Theorem For w € {£3,£1}" and
b € {£3,£1}, we let Wy(w) := [{i € [m] : w; = b}| and Vy(w) := Wy(w) — Eg [Wy(W')]. Then, we
observe that, just as for majority the value of T,Maj(x) is proportional to the number of ones in x
minus n/2, also for f the value of T),f(w) is proportional to a certain linear combination of Vj(w).
This allows us to proceed with an identical argument as in Theorem with appropriately redefined
random variables A*+),

Some more recent results show that, without conditioning, majority in fact maximizes the prob-
ability of Condorcet winner among “low-influence functions” (see [MOOI10] for three voters and
[Mos10, IM12] for general case). This contrasts with Theorems and for different definitions of

close elections.

1.5 Arrow’s theorem for dice

To further consider the parallels between dice and social choice, we also ask if there is a dice analogue
of Arrow’s theorem (and its quantitative version). We obtain a rather generic statement that does not
use any properties of dice and a quantitative version which is a restatement of a result on tournaments
by Fox and Sudakov |[FS0§].

Organization of the paper The proofs of our main theorems are located in Sections 2] (Theo-
rem [L1]), B (Theorem [[2), @ (Theorem [[4)) and [l (Theorems and [LO). Section [ contains the
discussion of Arrow’s theorem for dice. The sections are mostly self-contained and can be read in any
order.



2 Transitivity of non-uniform dice

In this section we are going to prove Theorem [Tl Let us start with some notation. For the sake of
readability, in this section we drop the bold typesetting for dice vectors. We let

(k") . _
Wij = ]I(ki > k;)

for k, k' € {a,b,c} and
Wkk) — Z Wi(jkkl)'
ij=1
We also let V) .= S F(k;) — F(K}). An important value that we will use is
A= E[alF(al)] . (21)

The constant A is significant because it distinguishes the uniform distribution: by Cauchy-Schwarz
we have

1

A? = E[alF(al)]2 =Ela1(F(ay) — 1/2)]2 < Varla;] - Var[F'(a1)] = 12

(note that F'(ap) is uniform in (0,1), so E[F(a1)] = 1/2 and Var[F(a;)] = 1/12). On the other hand,
since a; and F(a1) are linearly dependent if and only if distribution of a; is uniform on (—v/3,v/3),
the equality A% = 1/12 is achieved exactly for the uniform distribution. In the non-uniform case, this
leads to a key cancellation leading to (2.2)) below.

Since for a non-uniform distribution clearly we have

S F(k) =30 (k)| eo] -
i=1 i=1

(see also the proof of Proposition 2.2]), the second statement of Theorem [I] follows from the first.
What needs to be done can be summed up in two propositions. In the following proof we assume
conditioning on &y and drop it from the notation for readability. We also note that constants hidden
in O(+),0(+), etc., are allowed to depend on the distribution F'.

P

Proposition 2.1.
Var [W(ab) - nV(“b)} = o(n?) . (2.2)
Proposition 2.2. For every C € R and € > 0,

1/ (ab)
\/ﬁ

where the O(-) constants do not depend on C or €.

P €[C—¢eC+¢]

—0(e)+0 <—> , (2.3)

We note that during the proof of Proposition 2] we establish Var[IW(®)], Var[nV ()] > Q(n3), so
indeed Proposition 211 is saying that these two random variables are closely correlated.

Theorem [ follows from the propositions. Let WD k) E[W )] = W) —n2/2. Tt is
enough to prove that

P [sgn <V(ab)> # sgn <W(ab)>} =o(1) .

For any § > 0, note that sgn (V(“b)) 2 sgn (W(ab)> implies that



either

ny(ab) _ W(ab)‘ > § or |nV(ab)| < 4.
Furthermore, by Chebyshev’s inequality and (2:2]),

o(n?)
52

P HW(ab) _ pyab)

> 6] <
Taking appropriate § := 0(n3/ 2), we finally compute

P [sgn <V(“b)> £ sgn (W(ab)>]
<P HWW - W(“b)‘ > 5} 4P anww‘ < 5]

5
=o(1)+ 0O <W> =o(1),
where we used (2.3) in the last line. O

Remark 2.3. It is also true that with high probability a beats b if and only if > 7 ;| F,(a;) >
Sy Fn(b;), where F, is the CDF of the conditional marginal of a; (or any a;) conditioned on
&o, rather than the unconditional marginal F' as in Theorem [[LIl (Some numerical experiments
suggest that F), is a better predictor of the “strength” of a die than F.) To see why this is true, if
V/(ab) .= 5™ Fo(a;) — Fy(b;), then similar calculations to those in the proof of Proposition 2] yield

Var [V’(“b) - V(“b)] = o(n)
and using this in the bound
P [sen (1) # sen (W)
<P [V — | > 5] 4P [[nve —nv @] > 5] + P [[nve)| <]

the result follows similar to above.

We proceed to prove the propositions, starting with the shorter proof of Proposition In both
proofs we do not assume conditioning on & by default.

2.1 Proof of Proposition

For simplicity we will assume that n = 2m. The idea of the proof is as follows: First, by independence,
it is enough to establish anti-concentration for the single-die random variable Y ;" | F(a;). Since the
single-face distribution is not uniform, there must exist two points z*, y* € supp(f) such that

Fa®) + F(y) # 2F(=) (2.4
where 2* := x*;y*. Consider random variables d1, ..., d,, given by
d; == a9;—1 + ag; . (2.5)

By a concentration argument, with high probability, for a constant fraction of coordinates i €
{1,...,m}, it must be that d; ~ 2z*. Furthermore, after conditioning on dj,...,d,,, for each such
coordinate it must be that for d; =~ 2z*, both

agi—1 ATt a5 Ry,

’ Y (26)

a2i—1,02; = 2,
are possible with constant probability. But (2.4) and (Z8]) imply that, even conditioned on dy, ..., dy,,
the variance of Y ;" | F(a;) is at least Q(n), and that allows us to apply Berry-Esseen theorem to
establish a (conditional) CLT and anti-concentration. Below we present this argument in more detail,
starting with an auxiliary concentration lemma.
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Lemma 2.4. Let x € supp(f) and 6 > 0. There exist constants o := «a(f,d) > 0,5 := p(f,9) > 0
such that

Pl{ien:2—d<a <x+6} <an|&]| <O (exp(—fhn)) . (2.7)
Proof. We will think of sampling aq, ..., a, conditioned on &y as an experiment on n — k-dimensional
space for some k‘ € N, where the density of (aq,...,a,_k) is proportional to H?;lk (a;) - fOF) (—ay),

with ag := ZZ 1 a; and k) being the k-fold convolutlon of the PDF f.
Take € > 0 and consider a set

I = {x eR: fOR(z) > 6} :

Since f is continuous and its support is an interval that necessarily contains zero, it must be that for
every L > 0 there exist k large enough and e small enough such that we have the inclusion

[—L,L| C Ij. .

We take such large enough L (as soon specified) and fix k and ¢ accordingly. Consider the i.i.d. choice
of a1,...,a,_k. By the Berry-Esseen theorem,

Pay...anr, [-L < —ag < L] =P [\/;LT]{ <g \/an} +0 <\1F>

_Q (%) , (2.8)

where g is a standard Gaussian random variable, and the last equality uses that L can be chosen large
enough to overcome the (potentially negative) error in the normal approximation.

Let F be the event from (2.7)), the probability of which we are bounding and define another event
F' as

={ienh—kl:z—-6<ag <z+d}<an.

Taking M to be an upper bound on f**)(y) for y € R and setting o :=P(x — 6 < a1 < x + 6)/2, we
compute
P[F | &) <P [F'| &)]
f f flaq) an k) f(*k)(—ao) -I[F]day - - day_g
[ f f ar) - fan—g) - fOF (—ag) day - - - day
M ]Paly---yanfk [f/]
Te- ]Pal,...,an,k[_L < —ag < L]

<0 (v/) - exp (~Bn) < O (exp(—'m)) |

where in the last line we used a standard Chernoff bound, since the random variable

Hien—kl:z—90<a <z+d}
can be written as a sum of n — k i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with mean 2« > 0. O

We continue with the proof of Proposition [Z.2] following the plan from the beginning of the section.
For now, we will focus only on one half of the expression V(%) namely the sum S Faq).
Recall that by (24) we have z*, y*, z* = (2* 4+ y*)/2 such that

~v:=|F(z*)+ F(y*) — 2F(z")| > 0.

Furthermore, since F' is continuous, we can assume that both x* and y* lie in the interior of the
support of f. Take small § > 0 such that

[ =0, 2% + 0], [y" — 6,y + 9], [z" — 9§, 2" + d] C supp(f)

11



and, at the same time,

lw—2*] <20 = |F(w)— F(z")| <~/10,
lw—y*| <20 = |F(w) - F(y")| <~/10,
lw—2% <20 = |F(w)— F(z")] <~v/10.

Recall the random variables d,...,d,, that we defined in (2Z3]). Note that the distribution of
dy/ V2 = (a1 +az)/ /2 satisfies the assumptions of Theorem [[LIl Therefore, we can apply Lemma 2.4
to dy,...,dpm, x = 22° € supp(f*?) and § to obtain that except with probability exp(—Q(n)), we
have that, conditioned on &,

Hie[m]:22" =6 <d; <22"+6} > Q(n) . (2.9)

Observe that the distribution a4, ..., a, conditioned on & can be obtained by first sampling d1, ..., dn,
conditioned on 2211 d; = 0 and then sampling a9;_1 and ag; conditioned on ag;_1 + ag; = d; indepen-
dently for each i € [m)].

Fix a choice of dy, ..., d,, satisfying (Z.9). We will call i € [m] that fulfills the condition from (2.9])
good. We will now show that any such good ¢ assumes values from (2.6]) with constant probability. To
that end, let us assume without loss of generality that d; is good and consider d € [2z* — 0,22* + J].
We compute (where o(1) is a function that uniformly goes to zero as ¢ goes to zero)

Ji 5 F@) f(d =) da
Jo f(@)f(d—2)dz
SR @) + o)) +o(1)) de
N max gz —s.2:++6) f 2 (d)
>c-0f(x")f(y*) > >0, (2.10)

Plar—d<a <z*+d|ay+ay=d =

where ¢’ is a positive constant achieved for small enough §. A similar argument gives
Plz¥—6<a;<z"+d|ag+ar=d > >0. (2.11)

Observe that a; € [x* —0, z*+0] implies |F'(a1) — F(2*)] < /10, ag € [y*—26,y*+20], |F(a2) —F(y*)|
< /10 and finally

[F(a1) + Fla2) — F(«") = F(y*)| <7/5

giving the overall conclusion

P|F(a1) + F(ag) < F(2z*) + Fly*) + /5 | a1 + ag = d] > . (2.12)
Similarly, a; € [2* — 6, 2" 4 0] implies as € [z* — 26, 2* + 20] and consequently

|F(a1) 4+ F(az) = 2F(2")| <~/5,

in particular

F(ai) 4+ Flaz) =2 2F(2") = /5 = F(2") + F(y") + /5 +7/2
and

IP[F(al) +Flag) > F(x")+ F(y*) +~v/5+7/2 a1 +az=d| > . (2.13)

Bounds in (212)) and (2ZI3) together imply that for any good ¢ we can uniformly lower bound the
conditional variance

Var [F(agi—1) + F(a) | agi—1 + ag; = di] > Q%) > Q(1) .
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Since after conditioning on dy,...,d,, satisfying (2.9)), the random variables F'(azi—1) + F(ag;) are
bounded and independent with total variance €(m), we can apply Berry-Esseen theorem and anti-
concentration properties of a standard Gaussian to obtain

Actually, since the sums Y ;" | F(a;) and >, F'(b;) are independent even after conditioning on &,
we also get

(ab)

P|C—-e<

1
<Cte | dudyd,....d, §0(5)+O<—

)
where d = boj—1 + by; and d}, ..., d], satisfy condition (2Z9)). Finally, we get (2.3]) by averaging over

di,...,dm,dy,...,d, and absorbing exponentially small terms coming from the choices that do not

satisfy (2.9]). O

Remark 2.5. One could also prove a variant of Proposition by a two-dimensional local CLT
argument. For example, Theorem 19.1 in [BR10] could be applied to show that v/ (ab) /+/n conditioned
on & converges in law to a Gaussian. However, to apply [BR10] it needs to be shown that there exists
a finite k such that the joint distribution of

k k
<Z a;, Z F(az)>

has bounded density. Note that since F'(a;) is a deterministic function of a;, for k¥ = 1 the density
does not exist. In some cases it is not difficult to show that a small k£ > 1 is enough. For example, for
a shifted exponential distribution with the PDF

f(2) = exp(—z — 1)

for x € [-1,400) we can see that (a3 + ag, F(a1) + F(az2)) has bounded density since the equation
system

n

a; +ag =a
F(a1) + F(ag) = d

has at most one solution for every pair (a,a’). On the other hand, a distribution with support [—2, 2]
that is (up to normalization) uniform on [—2,—1] U [1,2] and Gaussian on (—1,1) does not have
bounded density for any finite k.

2.2 Proof of Proposition [2.1]

We prove Proposition 1] by a somewhat tedious computation. Recall that in this proof we do not
assume conditioning on &y by default. Also, for k € {a,b, c}, we will denote by & the single die event
Yo ki=0.

The variance we are looking at can be broken down as

ZF (a;) — F(b;) | &

Var —nZF (ai) |50] = n? Var
1=1
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+ Var[W | &] — 2n i E [I(a; > bj) - (F(ar) — F(bx)) | &) - (2.14)
irjk=1

The idea is to subdivide each of the three terms above into yet smaller pieces, each of which can
be written down as a certain probability involving (conditioned and unconditioned) die faces. For
example,

E[I(a1 > b1)F(a2) [ €] =P a1 > b1 Aaz > ¢ | EaNE .

Each of those probabilities can be estimated using the following idea: How does the joint distribution
of (a1,as) change after conditioning on &,?

Let @p—2(z) be the PDF of the distribution of the sum ) ;" ;a;/v/n — 2. The joint density f,, of
(a1, az2) conditioned on &, must be proportional to f(a1)f(a2) multiplied by a “correction factor”

Pn—2(—a1 — az) == V21 @u_a((—a1 — az)/vn — 2),

which is \/27(n — 2) times larger than the density of Z?:_IQ a; conditioned on &, (our normalization
is chosen so that ¢, _s(z) ~ 1 for z ~ 0):

fn(al,a2) = Cnf(al)f(QQ)SanQ(_al - 612)

for some normalization constant C),, = 1. By the CLT, we should have

2 2
x x
Yn—2(—x) = exp <—7> ~1l—— (2.15)
and consequently

IP[a1 >bi ANas > 1 ‘5(1(755]

2 2
~ C,C" //D f(ar)f(a2) f(b1)f(c1) (1 - W) daydagdbdey | (2.16)

where D := {(a1,a2,b1,¢1) : a1 > biAag > ¢1} and C} is another normalization constant corresponding
to the one-dimensional “density” ¢, _1(—b1). From here, (2.16) can be handled by elementary calculus.
The actual computations are more complicated, since we have to carefully track errors, including those
introduced by the CLT.

Calculation lemma We will go over the variance computation assuming the following lemma, which
will be proved afterwards.

Lemma 2.6. Let x be a random variable distributed according to F' and let

A:=E[z- F(x)],
B :=E[z?- F(z)],
_ 5%
ap = —2 — — |
24 8
I
2 - 9’

where v denotes the jth cumulant of z. For k € {a,b, c}, denote by & the single-die event Y ;- | ki = 0.
We have the following expressions:

1 24?2 .
]P[CL1>b1/\a2>b2|50]:Z—T—|—O(TL ), (217)
P al==+—+—-— , 2.1
a1 > by [ €] =5+ -+ — = — o +o(n) (2.18)
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IP[a1>b1/\a2>b2]Ea]:i—i—%—i—T—%—?—i—o(n_l), (2.19)
Plag >biNag >c1 | E.NE) = i+8i+%—ﬁ—%2+o(nl). (2.20)

Furthermore:
Plar > b Aar> by | &] = % +o(1) (2.21)
Plar>biAar > by | & = % +o(1), (2.22)
IP[a1>b1/\a1>61|5aﬂ5b]:%+o(1). (2.23)

Since these expressions might look intimidating, let us point out what we think is one of the most
important properties: In contrast to (2.I7), it turns out that

1 A2 .
IP[a1>bl/\a2>cl\50]:1—74—0(71 )

The fact that the errors of order n~! in those two expressions differ by exactly a factor of two turns
out to imply that W (@) 4 1) 4 17(ca) hag small variance, which, together with anticoncentration
argument for W (@) implies transitivity similarly as in the proof of Theorem [LIl Lemma 2.8 is more
complicated since we are relating random variables (@) and V(@) but the ATQ terms are still crucial,
with other terms canceling out one way or another.

Proof of Proposition [2.1] assuming Lemma We address each of the three terms in (2.14)
in turn. First, using (2.21)) and (Z17),

Var[W | 50] = Var Z Wl'j | 50
ij—=1
= O(TLQ) + 2n2(n — 1) Cov [WH, Wis ’ 50] + n2(n — 1)2 Cov [WH, Woe ’ 50]

1
= O(TL2) + 2n2(n -1) (IP[al > by ANap > be | & — Z)

1
+n2(n — 1)2 <IP[G1 > by Aag > by ‘ 50] — Z)

. <% - 2A2> +o(n?) . (2.24)
Second, by (222), (2I8) and (2.19),

ZFa, i) | o Zn:Faz !50]
—2n Var[F(al) | &) +2n(n — 1) Cov[l_(lal), F(as) | &)
—2n (E [F(a1)? | &] — E[F(a1) | &]°)

+2n(n — 1) (E[F(a1)F(az) | &] ~ E[F(a1) | &]°)
— 2 (IP[a1 > Aap > by | €] —Play > by \5a]2)

Var = 2 Var

+27’L(7’L—1) (IP[a1>b1/\a2>b2|5a]—IP[a1 > by |Ea]2>

=n (% — 2A2> +o(n) . (2.25)
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Finally, recalling F), is the conditional CDF of a; given &,, and using (2.23)), (2.20) and (2.18) again,
we have

n

> E[(ai > by) (F(ax) — F(by)) | &l

ij k=1
= 3 E[Fa(@)F(a) — (- Fu(b,)F(b0) | &)
ij k=1
_QnZE aj ’50 —nZZE az ‘50
i,j=1

= 2n2E[Fn(a1) (al) ‘ 50] + on? (n — 1)E [Fn(al) (az) ‘ 50] —-n’E [F(al) ’ 50]
:QnQIP[al >biANay > ‘5(1(755]4-2712(?1—1)1[)[@1 > by Aag > ¢ ‘5(1(755]
— ’I’L3]P [a1 > by | Ea]

2 (é _ 2A2> +o(n?). (2.26)
Substituting (2.24)), (2.25)) and ([2.26]) into (2.14) gives

Var

W —nY_ Fl(a;) = F(b)| = o(n®) .
=1

It remains to prove Lemma

Integration lemma The technical part of the proof of Lemma consists of the following lemma
that replaces the expressions for ¢, _o and ¢, _1 with an appropriate polynomial approximation. Recall
the constants a1 and as defined in the statement of Lemma 2.0] and that we defined ¢,,_j as the PDF

of ZZ | a; multiplied by /27 (n — k).
Lemma 2.7. Let D be a measurable set in R* and write

fla;b,e,d) = fa)f(0)f(c)f(d) and  f(a,b):= f(a)f(b).

Setting a := a1 + as and b := by + by and denoting Lebesque integration over dajdasdbidby by dab, we
have

/ f(a1,a2,b1,b2) - on_2(—a)pn_o(—b) dab

2 b 242
// f(ay,az,b1,be) - <1—i—ﬂ az(a +b) et ) dab—i—o(n*l). (2.27)
n n 2n

Furthermore, using similar notational conventions, we get, for a == a; and b:= by (and D C R?):

// f(a,b) - on_1(—a)dab

2
/ f(a,b) < +— —i—% - ;—n> dab+o(n™ ) ; (2.28)
fora:=a1+ay and b := by + bs:
// f(a1,a2,b1,b2) - n_o(—a)dab
D
asa 2
:/Df(a17027b1752)' ( +—+% — %> dab + o(n™1) ; (2.29)
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and for a == a1+ as, b:=by; and c:=cy:
/ fla1,az2,b,¢) - pn—a(—a)pn—1(—b) dabc

2 b 2+ b7
/ f(a1,a2,b,c¢) <1 + ﬂ + OQ(O:;_ ) _¢a 2—; > dabe + o(n™1) . (2.30)

We state all formulas that we need explicitly in order to avoid defining and handling new notation,
but we point out the pattern in these expressions: the ay/n factor is multiplied by the number of the
densities in the expression, the ay/n factor is multiplied by the sum of all variables featured in the
densities and the quadratic factor is consistent with the approximation (Z.I5).

Before proving the lemma we point out a corollary that follows by setting D to the full integration
space and some simple integration (keeping in mind E[a;] = 0 and E[a?] = 1). The corollary allows
us to estimate the normalization constants C,, and C}, (see (2.16])).

Corollary 2.8. Keeping the notation from Lemma [2.7], we have

2 2
//4 flar,a2,b1,b2) - pp—2(—a)pn_2(—b)dab =1+ —1 - = + o(n™1),
R
1
/R2 f(a,b) - pp—1(—a)dab =1+ ;1 3, +o(nY),

1
/ fla,a2,b1,b2) - pp—2(—a)dab =1+ ﬂ -+ o(n™1),
R4
3
/ flay,az2,b,¢) - op—o(—a)pn—1(—b)dabc =1 + —1 - — + o(n™1) .
R4
Consequently, letting D = {(a1,a2,b1,b2) : a1 > by A ag > ba}, we have

IP[a1>b1/\a2>b2|50]

ffD al,a2,blab2)90n 2(_(1)90” (_b) dab
ffRzl al,GQ,bl,bQ ()On 2( a’)(pn ( b)da’b

2 2 b
(1_ﬂ+ >/ fahaz,bth)(Hﬂ L oa(atd)

n

2 b2
_rt ) dab+ o(n™ 1)
n
2 b
<1+ >/ falaa27617b2)< OQ(GH_ )
2 12
_atht ZIQQ + b1b2> dab + o(n™?) . (2.31)

Similarly, we have

IP[a1 > b1 ‘ ga]

— <1 + %) //D f(al,b1)<1 n O‘i‘“ - %)dab +o(nly, (2.32)

where D = {(a1,b1) : a1 > b1 };

IP[a1>b1/\a2>b2]€a]
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2
1—— // flai,az,by,b2) <1+— %_a_> dab+ o(n™")
n 2n
2a0a1 al + ajas 1
=1+ E flai,a2,b1,02) | 1+ - dab + o(n™1) (2.33)
D

n n
where D = {(a1,a2,b1,b2) : ay > by Aag > ba};

IP[a1>b1/\a2>cl ‘5(1(755]

(1—@+ )/ fa17a2,bc<1+%ﬂ az(a+b)
n 2n n

a? + b2
n

( )/ f a17a2,b1,cl)< (2a1+b1)

B 202 + b2 + 2a1a9
2n

) dabe + o(n™1)

> dabe + o(n™1) (2.34)

where D = {(ay,a2,by,c1) : a1 > by ANag > c1}.

We point out that an important feature of the expressions (Z3I)—(234) is that the number of
mixed ajas and b1bs terms depends on the number of ¢, _o densities in the expression.

Proof of Lemma assuming Lemma 2.7 We delay the proof of Lemma 27 and prove
Lemma 2.6l now. For this we need some elementary integral computations. First, in the case with two
variables a, b and Ds := {(a,b) : a > b}:

1
/D2 f(a,b)dab = 3
+o0 a
/D2 f(a,b) -adab:/oo af(a) /Oof(b)dbda:E[a-F(a)] =A, (2.35)

—+o00 a
-a’®dab = a’f(a a=Ela® F(a)] =B.
/D2f<a,b> dab /w f()/oof(b)dbd E[a?- F(a)] = B

In the four-variable case with D := {(a1,a2,b1,b2) : a1 > by Aas > bo}, f := f(a1,a2,b1,b2) and
dab = daldagdbldbgt

1
/Dfdab_z,
//f'%dab:l/ f(alabl)'aldab:é7
D 2/)Jp, 2

+o0 +o0o
/Df'bldab: %/OO blf(bl)/a f(al)daldbl

_ l/m by (00) (L~ F(by)) dby = S EDL PO A

B
//f a? dab = = / f(a1,by) - adab= =,
Ds 2

J[ restam=1 / B 1(50) /b o oy = BRI =L b))
1-B

2 )

, (2.36)
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2
/ [ -arazdab = </ flay,b1) - a1 dab> = A?,
D Dy

+o00 400 2
/ f . b1b2 dab = (/ blf(bl) f(al) daldb1> = E[bl(l — F(bl)]z
D —00 b1

= A%,

Now all that is left is to insert the expressions computed above into equations ([2.31)—(2:34) in Corol-
lary 2.8 For example, in case of ([2.34]) we get

IP[a1>b1/\a2>01 lgamgb]

<1+2n>/ f a17az,b1,c1)< (2a1+b1)

2a3 + b7 + 2
ot ala?)dabc—i—o(nl)
2n
3 1 mA A B 1-B A .
= 1 e — — _—_—
<+2n> <4+ n 2n  2n 4n n +oln™)
11 A B A
:—+—+ai————+o(n_1), (2.37)

which is exactly ([2:20) that we wanted to prove. Equations (2I7)—(Z19) and (221)—(223)) are handled
in analogous ways and we provide the explicit computations only in the O

Proof of Lemma 2.7 Finally, we turn to Lemma 2.7l Let ¢; denote the density of j —1/2 I a;.
Since the density of Zle a; is bounded for all k£ (recall that a; has density continuous on closed
support), [Pet75, Theorem 15, pp. 206-7] implies

3 732 24
3i(y) = \/12_776y2/2 (1 + %I\%{y) 3@ H6(‘%.) Rl H4(y)> +o(i7Y), (2.38)

where v; denotes the jth cumulant, the error is uniform in y € R, and the H; are Hermite polynomials:

Hs(y) =y° — 3y,
Hy(y) = y* — 6y + 3, (2.39)
Hg(y) = 3% — 15y 4 45y — 15.

Since we defined ¢;(z) = v273;(zj~/?), Z38) implies

@) = e/ (1 4 B (%) Ho(wj %) + J Ha(wj~ /)
J \/3 -
+o(j )
6
=/ (142 222 max(le], 2% |1
) (H i >+O< 372 +o(i7), (2.40)

where in the last line the additional remainder term comes from writing out the Hermite polynomi—
als (239 and then noting that what is left out of the main term has smallest order terms ;%2 i
the denominator, and largest order terms in the numerator x or % depending on |x| < 1 or |z| > 1.
Substituting this into the left-hand side of (2.27)) and using the fact that the sixth moment is finite,
we get (letting f := f(a1,a2,b1,b2))

/ /D [+ Gna(—a)pn_s(~b) dab
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B — n + n
[l (s o (s (55 55))

2 b
. <1+ﬂ +M> dab + o(n"")

dab + o(n™1) , (2.41)

2 2 2 2\2
+O <m1n <a +b 9 (a +2b ) >>
n n

where we used the approximation exp(—x) = 1 — x + O(max(z, z?)) for z > 0.
Inspecting (Z41]), we see that all that is left to establish ([2:27)) is to show

//R4 - <min <a2 : 627 (a? ;;bz)Q)) dab = o(n1) 2.42)

We do that by dividing the integration area into two parts:

Dy = {(a1,a2,b1,b2) : a® + 5% < n'/3} and Dy := R*\ Dy,

and computing

L (o (25 22
f () e [ (222) a0

where in the inequality we bound the minimum by one of the terms, and then use the fact that
small moments of a and b are finite, and that on Dy, we have 1 < (a® + b*)n~'/3, and therefore
a +b2 < @ +b i . Therefore, we have shown (2.27). Similar calculations concerning (228)—(2.30) ar

sklpped here and provided in the . Note that we always need at most sixth finite moment
when estimating (2.40). O

3 Stationary Gaussian dice

3.1 Preparation

Before we state and prove our results, let us start with some useful facts about Gaussian Hilbert
spaces. It is a well-known fact that the Hermite polynomials {Hy, k > 0} are orthogonal polynomials
with respect to the standard Gaussian measure v(A) = [, ¢(x) dz, for any Borel set A C R. Here ¢
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is the standard Gaussian density function and Hj can be defined via Rodrigues’ formula: Hy(z) =
(—1)kg0(:v)_1£(go(:v)). For any f € L?(R,~), we have

dxk

f= Zcoef(q)Hq with coef(q / Hy( ~(dx),

q=0

where the above series converges in L?(R,7); see [NP12, Section 1.4]. In our work, we only need (4]
and (LH). We can find the expansion (I.4)), for instance, in [MW11, page 7]. Suppose Z ~ N(0,1),
noting that E[(I[Z > 0] — 271)?] = 1/4, we deduce from the orthogonality relation of Hermite
polynomials that

- _Zd%ﬂ (2k +1)! (3.1)
k>0

from which together with the explicit expression of dor11’s, we can deduce one of Srinivasa Ramanu-
jan’s ingenious identities (in a different form):

1 2k
W:Zm<k>' (3.2)

k>0

Ramanujan’s identity reads as follows:

Ty LIy L8 1Y 1851
2 2\3 2-4\5 2-4.-6\7 ’
see [Ram00].

To obtain (L), note that ®(z) = E(I[-Z < z]), then using the expansion (L), we get

O(z) =E(I[Z/V2+2/V2>0]) = % +E (D dogi1 Hag1 (2/V2+2/V2) |

=0

2q+1

2+ 1\, 1
:—+IE > dagia Z ( ' ) 3 Hy(Z) Haq1-1(2)

q=0

where we deduce the last equality from the well-known identity: for a,b € R satisfying a? + b* = 1,
Hy(az+by) = Y1 (1) a*b" " Hy(x)H,,—1(y). Note that E[Hj(Z)] = 0 for any k > 1 and E[Ho(Z)] =
1. Therefore, the expansion (L) is established.

Remark 3.1. Newton’s 1676 identity reads as follows: (see [AHOL, Page 228])

T in(1/2) 1+1 1 +1-3 1 +1-3-5 1 n
— — arcsin — — — . . . “ee
6 2 2 3.2 2.4 5.25 2.4.-6 7-27 ’
which is equivalent to
o
3 2q
W:274< ) (3.3)
2 g+ 120\ g

Using the explicit expression (L3]) for f3,1; and noting that ®(G) for standard Gaussian G has
distribution that is uniform in (0,1), we easily check that

M

(2¢ + 1)127%9d3 ., , (3.4)

Q
Il
o

from which we have o = % — % = Z(?il(Qq + 1)!2_2qd%q+1-
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Lemma 3.2. Suppose X,Y are two centered (jointly) Gaussian random variables with mean zero and
variance one such that E[XY] = p. Let ® be the CDF of X, then,

I p
_ 2q+1 _ 3
E[@(X) ——+E €2q+1 2q + 1)!1p* —Z+—47T+O(,0)
q=0
g1 (—1)¢ .
where log11 = dog4127 972 = for each integer g > 0.

VT(2q + 1)22a+1g!

Proof. Recall from (LLT) the expansion ® = %+Zq;0 loq+1Hag41. It is also known (see e.g. Proposition
2.2.1 in [NP12]) that for X,Y ~ N(0,1) jointly Gaussian and any integers m,n > 0,

E[Hpm(X)H,(Y)] = m!(E[XY])™ Gnn - (3.5)
Therefore,
E[0(X)®(Y)]
1
=57 > ByiB[Hag1 (X) Hag1 (V)] = - + > 6, 1(2q + 1)1p !
q=0 q=0
1 P 1 1 29\ o441
- e )pq
4 A4rm ™ (2g + 1)2% q
L »p 3
-+-—+0
where the last big-O estimate follows from the Newton’s identity (3.3]). O

3.2 Our results

Now we are in a position to present our results for stationary Gaussian dice. Recall from the introduc-
tion that {G;,i € N} is a centered stationary Gaussian sequence with the correlation function p such
that p(0) = 1/2. Let a, b, ¢ be i.i.d. copies of {G1,...,Gy}, then for i,j,k,¢ € [n], (a; — bj,ar, — by)
is centered bivariate Gaussian with Var (a; — bj) = Var (ay, — b)) = 1 and E[(a; — bj)(ar — be)] =
p(i — k) + p(j — £). Therefore, we can compute the variance of W) := > ijefn) Llai > bj] using the
expansion ([L4) and the relation (3.3):

Var <W(ab)) _ ij;:e[n] {E(]I[ai > bj Aag > bz]) - i}

- Z Zd%qﬂ(?q + 1)!(/)(1' — k) +p(j — g))Qq-{-l

,5,k,l€[n] ¢=0

=D e+l D (pli k) (G- 0)T (3.6)

q=0 1,5,k,0€[n]

Let us first look at the almost trivial case where p = sy /5, that is, when p(i — k)= %5%. In this case,
we have by (3.4),

1 1
Var <W( > Z d2q+1 2q +1)! o5 n3 +0(n?) = 6”3 +0(n?). (3.7)

q=0

Then, by standard computations and the above variance estimate, we have

while due to the classical CLT, n~1/2 2 icln] [F(a;) — F(b;)] converges in law to N(0,1/6). Therefore,
we can conclude that the CDF-ordering property (L3 occurs with high probability in this setting.
This relation also implies the following more general result.
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Theorem 3.3. Let x = (z1,...,x,) be a sequence of i.i.d random variables such that x1 has a density
function with a support which is a countable collection of (possibly infinite) intervals. Assumey and
z are two i.i.d. copies of x, then with high probability,

x beats y if and only if Z]—"(ml) > Z}"(yi%
i=1 i—1

where F is the distribution function (CDF) of x1. In particular, the probability that x,y,z are intran-
sitive tends to zero, as n — 400.

Proof. Let a,b be given as in the case where p = sy and F' be the distribution function of a; ~
N(0,1/2), then by integral transform, we can assume that

{(@i,9:) 11 €N} = {(f_l o F(a;),F'oF(b)):i€ N},
where F~1(p) := inf{z € R : F(z) > p} is the generalized inverse of F. It is clear that F(a;) € (0,1)

almost surely and due to our assumption on F, we have F o F~1(p) = p for any p € (0,1). It follows
that

Zf(xi) > Z]:(yi)
i=1 i=1

with, prob. 1 iF(ai) > F(by)
i=1

i=1
with high prob. - n2 & n2
& > Ta; > by] > - > I[F(a;) > F(b;)] > -
i,7=1 i,7=1
. n 2
MR L NP F o F(a) > Flo F(by)] > %
ij=1
i,j=1

Hence the desired conclusions follow immediately.

O

In the following, we provide the proof of our Theorem as well as some results for the general
stationary Gaussian dice. We first state two results of central importance to our approach.

Theorem 3.4 (|[BMS83], Breuer-Major theorem). Fiz an integer d > 1. Assume f € L*(R,~) admits

the following expansion in L?(y) (Recall y(dx) = \/% exp(—x2/2)dz):

f= Zcoef(q)Hq with coef(d) #0;  d is called the Hermite rank of f.
q=d

Assume also that (X, k € Z) is a centered stationary Gaussian sequence with unit vam’anccﬁ such
that its correlation function p belongs to £4(Z), where p(i — j) = E[X;X]] for any i, j € Z.
Then

1 n
NG Z f(Xg) converges in law to N(0,0?) as n — 400,
k=1

o0
where o = Z:q!coef(q)2 Zﬁ(v)q € [0, +00) is part of the conclusion.
q=d vEZ

3That is, p(0) = 1, which is different from p(0) = 1/2.
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For a modern proof using fourth moment theorems, one can refer to e.g., Theorem 7.2.4 in [NP12].
In particular, we also need one ingredient from this proof, which we state in the following.

Lemma 3.5. Let the assumptions of Theorem be satisfied, that is, p € (*(Z). For any integer
q=>dV2, and anyr € {1,...,q— 1}, we have

n e Z Ip(H)|" =0o(1) asn — +oo; see equation (7.2.7) in [NP12].
lil<n

Proof of Theorem Note that we have proved the case where H = 1/2. Our proof then consists
of only two parts: in the first part, we prove our result for H € (1/2,1) and in the second part, we
prove a stronger result (Theorem B.8) that includes the case H € (0,1/2).

We proceed in the same way as in previous subsection: we first estimate the variance of the
difference W) —n 377" | [F(a;) — F(b;)], then prove a CLT for W) We begin with the following

two lemmas dealing with two variance estimates.

Lemma 3.6. Let a, b, ¢ be i.i.d. copies of the centered stationary Gaussian sequence {G;,i € N} with
the correlation function p such that p(0) = 1/2. Then

Var <W(“b) —-n Z [F(a;) — F(bl)]) = éVar (W) 4 ) 4 pylea)y (3.8)
i=1

2q
=Y d3 g+ 1Y <2q: 1) > (n—lihp(i)"

g=1 v=1 li|<n

x| > (n—1ihp()* . (3.9)

lil<n

(1) If p € £3(Z), then

(2) Consider p = s, then the case H € (0,5/6) is covered by point (1); if H € [5/6,1), we have
= H?(2H — 1)
(ab) N ) o T \& 4 L 6H-2
Var <W n ;1: [F(a;) F(bl)]> 167 (40 —3)" .

The proofs of the above lemma and the following lemma will be postponed to the end of this
section.

Lemma 3.7. Let a,b and {G;,1 € N} be given as in Lemmal38. The following statements hold true.
(1) If p € £1(Z), then, with B = 2> 50 3,41 (2q + 1)1 Y50z p(0)24H € [0, 400),

Var (W(“b)) = Bn® 4 o(n?).

(2) Consider the case where p = sy is given as in (LI]) :

(i) for H € (0,1/2], Var (W(“b)) = Bn®+o(n?) with B defined as in point (1); moreover, 3 > 0
in this case.

1
(i) for H € (1/2,1), Var (W) = %TFH” + o(n2H+2).
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Assuming Lemma and [3.7], we prove Theorem in the following. As announced, we split our
proof into two cases.

case 1: H € (1/2,1). In this case, we deduce from the above two lemmas that

Var <W(“b) - nzn: [F(ai) — F(bi)]> / Var (W) = o(1). (3.10)
i=1
And we have, with /o = ﬁ (see (LH))
Z (F(al) — %) = Z <F(az) — % — go\/idj) + \/5@0 Z a;
i€[n] i€[n] i€[n]

and it is clear that the second part in the above sum is a centered Gaussian with
= 1 « 1
Var <\/§€0;ai> =5 Azl sp(i—j) ~ Enﬂ{, as n — +oo,
1= vJ=

where the asymptotic behavior is implied by (L2). We know from (BI0) and point (ii) in Lemma 3.7
that

Var <Zn: [F(a;) — F(b,)]) /Var <\/§€0 Zn:(ai - bl)> Lty (3.11)

i=1 =1
Recall the Slutsky’s lemma, which says

if X, 2™ X and Y, —25 0, then X, + Y, - X.
n—oo n—oo n—oo

Thus, we deduce from (ZII) and the orthogonality property of Hermite polynomials, n=* """ | [F(a;)
— F(bl)} converges in law to N(O, %), as n — 4o0o. Combining ([B.I0) with Slutsky’s lemma again

yields
1 n2 1 1
(ab>__) aw 2
(W - 5) S N0

Hence the desired conclusions follow from similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem [Tl For the
sake of completeness, we sketch it below: first we define V,, = n> ", (F(a;) — F(b;)), then we have
for any § > 0,

P {sgn(Vn) # sgn (W(“b) — %2)}

W iab) _ %2 Vv, W ab) _ %2
<P ‘ nH+1 >0+ P ‘W Sop,
where the limsup of the RHS, as n — 400, is bounded by 2§. This implies that for H € (1/2,1),

the relation (L3) occurs with high probability and thus, the probability of a,b, ¢ being intransitive
asymptotically vanishes.

case 2: H € (0,1/2). In this case, the correlation function sy € ¢*(Z) and by Lemma B2, 3 =
23 50 d%q+1(2q + I)!IY ez s (i)* € (0,400). Then, case 2 is an immediate consequence of the
following theorem.

Theorem 3.8. Let a, b, c be i.i.d. copies of {G1,...,G,} with correlation function p € ¢*(Z) such
that the constant 3 defined in Lemma[3.7] is strictly positive. Then, with high probability,

n 2 n n

ne .
| E 1]I[ai > by > 5 if and only if E 1 F(a;) > E 1 F(b;), (3.12)
1,j= i= i=

where F(x) = ®(\/2x) is the distributional function of G1 ~ N(0,1/2). As a consequence, the proba-
bility of three dice a, b, ¢ being intransitive tends to zero, as n — +0oo .
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Proof of Theorem[3.8. Let us first summarize what we have so far, concerning this proof:

o Var (W(@) = Bn3 + o(n?), with 8 € (0, +00); see Lemma 3.7

e Var <W(ab) - ni [F(a;) — F(bz)]) = 0(n?); see Lemma [3.6,
1=1

Putting X; = v/2a; for each i € N and p = 2p, we apply Theorem B4 for d = 1, f = & —1/2 =
Zq>0 loq+1H2g41 and we obtain the following CLT:

\FZ e :%;f(Xk);f—IgN(O,ﬂ/Q),

where the limiting variance, due to Breuer-Major’s theorem, should be

S 20+ 1)1y S (20(0) 2
q=0

vEZ

which is indeed equal to 3/2 because of d2q+1 = E%qHqu‘H for each integer ¢ > 0.

Thus, we deduce from the above CLT and Slutsky’s lemma that

LSS () — Fo)] -2 0 d W~ N(0
—nZ[ (a;) — (z)]m (0,8) an Y- R—— (0,8).

Hence the desired conclusions follow from the same arguments as in the ending paragraph of case 1.

O

To conclude this section, it remains to prove Lemmas and B7l One may have noticed that
we haven’t used the relation (B.8)) in the above proofs. In fact, the relation (B.8) and the following
Lemma together imply the point (1) in Lemma [B.6] and besides the independent interest of such
a relation, its proof contains some ingredients for our proof of Lemma

Lemma 3.9. Let a, b, ¢ be i.i.d. copies of {G;,i € N}. Assume that p € (3(Z), then

Var <W(ab) + W(bc) + W(ca)) _ 0(n3) )

Proof. Using Hermite expansion of x € R — I[x > 0], we have

so that

W) 4 o L W) = N (Ta; > by] + (b > ¢;] + i > ay])
i,j=1

2
S+ dagin ) [H2q+1(ai — bj) + Hag11(bi — ¢j) + Hagia(ci — aj)]
q=0 i,j=1

Var (W(“”) e 4 W<w>) > 3,1 (2q+ 1)
q=0

n

> (E[(az‘ — bj)(ax = b))+ E[(a; — by) (b — co)]***!

ijik =1
+ E[(a; — bj)(cx — ap)]?T + E[(b; — ¢j)(ar — bo)]* + E[(bi — ¢j) (br — co)]*4
+E[(bs — ¢;)(ck — a)*! + E(ci — aj)(ar, — b)]*
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FE[(e — a5) b — )] + El(es — ) - aeﬂ”’“) |
Then, using the specific correlation structure of a, b, ¢ as well as their independence, we get

% Var <W(ab> R e Comn W(ca))

=Y B @a+ 1)l Y (= k) +pl = 0)* = p -

q=1 1,4,k 0=1

—p(j - 0] (3.14)

Let us now look at the second sum in ([B.I4]), which can be rewritten using the binomial formula, as
follows:

n 2q

S 3P Yot et - e

1,5,k =1 v=1

2q n n
=2 <2q;r 1) Yooli=k) | D eGP (3.15)
v=1 1

i k=1 je=1
20 19g+ 1
=S () | S iir ) | X - atre
v=1 li|<n l7]<n

2q+1

v ) above.

by putting p = 2p. It is clear that the term 27'72¢ will compensate the term 23(1:1 (
Therefore, we only need the following rough estimate: for ¢ > 1

n

> [(oli = k) + G = 0)* = pli = k)2 = p(j - 0|
i,k =1

=02 [ ST [ Do 1B ¢

li|<n li|<n
implying

Var (Wb 4wt g we) —odn? (371560 | | D 156)P

li|<n li|<n

The desired estimate (313 follows from Lemma (.5 and the assumption p € ¢3(7Z).

Proof of Lemma[3.6. As in previous variance calculations, we have

Var <W(“b) —-n Zn: [F(ai) - F(b,)])
i=1

1 n
= Var (W(ab)) + 5714 — 2n? -ZlE[F(ai)F(aj)]
1,]=

= Var (W) + %n‘l — 2n? %n +2 Z E[F(a;)F(aj)] | - (3.16)

1<i<j<n
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It follows from Lemma B.2 that for i # j, (also due to d3, , = £5,,,2%7"")
E[F(a;)F(a;)] = [ (V2a:)®(v2a;)]

— + > ds, 1 (2q+ 1)lp(i — §)* (3.17)

q=0

Therefore, it is routine to verify using ([3.0), (3.16), (3.17),[3I5) and [B.I4) that
Var <W(“b) - nz [F(a;) — F(b,)]) (3.18)

2q
S (20 4 1) Z<2q+1> S (0~ [iDp(i)"

q=1 = lil<n
1
X Z (n—|j])p()2=v | = g\/ar (W) e pylea)y
lil<n

Therefore, the relations (B.8) and (3J) are established. If p € ¢3(Z), Lemma implies that the
variance in ([3I8) is o(n?).

To prove point (2), we consider the particular case where p = sy. One can easily verify using the
asymptotic relation (L2) that sy € £3(Z) if and only if H € (0,5/6). Now suppose that H € [5/6,1),
the relation (3.9) still holds true, that is, we have

R ——
i=1

:% S = lisul) | | Y (0 —1iD)su(i)?

li|<n ljl<n

, 24 (2 +1 N
s a0y () (S lisuto
v=1

q=2 li]<n
< | Y (n—1ihsui)*t
ljl<n

One can readily check using (L2]) that for H € [5/6,1),

. N 1 op . o H*2H —1) 45,
Z (n —|i])su (i) ~ 3" and Z (n — i) sa(i)* ~ mn ,
li]<n li|<n
and
H3(2H —1)* o, ,
S(6H —5)(3H —2)

if H € (5/6,1)

Y (n—lil)sm(@)* ~
li|<n

2(5/18)%nlogn if H=75/6.

All these estimates imply, whenever H € [5/6,1),

Var (W(“b) ~n Y [Fla) - F(bi)]) - %Var (W) 4 o) 4 yylea)y



H2(2H_ 1) 6H—2
167(4H —3) '

Hence the proof of Lemma is completed.

U
Proof of Lemma[3.7. Assume first that p € ¢1(Z) and recall from ([B.6) that
a . . ‘ 2¢+1
Var (W) =>"d3 2+ 1)1 D> (pli—k)+p(j —0)™"
q=0 i,4,k,0=1
and in view of (3.14), we have
Var (W) =23 "d5, 1 (2¢+ 1)1 Y pli — k)* 4 0(n?). (3.19)
q=0 1,5,k =1

The second sum in (B.19) is equal to n? 2 lij<n(n — |i])p(i)%4F1. Since p € £1(Z) and for q > 0,

. n—1i| .o +1 \2¢+1 .
1 A qg+1 _ q )
im - p(i) E p(i) by dominated convergence

li|<n 1€EZ
Therefore, as n — +oo,

n

n=?y 3 (2q+ 1)) Z p(i — k)>+

>0 z‘,j,k,z 1
n — .
= Ay g+ 1LY ——p(@)* T =y d3, (2g + 1Y p(0)*
>0 li|<n >0 i€k

so that Var (W(ab)) = Bn?® 4 o(n3). Note that 3 € [0, +00) under the assumption p € ¢1(Z) is an easy
consequence of Theorem B4l It is clear that p = 2p satisfies the assumption of Theorem B.4] then
using d%qﬂ = E%q+122q+1, we get

—5 D d (20 + 11272 T p)2 I =N 05 (2q + DN p(i)
q=0 i€Z q=0 i€Z
So, with f(z) = ®(z) — 4 and d = 1, one can see that 3 € [0, +00).

Now let us look at the fractional case, and note that the case H = 1/2 was stated in (3.7)).

If H < 1/2, then sy is summable so that Z sp (i) is finite, which is the limit of
1€Z

1
> sulk) = 1 SO (k4 1P 4 |k — 1P 2k =

|k|<n |k|<n

(’n+ 1’2H . ‘n‘ZH)

DO —

as n — —+oo. This limit is zero. For later reference, we summarize some basic properties of sy for

H e (0,1/2):

1 1
s (0) = 3075 < sp(v) < 0 for v # 0; and ZSH(U) =0. (3.20)
vEZ
It follows that for ¢ > 1, from

1=25(0) =Y [~ 2s5(v)] > > [~ 2sm(v)] "

v#0 v#£0
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we obtain ., sp(i)**! € (0,+00). Thus, point (2)-(i) is proved.

If H € (1/2,1), then sg(v) > 0. One can verify by using (310), BI7) and the fact 1/6 =
D a0 d%q+1(2q +1)!1272 from Remark [B.1] that

Var (W) = Var <W(“b) — nzn: [F(a;) — F(bz)])
i=1

2 Y (20 DY i

q=20 i,j€[n]

The first term in the above sum is of order o(n?+2), by Lemma It remains to use (L2) to
estimate the second term in the above sum:

1
2n?d? Z sp(i—j) ~ %nQH“
i,j€[n]

gives the dominant contribution. Hence our proof of Lemma [B.7] is now completed.

4 Condorcet paradox for close elections: Majority

This section contains the proof of Theorem [L.4l

4.1 Notation

We start with recalling and extending the model and notation. There are n voters (where n is odd)

and each of them independently chooses one of k! rankings of the alternatives uniformly at random.
For voter 4, such a random ranking gives rise to a random tuple z; = (xgl), . ,xEK)) in {—1,1}%
representing K := (g) pairwise choices (according to some fixed ordering of pairs). We call each of
k! tuples in the support of z; transitive. Any other tuple is intransitive. We say that a tuple has a
Condorcet winner if it has an alternative that beats everyone else.

We denote aggregation over voters by boldface. Therefore, we write x = (1, ...x,) for the random

vector of voter preferences (where each element is itself a random tuple of length K).
For j=1,...,K, let SZ-(J) = Zzlzl xE,]) and SU) .= S,(f), and write

vy — Majn(x(j)) - sgn(S(j)) )

Furthermore, we write Y = (Y(l), e ,Y(K)) and S = (S(l), e ,S(K)) for the aggregated tuples.
Given voter preferences, we say that the voting outcome is intransitive if the aggregated tuple Y
is intransitive. Similarly, we say that there is a Condorcet winner if tuple Y has a Condorcet winner.
We are interested in situations where elections are “almost tied” or, more precisely, “d-close” for
d > 1. Specifically, we define &; to be the event where ||S|o < d, i.c., |[SU)| is at most d for every
Jj € [K].

4.2 Local CLT

We use a theorem and some definitions from the textbook on random walks by Spitzer [Spi76]. In
accordance with the book, we make

Definition 4.1. A k-dimensional random walk (X;);cx is a Markov chain over Z* with Xy = 0% and
a distribution of one step Z; 11 := X;+1 — X; that does not depend on 3.
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Defining S; := (SZ.(l), e ,SZ.(K)), note that (S;);cq0, .,y 18 a K-dimensional random walk and that

we want to calculate P(sgn(S,) = y|&q), for y € {—1,1}X. There is one technicality we need to
address to apply a local CLT: since the steps of our random walk are in {—1,1}%, the values of (S;)

lie on a proper sublattice of ZX, namely, SZ-(j ) always has the same parity as ¢. To deal with this, we

define Ti(j) = (Sgll —1)/2. Note that (7;) is still a K-dimensional random walk, with one catch: the
starting point T} is not necessarily the origin, but rather one of k! points in {—1,0}* corresponding
to the transitive tuple picked by the first voter.

Before we state the local CLT, we need another definition:

Definition 4.2 ([Spi76], D1 in Section 5). A K-dimensional random walk is strongly aperiodic if for
every t € ZX, the subgroup of ZX generated by the points that can be reached from ¢ in one step is
equal to ZX.

Now we are ready to state the theorem:

Theorem 4.3 (Local CLT, Remark after P9 in Section 7 of [Spi76]). Let (T;);cy be a strongly aperiodic
K-dimenstonal random walk, starting at origin and with a single step Z, i.e., Tiy1 — T; distributed
according to Z.

IfE[Z] = 0K and Q is the K x K (finite) covariance matriz of Z, then matriz Q is invertible and
for every t € 7K,

2mn) 52 P (T, =t] — |Q| "/ exp (#) ‘ =o(1),

where the o(1) function depends on n, but not on t.

Our main lemma states that the distribution of 7,, conditioned on ||T;,||oc being small is roughly
uniform.

Lemma 4.4. For the random walk (T}) defined above and t € Z¥ ,d > 1 such that ||t|.o < d, there
are some oy, B, > 0 such that

2
PP (T, =] — 1| < ﬁk% +or(1) . (4.1)

Proof. We first deal with the technicality that we mentioned before: the starting point Ty of the
random walk is itself a random variable. In the proof below we proceed by conditioning on Ty = 0%.
After reading the proof it should be clear how to modify it for other starting points in {—1,0}¥. (@I
is obtained from those conditional results by triangle inequality.

We need to check that the random walk (7;) satisfies hypothesis of Theorem 3] First, note that
the “step” random variable Z for (7;) has the same distribution as (X7 + X3)/2, i.e., two steps of our
original random process.

Clearly, E[Z] = (E[X1]+E[X3])/2 = 0X. Equally clearly, all covariances in the matrix @ are finite.

To show that (7;) is strongly aperiodic, let (e(l), e ,e(K)) be the standard basis of Z¥. Note that
it is enough to show that for each z € ZX, all of z,z 4+ e, ...,z + e are reachable from z in one
step. But this is so:

e It is possible to stay at z by choosing a permutation (ranking) 7 for X; and then its reverse 7%

for Xs.

e We explain how one can move from z to z + e¥) on an example and hope it is clear how to
generalize it. For £k = 5 and eld) corresponding to the b vs. d comparison, one can choose a
ranking b > d > a > ¢ > e for X; followed by e > ¢ > a > b > d for Xo.

Since Theorem [4.3] applies, we have

(2mn) 2P (T, = 1] — QI exp (~17Q1/20)| = 04(1)
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which can be rewritten as
‘aan/QIP [T, =t] — exp (—tTQ_lt/Qn)‘ =ox(1) .

Since 1 — z < exp(—z) < 1 for x > 0, it follows that

as we needed. O
Lemma [£.4] implies:

Corollary 4.5. Letn be odd, d > 1 and s € (27 +1)X be a tuple such that ||s||sc < d. Then for some
ak’ﬁk >0,

2
ap(n—1DEPP[s =4 - 1( < ﬁk% + op(1) .

Proof. Letting t := (s — 1%)/2, note that P[S,, = s] = P [T(n_l)/Q =t| and that |||l < d. We get
the result by applying Lemma [£.4 O

4.3 Proof of Theorem [1.4
Recall that we want to prove (L.g)), that is

2

1 d
= < - +o(1) .

PlY =y|&]— 5

After we have (L.§]), the bounds (L9) and (D]III) easily follow by triangle inequality.

Fory € {-1,1}F let S, := {s € 2Z+ 1)¥ : N\jek) sgn (s(])) =y A |Is]leo < d}. Observe that
PY = yA&a] = ,cs, PIS = s]. Furthermore, note that |Sy| = [Sy| for every y,y'. Set M := |S,| as
the common cardinality of the S, sets.

First, we use Corollary 5 to show that the probability P[Y = y | &] must be close to ¢ :=

e II)K/Q P[g T where oy is the constant from Corollary [
o (n—

PlY =y | &4
q

ap(n — DEPPE,]

—1\: PY =y &)1

The value of ¢ depends on k, n and d, but not on y. The implication is that the conditional probabilities
must be almost equal for every pair y,y':

PIY =y | &~ PIY =y | &)| < [P =y | &) — |+ |a—PIY =/ | &

2 2
<2 (B + o) £ A5 + ol
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But this is all we need, since
1 1 ,
PV =yled-ge| <ge X [P =yl&d-Pl =y |
ye{-11}K
d2
< Br— +o(1).
n

0

K/2

Remark 4.6. A similar bound with an explicit o(1) term of the order Oy ( \/_) —i—Ok( ) (implying

chaotic behavior for n!/2~ /K « d < n!/ 2) can be achieved using the multldlmenswnal Berry-Esseen
theorem instead of the local CLT.

Remark 4.7. As we mentioned in Section [L3] the proof of Theorem [[.4 can be modified to give a
similar bound

a 1
P[Y:ng 0*’0)] = 5% +o(1)

for d = o(y/n) also in case the event Ec(laobo) is defined as |S (ab)‘ < d for all pairwise comparisons (ab)
different from (agby).

The reason for this is that if we remove conditioning from just one S(@%)  there are still no
covariance factors in the CLT computation that would steer the distribution of Y away from uniform.

5 Condorcet paradox for close elections: Majority of triplets

Recall that we are considering odd n = 3m voters, alternatives a, b, c and random variables xgkk,), e
2 ) and that the pairwise comparison is done according to f: {—1,1}" — {—1,1}:
m
f(x1,...,2,) = sgn <Z sgn (wi)> ,  where w; = r3;_2 + T3;-1 + ¥3;.
i=1

This section contains proofs of non-chaotic behavior of f under certain conditionings. Section [G.1]
contains the proof of Theorem [[Al dealing with conditioning on small ‘ S (kk )|. In Section
we prove Theorem [LL6 which considers conditioning on small |T f( :c(kk/))‘.

5.1 Proof of Theorem
For ¢ € [m|, we take random tuple Z; := (Az(kk,),Bi(kk/))(kk,) for kk' € {ab,bc,ca}, where Agkk,) =

wgkk,)/\/g and BZ.(kk,) = sgn (wz(kk,)). Note that Z1,...,Z,, are ii.d. Let us compute the first two
moments of the single-voter distribution Z = (A0 A®e) Alca) Blab) B(be) B(ca))  For this keep in

mind that Cov [xgkk/),xgk/k”)] — —1/3 and refer to Table [ for the joint distribution of w**) and
w(k/k,//):
E[AM)] =E [B(kk | =
Var[ }:Va[ k)]zl
Cov [ ), AKE") ] =
" O —-136 7
(kk") (KE") __ "
Cov [B*F) pWK™)] ~ 5 > (5.1)
1

M\%

Cov [ARF), )] — L

P
Do o
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wk) vs. w®F) [ 3] 1] 1| 3
-3 1 6 | 12| 8
-1 6 | 27 | 36 | 12
1 12 | 36 | 27
3 8 |12 | 6 | 1

Table 1: Probabilities of values for w**) w*'¥") pairs multiplied by common denominator 8-27. Keep

(kkl) (kl "

in mind that ;" ’ and x; M) e {—=1,1} are equal with probability 1/3.

1 3-14466-96—-3-40 1

V3 827 23

Let AKK) .— Sy Agkk,)/\/ﬁ and B*F) .= Sy ngk,)/\/ﬁ and let M**) and N**) be joint
standard Gaussians with the same covariance structure as A®*) and B**) respectively. After checking
that our six by six covariance matrix is not singular, by the multi-dimensional Berry-Esseen theorem
(see the statement e.g., in [Ben05]), we can move to the Gaussian space:

Cov [AM), BR")] =

P | f(x) = f(x®)) = f(x() A&,

= 2P (V) = 7<) = f=) = 10 4
S
= 2P [||All|oo < — A B >0
Vil < B0
[~ 1 ~ 1
=2P || M| < N > — 2
1o < o A B 20 40 (22 (5.2

where we write B > 0 to indicate B*") > 0 for every component of B. Similarly,

Plg,] = P [WHOO < @} +0 (%) .

Let us define three more centered Gaussians R**) according to the formula
NOR) — ?M@’f’) + %EW’) . (5.3)

Since Cov[M**) N*F)] = Cov[AR) BEK)] = /3/2, we immediately see that Var[R**)] = 1 and
Cov[M**) | R(EK)] = (. Furthermore, we calculate

Cov [T, FF] 9 Coy[TE), Y] _ /3 Coy[RTH), 1K)

— 2 Cov][AFK) BFED] _ /3 Cov[AKRK) ARFD] =0 | (5.4)
Cov[ﬁ(kk'), ﬁ(k'k”)] = 4Cov[ﬁ(kk’)7ﬁ(l€’k”)] — 43 Cov[ﬂ(kk’)JV(k’k”)]
1

+ 3 Cov[M*F) AR = ~57

Recall the joint density function for centered Gaussians: in k dimensions, for the distribution with
covariance matrix ¥ and x = (x1,...,xx) we have

—71 exp (—x' Y x
fa(x) = COED] p(—x ¥7x) .

In particular, letting ¢y := fx(0), we have basic approximation

fe(x) = es + O(|Ix|*) - (5:5)

34



Letting D := {m € R3 : ||m||o < 1/logn} and using this approximation, we have

—~ 1 8CM 1
[H e < log n} /D fra(m) dm log® n <1og5 n>

As for calculating (5.2)), given m € D, let

1
Dm::{reR?’:ﬁm—l—irZO}.

2

In particular, we have Dy = {r : » > 0}. Let fr be the density function of the Gaussian triple R and
let

o :=2P[R>01=2 [ fr(r)dr
Dy

Note that if ||m||e < 1/logn and r € DyAD,,, then there exists at least one coordinate on which
|ri| = O(1/log n). Therefore, we obtain

S/DoADm fr(r)dr

1 1
<3P [|[R*)| <0 =0 :
log n logn
where the error term is uniform in m.

Finally, we recall (5.4 to observe that Gaussian triples M and R are independent and therefore
their joint density decomposes far,r(m,r) = far(m)fr(r). That allows us to calculate, using (5.3]),

*

fr(r)dr — %

‘Dm

P (17l < o A § 20| = [ o) [ utr) et

« ey aof 1
—+0 d -— 40 .
/fM <2 <logn>> "= log>n 2 + <log4n>

P | £ ) = Fx) = £ ) | &4
2P [an <1/logn AN > o] +0(1//n)
P (1Ml < 1/logn| +O(1/y/n)

ISCM o 4+ 0(1/log* n) 1
= o)
Pt + 0(1/log” n)

n—o0

In conclusion, we get

logn
o ~23.2% ,

where in the very last step we employed a computer algebra system to compute the approximate value
of a*.

5.2 Proof of Theorem

The proof of Theorem is a refinement of the proof of Theorem [LE which is a recommended
preliminary reading. In particular, we will use the notation that was developed there. From now
on the constants in the O(-) notation are allowed to depend on p. Recall that for x € {—1,1}" and
w € {£3,+1}™ we have defined

Wi(x) = Wi(w) = [{i € [m] : wi = b} ,
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n/8 ifb=43,
3n/8 ifb==+1.

w

Vo(x) = Vi(w) = Wi(w) — E [Wy(w')] = Wy(w) — {

We can write Wy(w) = Y% Wy(w;) and Vy(w) = >, Vi(w;) in an obvious way, with Wj(w;) €
{0, 1}, Vj:3(’wi) € {—1/8, 7/8} and V:H(wl') S {—3/8, 5/8} Note that Wg(wl) + Wl(wl) + W,l(wi) +
W_g(wi) =1 and Vg(wl) + Vl(w,) + V_l(wi) + V_g(wi) =0.

Taking w; = x3i—o + 3,1 + T3, W, = ;o + x4, | + xh;, s; = sgn(w;) and s, = sgn(w}), where
(x;,x}) are p-correlated, we also define

e:=Plz; A2 =(1-p)/2, (5.6)
p3:=P[s;=s;|w=3]=(1- £)? +3e(1 —¢)?, (5.7)
p=Pls=s]|w=1=1-¢)+e(l—e)*+2%1—¢). (5.8)

Recall that
T,f(x)= E [f(xX)]

X/~ Ny (x)

and observe that for our particular function f the value of T, f depends only on w and equals

o (§54)] [0

where random variables s, € {—1,1} are independent and P[s; = s = pp if |w;| = b for b =1,3. In
particular, we can also write T, f(w) as a sum of four independent binomial random variables

T,.f(w) = 2P| Bin (Ws(w), ps) + Bin (W1 (w), p1)

+ Bin (W_1(w),1 —p1) + Bin (W_3(w),1 — p3) > 5]~ 1. (5.9)

Our plan is to use a CLT argument to conclude that, for most values of w under event F, 4, the
value of T),f(w) is proportional to

psWa(w) + piWa(w) + (1 — p)Woi(w) + (1 — p3)W_3(w) —m/2

= 2P

s NNp(w

T, f(w) < Jm
_ p3Va(w) +p1Vi(w) + (1 —p1)Vou(w) + (1 — p3)Vos(w)
Jm
_ V(W) + aVi(w) —aiVou(w) — g3Vos(w)

vm ’
where g3 := ps — 1/2 and ¢; := p; — 1/2. We now state this more precisely as a lemma, the proof of
which we defer until later:

Lemma 5.1. Let 0% = p3(1 — p3), o‘% =p1(1 —p1) and o2 = 03+301  Let
Az(kk,) = Q3V3( ek )) +aVi ( Z( )) -V (wﬁ’“’“')) - q3V_3(w§kk/)) ,

i A(kk’

Take C = \/ga and define events

1
g1 =F,q= max <|Tpf(x(ab))|7‘Tpf(X(bc | ‘Tf (ca))D logm ’
al C ca C
Gy = Al = mave (|4, 4] |4]) < o5

Let A stand for the symmetric difference of events. Then,

P[g@gﬂg@( ! ) .

log® m
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Assuming Lemma [5.]] we continue along the lines of the proof of Theorem [[L3 letting B

sen(wf™)) and 7; = (A", B )

The random variables 71, ..

(kK') _

i .

.y Zm are i.i.d. and for CLT

purposes we can compute (again Table[Ilis helpful) the six by six covariance matrix of the distribution

of 7 .= Zy:
E [A(’f’f’f —E [B(’“k')] —0
] 2 2
(k)] _ 95+ 347
Var {A | 1 (5.10)
Var [B(kk/) =1
, —14¢g%2 — 24 — 18¢2
Cov [A(k’f ) Awkn] — 1493 — 244195 — 184 (5.11)
] 216
/ 17,00\ ] 80 — 136 7
BgWE) p®E")| 22— 97 L
Cov [ ’ ] 8. 27 27
Cov [ 401, )] _ 2% 30
’ i 4
’ 101 —26(]3 — 30q1
Ak k) _ —2643 = 30q
Cov { ’ ] 216

Let (370, F9))

Further symbolic computations in a computer algebra system lead to expressing N
combination

) be joint Gaussians with same covariance structure as (Z(kk’)’ E(kkl))(
(kE')

kk')"
as a linear

NGR) = gArkR) 4 gt <]\7(k'k”) I M(k"k)) + yRER) (5.12)

where v > 0, random tuples (M (kk/))(kk,) and (E(kk,)) are independent of each other and each

R®K) ig a standard Gaussian. Furthermore, we obtain

(kh")

Cov [E(kk/), E(k/k”)] = Cov(p) (5.13)

with Cov(p) a decreasing function of p € (0,1) and

Since the mutual covariance Cov(p) is decreasing, the expression

a(p) :=2P[R > 0]

is also decreasing in p, with lim,_,o+ a(p) = @ and a(p) > lim,_,;- a(p) > 0.17.
Let 0 := C/logm and recall Lemma 5.1l We apply this lemma and similar arguments as in the
proof of Theorem and calculate

P[s () = (<) = (<) 1.
_2P[f(x) = F (x*) = f (xI*Y) =11 G]
P[Gi]
2P [E >0A gz] +0(1/log® m)
T PG+ 0(1/log" m)
oP [E > 0A Al < 5} +O(1/ log® m)

P (| Allse < 6] +0(1/108° m)
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2P [ﬁ > 0A || M]|o < 5] +0(1/ log® m)

P[]l < 6] +0(1/10g> m)

~ 8cp0® - alp) + O(1/log'm) 1
C 8eyd34+0(1/log?m) alp) +0 <log m) ' (5.14)

It remains to prove Lemma 5.1l

Proof of Lemma[21. Recall the definitions of Wj(w) and V,(w). We begin with estimating T, f (w)
for a fixed w. In the following we will sometimes drop dependence on w (writing, e.g., Ws, V;, A
instead of Wj(w), Vy(w), A(w)) in the interest of clarity. Recall equation (5.9) and let Z := o Z;
be the sum of m independent random variables arising out of the four binomial distributions featured
there. We have:

T,f(w) = 2P [Z>%] ~1,

m m
E [Z - E} =p3Wa+piWi+ (1 —p)Woy + (1 —p3)W_3 — —

2
=psVa+mVi+ (1 —p)Vor + (1 —p3)Vos
=gVs+aVi —aVor — g3V = VmA,

Var[Z] = o2(Ws + W_3) + o2(W; + W_1)
=mo? +o3(Va+Vog)+oi(Vi+ V1) =mo?(1+1) ,

for t := t(w) := Jg(VSJrV_S(ZjTZ%(VﬁV_l). Since random variables Z; are bounded, we can apply the
Berry-Esseen theorem and, using erf(z/v/2) = 2®(z) — 1 where erf(y) := % I e~*"ds, find

Z—m/2 — JmA N —A
Vmoy1+t ov1+t

A 1
:¢<0\/1+t>+0< m(1+t)3> ’
A 1

From now on we consider a random election with vote vectors x(@), x(®9) x(c@) that induce w(e®),
w9 w()  First, consider the marginal distribution of w. Since t(w) can be written as a sum of m
ii.d. random variables o?mt(w) = >_1" ¢;(w;) with E[t;] = 0 and |¢;| < 1, a standard concentration

bound gives
PPKWN>mLJ§26m<—¢§&>§0<j%>- (5.16)

As a consequence of (5.15) and (B.16) and the Taylor expansion erf(z) = %x + O(x?), whenever

PP—@>ﬂ:P

=
|t| < m~'/* holds, we have
and, furthermore,
1 ~ C 1
T, < — Al < —— 1
)] < e = 1< 40 () (5.18)
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1 ~ C 1
+T —_— +A> — . 1
(W) > o = #A 2 o0 <10g3m> (5.19)

We are now ready to bound the measure of the symmetric difference
P [G1AGs] = P[G) A =G| + P[=Gy A Ga] .
We will use the union bound over a small number of cases and show that each of them has probability
O(log™°m). N
First, if G, holds, but Ga does not, then |AKK)| > C/logm for some comparison (kk’). Let us

assume that A@) > C/logm, other five cases being symmetrical. We now apply (5.16), (5.18) and
multivariate Berry-Esseen and get

PG A > O]
log m

~ 1 ~
<P {1 < o+ 0 (o ) A A > 2]
logm log®m logm
1
+P |:HtHoo > —ml/J

=P ng(ab)SL_i_O
logm logm
1
~0(Z5)
_p| & < _C Lo (L) At aren <
logm logm log® m logm

w0 () =0 ()

Applying union bound over remaining, symmetric cases, we obtain

)AM@NM@M< C}

log® m ~ logm

P[glmgg]go< ! > .

log”m

n the other hand, if G, holds, but G; does not, then we have ]Tpf(x(kk'))‘ > 1/logm for some
(kk'), for example, T),f(x(®)) > 1/logm. A similar calculation using (5I9) gives

P [Tp f(x@)) > 1, gz}

logm
<P [ZW’) > ¢ —O( ; >AHKHMSL]
logm log® m logm

1
+P |:HtHoo > m}

:P[ ¢ _o< é )gﬁwb)g ¢ AJAGO)| | Alea)| < C}
logm log®m

log m log m
1
()
=P ¢ _ 10) 1 < M@ < _C A MY | | M| < ¢
logm log® m logm logm

and
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6 Arrow’s theorem for dice

Arguably the most famous result in social choice theory is Arrow’s impossibility theorem [Arr50,
Arr63]. Intuitively, it states that the only reasonable voting systems based on pairwise comparisons
that never produce a Condorcet paradox are “dictators”, i.e., functions whose value depend only on a
single voter.

There are also quantitative versions, proved by Kalai [Kal02] for balanced functions and by Mossel
[Mos12] for general functions (with tighter bounds obtained by Keller [Kell2]). For simplicity we
consider three alternatives and the impartial culture model. Then, the quantitative Arrow’s theorem
says that a reasonable pairwise comparison function f that is e-far from every dictator (in the sense
of normalized Hamming distance), must be such that the probability of Condorcet paradox is at least
Q(e3).

There is an analogous question about transitive dice: What are the methods for pairwise compar-
isons of k dice that always produce a linear order? In particular, we know that comparing two dice a
and b by using the “beats” relation is not one of them.

We restrict ourselves to k& = 3. Assume that we look at dice with n sides labeled with [m], i.e.,
multisets of elements of [m] of size n. Denote the set of such dice as Dy, ,,. A pairwise comparison is
an anti-symmetric function f: (Dy, n X Dy ) \ diag(Dm.n X D) — {—1,1}. We want to understand
which pairwise comparison functions are transitive, i.e., there are no three distinct dice a, b, ¢ such
that f(a,b) = f(b,c) = f(c,a).

A little thought reveals that the answer is somewhat trivial. Let O be a linear order on D, ,,. We
think of O as an injective function O: Dy, , — R. If we define f as

f(a,b) =1 if and only if O(a) < O(b) ,

then f is easily seen to be transitive.

On the other hand, every transitive f must be of this form. To see this, consider a directed graph
with vertex set D, ,, where there is an edge from a to b if and only if f(a,b) = —1. This graph is a
tournament and transitivity of f means that it does not contain a directed triangle. But a triangle-free
tournament does not contain a directed cycle and, therefore, induces a linear order on its ground set.

We can extend this reasoning to a quantitative result. It seems easiest to assume a model where
a set of three dice is sampled u.a.r. from D, .

There is a result about tournaments due to Fox and Sudakov [ES0&]. A tournament on n vertices
is called e-far from transitive if at least en? of its edges must be reversed to obtain a transitive
tournament.

Theorem 6.1 ([FSO08]). There exists ¢ > 0 such that if a tournament on n wvertices is e-far from
transitive, then it contains at least ce®n® directed triangles.

Theorem can be restated as a quantitative Arrow-like statement for dice.

Corollary 6.2. There exists ¢ > 0 such that if a comparison function f on Dy, , with m,n > 1 is
e-far from transitive, then the probability that a random triple of dice is intransitive is at least ce?.

Since |FSO&| gives an example which is tight up to a constant factor, Corollary is similarly
tight. However, the obtained comparison function does not seem to correspond to any natural method
of comparing dice.
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Proof of Lemma
In the proof of the calculation lemma (Lemma 2.6 we performed the final calculation in ([2.37) only

to establish (Z20). Below we give analogous computations for (ZI7)—-(219) and 221)—(223)).
Each of the three calculations establishing (2.I7)—(219) proceeds in the same three steps: first, one
of the conclusions (Z3I)—(2Z33]) of Corollary 2.8 is applied; second, identities given in (Z:35]) and (2.36)

are substituted for the integrals; third, the terms are rearranged.
or (ZI7) we have, letting D = {(a1,az2,b1,b2) : a1 > by Aag > b},

IP[a1>b1/\a2>b2|50]

<1+ )/ f al?a2,b1,b2)< 2042(a1+b1)

B a%+b%+a1a2+b1b2) dab—}—o(n_l)

n

1+2 1+a2A aA B 1-B A? A? +o(n™h)
= — -t - — - — — — — — o(n
n 4 n n 2n 2n n n

1 242

ZZ—T—i-o(n’l)

or (lmD, letting D = {(al,ag,bl,bg a1 > by ANag > bg},

IP[a1>b1/\a2>b2]€a]

1 2 2
= <1 + —) / f(al,ag, bl, bg) (1 + Q24 - it i a1a2> dab + O(?”Lil)
n n

)(1 O‘2A—£—A2>+o(n1) n

< n 2n  n
T e g o).

The calculations showing (221)-(223) employ Lemma 2.7 directly. Each of them applies one
of (Z29)—(230) and uses the fact that both of those expressions can be approximated as

/ f(a17a27b17b2)dab+0(1) .
D

More precisely, for (221]) we take D = {(a1,az,b1,b2) : a1 > by Aay > by} and get

JJp flar, a2, b1, b2)pn—1(—a1)pn—2(—b1 — bp) dab
JJga flar, az, b1, b2)on—1(—a1)on—2(—b1 — b2) dab
_ [ fla1,az,b1,b) dab + o(1)
- [Jga f(a1,a2,b1,b2) dab + o(1)

IP[a1>bl/\a1>bg\€0]:
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1
:IP[a1 > b1 ANap > b2]+0(1) = 5—}—0(1) .
Similarly, for m), letting D = {(al,ag, by, bz) a1 > by ANag > bg},

_ [Jp flar,az,b1,b2)0n_2(—ay — az) dab
ffR4 f(aly ag, bl, b2)@n72(_a1 - (12) dab

1
:IP[al >b1/\a1>b2]+0(1):§+0(1),

IP[a1>b1/\a1>b2]€a]

and, for ([2.23)), letting D = {(a1,a2,b1,c1) a1 > by ANa; > 1}

_ [Jp flar,az,b1,¢1)on—2(—a1 — az)pn_1(—b1) dabe
[Jga flar,az,b1,¢1)pn—2(—a1 — a2)pn—1(—b1) dabe

1
=Pla; > by ANay >cl]+0(1):§—i—0(1).

IP[a1>bl/\a1>01]€aﬂ&,]

Proof of Lemma 2.7

In the proof of the integration lemma (Lemma [27), in ([2.41]) we included a detailed calculation only
to establish ([2:27). Below we give crucial steps of similar derivations for (Z28)—(2.30). In each of
them: first, we substitute (Z40) for ¢;; second, we rearrange and absorb the error terms using (2.42)

and (Z41]).
For (2.28)), we have

//Df'ﬂpn—l(—a) dab
S| ()

<1 + 2 20 (M> +o(n—1)> ] dab

0372

and for (2:30)

//Df “pn—2(—a)pn_1(—b) dabe
: //Df [exp <_2<”a7i2)> (1 tigTaostO (maxélf}'; a6)> + o(nl)ﬂ
Joo ()
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n—1 n-—1 n3/2

2 b 4+ b?
://f.[1+_a1+a2(a+ ) o+ }dabc—i—o(n‘l).
D n n 2n

<1 L by <M> + o(n—1)> ] dabe
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