arXiv:2011.03791v3 [cs.GT] 19 Jul 2021

How Likely Are Large Elections Tied?

Lirong Xia, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, Troy, NY 12180, USA,
xialirong@gmail.com

Abstract

Understanding the likelihood for an election to be tied is a classical topic in many disciplines
including social choice, game theory, political science, and public choice. The problem is impor-
tant not only as a fundamental problem in probability theory and statistics, but also because
it plays a critical role in many other important issues such as indecisiveness of voting, strategic
voting, privacy of voting, voting power, voter turnout, etc. Despite a large body of literature
and the common belief that ties are rare, little is known about how rare ties are in large elections
except for a few simple positional scoring rules under the i.i.d. uniform distribution over the
votes, known as the Impartial Culture (IC) in social choice. In particular, little progress was
made after Marchant explicitly posed the likelihood of k-way ties under IC as an open question
in 2001 [38].

We give an asymptotic answer to this open question for a wide range of commonly stud-
ied voting rules under a more general and realistic model, called the smoothed social choice
framework [66], which was inspired by the celebrated smoothed complexity analysis Spielman
and Teng [59]. We prove dichotomy theorems on the smoothed likelihood of ties under posi-
tional scoring rules, edge-order-based rules, and some multi-round score-based elimination rules,
which include commonly studied voting rules such as plurality, Borda, veto, maximin, Copeland,
ranked pairs, Schulze, STV, and Coombs as special cases. We also complement the theoretical
results by experiments on synthetic data and real-world rank data on Preflib [41]. Our main
technical tool is an improved characterization of the smoothed likelihood for a Poisson multi-
nomial variable to be in a polyhedron, by exploring the interplay between the V-representation
and the matrix representation of polyhedra and might be of independent interest.



1 Introduction

Suppose a presidential election between two alternatives (candidates) a and b will be held soon, and
there are n agents (voters). Each agent independently votes for an alternative with probability 0.5,
and the alternative with more votes wins. How likely will the election end up with a tie? What if
there are more than two alternatives, agents rank the alternatives, and a rank-based voting rule is
used to choose the winner? What if the distribution is not independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) and is controlled by an adversary?

Understanding the likelihood of tied elections is an important and classical topic in many
disciplines including social choice, game theory, political science, and public choice, not only because
it is a fundamental problem in probability theory and statistics, but also because it plays a critical
role in many important issues. For example, ties are undesirable in the context of indecisiveness
of voting [27], strategic voting [26, 56], privacy of voting [35], etc. On the other hand, ties are
desirable in the context of voting power [3], voter turnout [19, 55], etc.

While the likelihood of ties for two alternatives is well-understood [3, 5], we are not aware of a
rigorous mathematical analysis for elections with three or more alternatives except for a few simple
voting rules. Previous studies were mostly done along three dimensions: (1) the voting rule used
in the election, (2) the indecisiveness of the outcome, measured by the number of tied alternatives
k, and (3) the statistical model for generating votes. See Section 1.1 for more discussions.

Despite these efforts, the following question largely remains open.

How likely are large elections tied under realistic models?

Specifically, Marchant [38] posed the likelihood of ties beyond certain positional scoring rules
under the i.i.d. uniform distribution, known as the Impartial Culture (IC) in social choice, as an
open question in 2001, but we are not aware of any progress afterwards. While IC has been a
popular choice in social choice theory, it has also been widely criticized of being unrealistic [34].

In fact, the question is already highly challenging under IC as illustrated in Example 1 below.
Consider the probability of 3-way ties under the Borda rule for 3 alternatives and n agents. Borda
is a positional scoring rule, which scores every alternative according to its rank. Under Borda, each
agent uses a linear order over the alternatives to represent his/her preferences, and the i-th ranked
alternative gets m — ¢ points. The winners are the alternatives with maximum total points.

Example 1. Let A = {1,2,3} denote the set of alternatives. For each linear order R over A, let
Xpg denote the random variable that represents the number of agents whose votes are R, when their
votes are generated uniformly at random (i.e., IC). For example, X123 represents the multiplicity
of 1 = 2 = 3. Then, the probability of 3-way ties under Borda w.r.t. IC can be represented by the
probability for the following system of linear equations to hold, where (1) states that alternatives 1
and 2 are tied, (2) states that 2 and 3 are tied, and (3) states that 1 and 3 are tied.

2X123 + 2X132 + X013 + X312 = 2X013 + 2X931 + X123 + X321 (1)
2X913 + 2X031 + X123 + X321 = 2X312 + 2X391 + X132 + Xo31 (2)
2X1923 + 2X132 + X013 + X312 = 2X312 + 2X391 + X132 + Xo31 (3)

The difficulty in accurately bounding the likelihood of ties comes from two types of statistical
correlations. The first type consists of correlations among components of X. That is, for any pairs
of linear orders R and W, Xpr and Xy are statistically dependent. The second type consists of
correlations among equations, and more generally, inequalities as we will see in the general problem
studied in this paper. For example, while it is straightforward to see that (1) and (2) implies (3) in
Example 1, it is unclear how much correlation exists between (1) and (2). Existing asymptotic tools



such as multivariate Central Limit Theorems and Berry-Esseen-type Theorems [6, 61, 16, 17, 54]
(a.k.a. Lyapunov-type bounds) contain an O(n~°%) or higher error bound, which are too coarse
and do not match the lower bound that will be proved in this paper. The problem becomes more
challenging for inequalities, other voting rules, other number of alternatives, other k’s, and non-
i.i.d. distributions over votes.

The Model. We address the likelihood of ties under the smoothed social choice framework [66],
which is inspired by the celebrated smoothed complezity analysis [59]. We believe that the frame-
work is more general and realistic than the extensively studied i.i.d. models, especially IC. In the
framework, agents’ “ground truth” preferences can be arbitrarily correlated and are chosen by
an adversary, and then independent noises are added to form their votes. Mathematically, the
adversary chooses a distribution 7; for each agent j from a set II of distributions over all linear
orders over the alternatives, under which the probability of various events of interest are studied,
for example Condorcet’s paradox and satisfaction of axioms [66].

Our Contributions. In this paper, we adopt the statistical model in [66] to formulate and study
the smoothed likelihood of ties. Given an (irresolute) voting rule r, 2 < k < m, and n € N agents,
the maz-adversary aims to maximize the likelihood of k-way ties, denoted by 'fiveglax(r, k,n), by
choosing @ = (m1,...,m,) € II". Formally,

—~— max

Tieg (r,k,n) = supzepn Prpz (Jr(P)] = k) (4)
Similarly, the min-adversary aims to minimize the likelihood of k-way ties defined as follows:
Tien (v, k,n) 2 infeern Prpz (r(P)] = k) (5)

We call ffeﬁax(r, k,n) (respectively, ﬁeﬁm(r, k,n)) the maz (respectively, min) smoothed likeli-
hood of ties. When II consists of a single distribution 7, rlf‘\i/eglax(r, k,n) and 'If‘\i/egm(r, k,n) coincide
with each other and become the likelihood of ties under i.i.d. distribution 7. In particular, when
IT = {muni}, where myy; is the uniform distribution, ﬁeﬁlax(r, k,n) and 'fi/eﬁlm(r, k,n) become the
classical analysis of ties under IC. As discussed in [66], the smoothed social choice framework al-
lows agents’ ground truth preferences to be arbitrarily correlated, while the noises are independent,
which is a standard assumption in many literatures such as behavior science, economics, statistics,
and smoothed complexity analysis.

Our main technical results are asymptotic characterizations of the smoothed likelihood of ties
for a fixed number of at least three alternatives (m > 3) in large elections (n — o). Informally,
our main results can be summarized as follows.

Main results: smoothed likelihood of ties, informally put. Under mild assumptions on 11,
for many commonly studied voting rules r, for any fited m > 3, any 2 < k <m, and anyn € N,

%Eax(r, k,n) (respectively, %gm(rg,k:,n)) is either 0, exp(—0O(n)), or ©(poly~t(n)).

More precisely, we prove Theorem 3 for integer positional scoring rules (including plurality,
Borda, veto), Theorem 4 for edge-order-based rules (including maximin, Schulze, ranked pairs, and
Copeland, see Definition 11), and Theorem 5 for STV and Coombs. The formal statements of the
theorems also characterize the condition for each (0, exponential, or polynomial) case as well as
asymptotically tight bounds in the polynomial cases.

When ties are undesirable, e.g., in the context of indecisiveness of voting, strategic voting, or
privacy, a low max smoothed likelihood is good news. When ties are desirable, e.g., in the context



of voting power and voter turnout, a high min smoothed likelihood is good news. Our theorems
therefore completely characterize conditions for good news in different contexts.

Straightforward applications of our theorems answer the open question by Marchant [38] for
many commonly studied voting rules as summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Probability of k-way ties (2 < k < m) under some commonly studied voting rules w.r.t. IC. For
Copeland,, [, is the minimum positive integer s.t. al, € Z.

Int. Pos. scoring (Coro. 1) maximin (Prop. 3) .
STV and Coombs (Prop. 6) |Schulze (Prop. 4) ranked pairs (Prop. 5)
if no profile of n votes Lower Upper
0 . . k—1 _E-I
contains a k-way tie O(n~ 7)) Qn~"2) —Q(loek
k—1 . o n oglog
O(n~ "2 ) otherwise Qn~ hog s ) if m > k + 5[log k]
Copeland, (0 < a < 1) (Prop. 2)
0 if2¢n,2|k,and k >m—1
i (1) k=m, or
O(n~1) if2|n,2|kand{ (2) k=m—1and a>3, or
B)k=m—1and k <ly(lo+1)
_la(la+l) . 1
@(n 1 ) if2n,2|kk=m-1a<s, and k > la(la +1)
O(1) otherwise (i.e., if 2tk or k < m — 2)

Roughly speaking, Table 1 reveals the following ranking over the voting rules w.r.t. their likeli-
hood of k-way ties under IC, for every 2 < k < m.

{Int. Pos. Scoring, STV, Coombs} < {maximin, Schulze} < ranked pairs < Copeland

A closely related question is the likelihood of any-way ties, sometimes referred to as indecisive-
ness [38], under IC, i.e., the election admits a k-way tie for any 2 < k < m. It is not hard to see from
Table 1 that such likelihood is dominated by the probability of 2-way ties and is either 0 or @(ﬁ)
for all rules in the table except ranked pairs and Copeland, which are covered by Proposition 5
and Proposition 2, respectively. To the best of our knowledge, these results are new, except for
plurality and Borda. Experiments on synthetic data generated from IC confirm these observations,
while experiments on Preflib data [41] reveal a difference order, where ties are rare under Borda
(1.6%) and Copeland (2.6%), and are quite common under veto (31.3%) due to situations where
m > n.

Technical Innovations. The proofs of the smoothed likelihood of ties in this paper follow the
same high-level idea. We first model the existence of a k-way tie by systems of linear inequalities
that are similar to the ones in Example 1. In this way, the likelihood of ties becomes the likelihood
for the histogram of the randomly generated profile, which is a Poisson multivariate variable (PMV),
to be in the polyhedron H represented by the linear inequalities. Then, we prove a dichotomous
characterization (Theorem 1) for a PMV to be in H, and finally apply Theorem 1 (more precisely,
its extension Theorem 2 to unions of multiple polyhedra) to characterize the smoothed likelihood
of ties.

More precisely, given n, ¢ € N and a vector @ = (71, .., m,) of n distributions over {1, ..., ¢}, an
(n,q)-PMV is denoted by Xz, which represents the histogram of n independent random variables
whose distributions are {71,...,m,}, respectively.

Theorem 1. (The PMV-in-polyhedron theorem, informally put). Let H denote a
polyhedron and I1 denote a set of distributions that satisfy some mild conditions, for any n € N,



SUPzcrin Pr(Xz € H) is 0, exp(—O(n)), or O(poly(n)), and
infzerm Pr(Xz € H) is 0, exp(—O(n)), or O(poly(n))

The bounds are asymptotically tight and the formal statement of the theorem also character-
izes conditions for the 0, exponential, and polynomial cases, respectively. As commented after
Example 1, we do not see a way to prove Theorem 1 by straightforward applications of existing
asymptotic tools. We also believe that Theorem 1 is a useful tool to study the smoothed likelihood
of many events of interest in social choice as commented in [66].

1.1 Related Work and Discussions

Ties in elections. The importance of estimating likelihood of ties has been widely acknowledged,
for example, as Mulligan and Hunter commented: “Perhaps it is common knowledge that civic elec-
tions are not often decided by one vote...a precise calculation of the frequency of a pivotal vote can
contribute to our understanding of how many, if any, votes might be rationally and instrumentally
cast” [47]. In practice, however, ties are not as rare as commonly believed, even in high-stakes elec-
tions, and have led to pitfalls and consequent modifications of electoral systems and constitutional
laws. For example, in the 1800 US presidential election, Jefferson and Burr tied in the electoral
college votes. By the Constitution, the House of Representatives should vote until a candidate wins
the majority. However, in the subsequent 35 rounds of deadlocked voting, none of the two candi-
dates got the majority. Eventually, Jefferson won the 36th revote to become the president. This
“had demonstrated a fundamental flaw with the Constitution. As a result, the Twelfth Amendment
to the Constitution was introduced and ratified” [9].

Three-or-more-way ties. Nowadays, legislators are well-aware of the possibility of two-way ties
in elections and have specified tie-breaking mechanisms to handle them. However, three-or-more-
way ties have not received their deserved attention and are sometimes overlooked. For example,
the 2019 Code of Alabama Section 17-12-23 states: “In all elections where there is a tie between the
two highest candidates for the same office, for all county or precinct offices, it shall be decided by
lot by the sheriff of the county in the presence of the candidates”. The Code does not specify what
action should be taken when three or more candidates are tied for the first place. Results in this
paper characterize how rare this happens, so that the legislators can make an informed decision
about whether the loophole is a significant concern in practice, and in case it is, how to fix it.

Smoothed analysis. There is a large body of literature on the applications of smoothed analysis
to mathematical programming, machine learning, numerical analysis, discrete math, combinatorial
optimization, etc., see [59] for a survey. Smoothed analysis has also been applied to various prob-
lems in economics, for example price of anarchy [11] and market equilibrium [32]. In a recent
position paper, Baumeister, Hogrebe, and Rothe [4] proposed a Mallows-based model to conduct
smoothed analysis on computational aspects of social choice and commented that the model can
be used to analyze voting paradoxes and ties, but the paper does not contain technical results. [66]
independently proposed to conduct smoothed analysis for paradoxes and impossibility theorems in
social choice, characterized the smoothed likelihood of Condorcet’s voting paradox and the ANR
impossibility theorem, and proposed a new tie-breaking mechanism. We only use the probabilistic
model in [66] and topic-wise, our paper is different from [66], because we formulate and study the
smoothed likelihood of ties under commonly studied voting rules, which was not studied in [66].

Technical novelty. We believe that the main technical tool of this paper (Theorem 1) is a
significant and non-trivial extension of Lemma 1 in [66] to arbitrary polyhedron represented by an



integer matrix, every n, and the min-adversary. More discussions can be found in the remark after
Theorem 1. We believe that Theorem 1 is a useful tool to analyze smoothed likelihood of many
other problems of interest in social choice. For example, all results in [66] can be immediately
strengthened by Theorem 1.

Previous work on likelihood of ties. The following table summarizes previous works that are
closest to this paper, whose main contributions are characterizations of likelihood of ties.

Paper m k Voting rule Distribution
[5] 2 2 majority two groups, i.i.d. within each group
[39) 2 2 majorit ii.d. w.r.t. an uncertain distribution
27 |anymeN | 2<k<m plurality uniformly i.i.d. (IC)
[28] 3 2<k<m Borda uniformly i.i.d. (IC)
[38] | any m € N kE=m certain scoring rules | uniformly i.i.d. over all score vectors

More precisely, Beck [5] studied the probability of ties under the majority rule (over two al-
ternatives) with two groups of agents, whose votes are i.i.d. within each group. Margolis [39] and
Chamberlain and Rothschild [10] focused on the majority rule for two alternatives, where agents’
preferences are i.i.d. according to a randomly generated distribution. Gillett [27] studied proba-
bility of all-way ties (i.e., K = m) under plurality w.r.t. IC for arbitrary numbers of alternatives
and agents. Gillett [28] obtained a closed-form formula for Borda indecisiveness (two or more al-
ternatives being tied) for m = 3 w.r.t. IC. Marchant [38] considered a class of scoring rules where
each agent can choose a score vector from a given scoring vectors set (SVS), and characterized
the asymptotic probability of m-way ties under a class of scoring rule to be @(nl_Tm) w.r.t. the
i.i.d. uniform distribution over all SVS. This result can be applied to Borda and approval voting
but cannot be applied to plurality. Marchant [38] also noted that Domb [18] obtained equivalent
formulas for m = 3 under Borda. As discussed earlier, the smoothed social choice framework used
in our paper is more general. In particular, corollaries of our theorems answer the open questions
proposed by Marchant [38] and reveal a ranking over these rules according to the likelihood of ties
under IC as summarized in Table 1.

Previous work related to likelihood of ties. [33] studied the setting where the agents are
partitioned into multiple groups, and within each group, agents’ votes are generated from the
impartial anonymous culture (IAC) model. The smoothed social choice framework and IAC are
not directly comparable. The former is more general in the sense that agents’ “ground truth”
preferences are arbitrarily correlated. The latter is more general in the sense that agents’ “noises”
are not independent. There is also a line of empirical and mixed empirical-theoretical work on the
likelihood of ties under the US electoral college system [24, 25]. Studying the smoothed likelihood
of ties under these settings are left for future work.

The probability of tied elections is closely related to the probability for a single voter to be
pivotal, sometimes called voting power, which plays an important role in the paradox of voting [19]
and in definitions of power indices in cooperative game theory. There is a large body of work on
voting games, where the probability for a voter to be pivotal, which is equivalent to the likelihood of
ties among other voters, plays a central role in the analysis of voters’ strategic behavior. Examples
include seminal works [1, 21, 48], and more recent work [49]. It is not hard to see that the voting
power for two alternatives or for multiple alternatives under the plurality rule almost equals to



the probability of tied elections with one less vote under certain tie-breaking rules, as pointed out
in [29]. For three or more alternatives the two problems are closely related but technically different,
which we leave for future work.

The likelihood of ties is also related to the manipulability of voting rules [14]—if an election
is not tied, then no single agent can change the outcome, therefore no agent alone has incentive
to cast a manipulative vote. Our results are related to but different from the typical-case analysis
of manipulability in the literature [53, 67, 45, 65] and the quantitative Gibbard-Satterthwaite
theorem [23, 46], where votes are assumed to be i.i.d. Likelihood of ties are also related to but
different from the margin of victory [37, 64] and more broadly, bribery and control in elections [20].

Adding noise to study ties. We are not aware of a previous work that characterized the
smoothed likelihood of ties as we do in this paper. The idea of adding noise to study ties is
not new. In the definition of resolvability in [60], an additional vote is added to break ties. In
[22], irresolute voting rules were defined by taking the union of winners under profiles around a
given profile. Another resolvability studied in the literature (see e.g., Formulation#1 in Section
4.2 of [58]') requires that the probability of ties goes to 0 under the voting rule w.r.t. IC, which
is closely related to the literature in the indecisiveness of voting. Our setting and results are more
general because IC is a special case of the smoothed social choice framework, and our results also
characterize the rate of convergence.

Computational aspects of tie-breaking. There is a large body of recent work on computa-
tional aspects of tie-breaking. [13] proposed the parallel universe tie-breaking (PUT) for multi-stage
voting rules and characterized the complexity of the STV rule. [7] characterize the complexity of
PUT under ranked pairs, whose smoothed likelihood of ties is studied in this paper. [40] char-
acterized complexity of PUT under other multi-stage voting rules such as Baldwin and Coombs.
[51, 50, 2, 52] investigated the effect of different tie-breaking mechanisms to the complexity of ma-
nipulation. [22] propose a general way of defining ties under generalized scoring rules. [62] proposed
practical ATl algorithms for computing PUT under STV and ranked pairs.

2 Preliminaries

Basic Setting. For any ¢ € N, we let [¢q] = {1,...,¢}. Let A = [m] denote the set of m > 3
alternatives. Let L(A) denote the set of all linear orders over A. Let n € N denote the number of
agents. Each agent uses a linear order to represent his or her preferences, called a vote. The vector
of n agents’ votes, denoted by P, is called a (preference) profile, sometimes called an n-profile. A
fractional profile is a preference profile P together with a possibly non-integer and possibly negative
weight vector Jdp = (wgr : R € P) € R” for the votes in P. It follows that a non-fractional profile is
a fractional profile with uniform weight, namely &p = 1. Sometimes we slightly abuse the notation
by omitting the weight vector when it is clear from the context or when &p = 1.

For any (fractional) profile P, let Hist(P) € ZZ denote the anonymized profile of P, also called
the histogram of P, which contains the total weight of every linear order in £(A) according to P.
An (irresolute) voting rule r is a mapping from a profile to a non-empty set of winners in A. Below
we recall the definitions of several commonly studied voting rules.

Integer positional scoring rules. An (integer) positional scoring rule is characterized by an
integer scoring vector § = (s1,...,8m,) € Z™ with s; > s9 > --- > s, and s; > s,,. For any

'"Wikipedia [63] contributes this definition to Douglas R. Woodall but we were not able to find a formal reference.



alternative a and any linear order R € L(A), we let 5(R,a) = s;, where 7 is the rank of a in R.
Given a profile P with weights &p, the positional scoring rule rz chooses all alternatives a with
maximum ) p pwr-S(R,a). For example, plurality uses the scoring vector (1,0,...,0), Borda uses
the scoring vector (m — 1,m —2,...,0), and veto uses the scoring vector (1,...,1,0).

Weighted Majority Graphs. For any (fractional) profile P and any pair of alternatives a, b,
let Pla > b] denote the total weight of votes in P where a is preferred to b. Let WMG(P)
denote the weighted majority graph of P, whose vertices are A and whose weight on edge a — b
is wp(a,b) = Pla > b] — P[b > a]. Sometimes a distribution m over £(.A) is viewed as a fractional
profile, where for each R € L£(A) the weight on R is 7(R). In this case we let WMG(7) denote the
weighted majority graph of the fractional profile represented by .

A voting rule is said to be weighted-magority-graph-based (WMG-based) if its winners only
depend on the WMG of the input profile. In this paper we consider the following commonly
studied WMG-based rules.

e Copeland. The Copeland rule is parameterized by a number 0 < o < 1, and is therefore
denoted by Copeland,, or Cd, for short. For any fractional profile P, an alternative a gets 1
point for each other alternative it beats in their head-to-head competition, and gets « points
for each tie. Copeland, chooses all alternatives with the highest total score as the winners.

e Maximin. For each alternative a, its min-score is defined to be minye 4 wp(a,b). Maximin,
denoted by MM, chooses all alternatives with the max min-score as the winners.

e Ranked pairs. Given a profile P, an alternative a is a winner under ranked pairs (denoted
by RP) if there exists a way to fix edges in WMG(P) one by one in a non-increasing order
w.r.t. their weights (and sometimes break ties), unless it creates a cycle with previously fixed
edges, so that after all edges are considered, a has no incoming edge. This is known as the
parallel-universes tie-breaking (PUT) [13].

e Schulze. For any directed path in the WMG, its strength is defined to be the minimum weight
on any single edge along the path. For any pair of alternatives a, b, let s[a, b] be the highest
weight among all paths from a to b. Then, we write a = b if and only if s[a,b] > s[b,al,
and Schulze [58] proved that the strict version of this binary relation, denoted by >, is
transitive. The Schulze rule, denoted by Sch, chooses all alternatives a such that for all other
alternatives b, we have a >~ b.

Multi-round score-based elimination (MRSE) rules. Another large class of voting rules
studied in this paper select the winner(s) in m — 1 rounds. In each round, an integer positional
scoring rule is used to rank the remaining alternatives, and a loser (an alternative with the minimum
total score) is removed from the election. Like in ranked pairs, PUT is used to select winners—an
alternative ¢ is a winner if there is a way to break ties among losers so that a is the remaining
alternative after m — 1 rounds. For example, the STV rule uses the plurality rule in each round
and the Coombs rule uses the veto rule in each round.
We now recall the statistical model used in the smoothed social choice framework [66].

Definition 1 (Single-Agent Preference Model [66]). A single-agent preference model is de-
noted by M = (©,L(A),II), where © is the parameter space, L(A) is the sample space, and 11
consists of distributions indexed by ©. M is strictly positive if there exists € > 0 such that the
probability of any linear order under any distribution in 11 is at least €. M 1is closed if IT (which is
a subset of the probability simplex in R™ ) is a closed set in R™.



For example, given 0 < ¢ < @ < 1, in the single-agent Mallows model [66, Example 2 in the
appendix], denoted by M[%;], we have © = L(A) x [p,P]. For any ¢ € [p, ] and any R € L(A),
T(R,) € Il is the Mallows distribution with central ranking R and dispersion parameter . That
is, for any W € L(A), m(Rr)(W) = PRTEW) j7 . where KT (R, W) is the Kendall Tau distance
between R and W, namely the number of pairwise disagreements between R and W, and Z, is the
normalization constant. It follows that M|, 7 is strictly positive, closed, and CH(II) contains the

uniform distribution over all rankings, denoted by myp;.

Definition 2 (Smoothed likelihood of ties). Given a voting rule r, a single-agent preference
model M = (0, L(A),1I), 2 <k <m, and n € N, the max (respectively, min) smoothed likelihood

of (k-way) ties is defined as %glax(r, k,n) in (4) (respectively, fi/e;nn(r, k,n) in (5)).

3 PMV-in-Polyhedron Problem and Main Technical Theorems

We first formally define PMV and the PMV-in-polyhedron problem studied in this paper.

Definition 3 (Poisson multivariate variables (PMVs)). Given any q,n € N and any vector
7 of n distributions over [q], we let X- denote the (n,q)-PMV that corresponds to . That is, let
Y1,...,Y, denote n independent random variables over [q] such that for any j < n, Y; is distributed
as wj. For any 1 <1 < gq, the i-th component of X{f is the number of Y;’s that take value 1.

Definition 4 (The PMV-in-polyhedron problem). Given ¢ € N, a polyhedron H C R?, and
a set IT of distributions over [q], we are interested in

the upper bound supzcqn Pr()zﬁ € H), and the lower bound infzcn Pr()zﬁ €EH)

In words, the former (respectively, latter) is the maximum (respectively, minimum) probability
for the (n,q)-PMV to be in ‘H, where the distribution for each of the n variables is chosen from II.
To present the theorem, we introduce some notation followed by an example. Given ¢ € N, L €
N, an L x g integer matrix A, a g-dimensional row vector l_;, and an n € N, we define H, H<o, Hn,

and HZ as follows.
T AT
) } ’Hgoé{feRq:A-(f)Tg (0) }

Hé{feRq:A-(f)TS
Hﬂé{fe?—[ﬁR’lzo:f-T:n}, My = Mo N2,

/N
SH)

That is, H is the polyhedron represented by A and 5; Heo is the characteristic cone of H, Hy
consists of non-negative vectors in H whose L; norm is n, and HZ consists of non-negative integer
vectors in H,. By definition, HZ C H,, C H. Let dim(H<o) denote the dimension of Ho, i.e., the
dimension of the minimal linear subspace of R? that contains Ho.

Throughout the paper, we assume that the set of distribution II is strictly positive and closed,
which are mild assumptions as discussed in [66], formally defined as follows.

Definition 5 (Strictly positive and closed II). Given any q € N. A probability distribution
over [q] is strictly positive (by €) for some € > 0, if for all i € [q], ©(i) > €. We say that a set II
of distributions over [q| is strictly positive (by €) for some € > 0, if every m € Il is strictly positive
by €. 11 is closed if it is a closed set in RY.

Let CH(II) denote the convex hull of IT and let Cone(II) denote the convex cone generated by
II.



Example 2. Figure 1 illustrates two ezamples with ¢ = 2 and 11 = {my, 72}, where m = (3,%)
and T = (1,1). In both exzamples, CH(IL) is the line segment between w1 and o, Cone(Il) is the
shaded area, H is the red area, H<o is the blue area, the intersection of H and Ho is the purple
area, and H, is the green line segment. A key difference between Figure 1 (a) and (b) is whether
CH(IT) N H<o = 0 (which is true in Figure 1 (a) but not in (b)). Also it is possible that H<o € H,

as can be seen in Figure 1 (b).

X2

—3x; +4x, <1
-

-1 1 —=

— o - V2
(a)A:[ ; _ﬂandbz{ﬂ. WA=| 1 —2 | andb= 1
0 -1 0.1

Figure 1: Two examples of H, H<o, Hn, CH(II), and Cone(II).

A high-level attempt at the PMV-in-Polyhedron problem. Before formally presenting the
theorem, let us take a high-level attempt to develop intuition. Take the upper bound supzcp» Pr()?ﬁ €
H) for example, there are three cases.

e The 0 case. Clearly, if H does not contain any non-negative integer whose L; norm is n,
which is equivalent to HZ = (), then supzcn Pr(X; € H) = 0.

e The exponential case (Figure 1 (a)). Suppose HZ # (. For any @ = (m1,...,7) €
II" chosen by the max-adversary, we have @ - 1 = Z] ,m; € Cone(II). According to various

multivariate central limit theorems, Xz is “centered” around an O(y/n) neighborhood of 7 - 1 with
high probability. Therefore, if 7-1 is ©(n) away from #, then SUDzc1yn Pr()_fﬁ € H) is exponentially
small. This happens when CH(II) N H<o = ) as shown in Figure 1 (a).

e The polynomial case (Figure 1 (b)). Otherwise we have CH(II) N H<o # () as shown
in Figure 1 (b). In this case, the max-adversary can choose 7 € II" such that 7 - 1 is either in
Cone(TI) or close to it, which means that supscm» Pr(Xz € #) should be larger than that in the
exponentlal case. However, it is not immediately clear that the probability is polynomlal because
7 - 1 being close to Cone( ) and HZ # () does not immediately imply that X7 is close to HE.
Even if we assume that Xz is close to some (integer) vectors in HZ, it is unclear how “dense”
such vectors are in the ©(y/n) neighborhood of 7 - T, which Xz falls into with high probability. In
fact, accurately bounding the probability in the polynomial case is the most challenging part of the
problem, because existing asymptotic tools fail to work due to their O(n~=%5) error terms.

The main technical theorem below confirms the intuition developed above when II is closed

dim(Hg)—q
and strictly positive (see Definition 5), and the answer to the polynomial case is © <n 2 >,

which is often much smaller than n=0-°.



Theorem 1 (Smoothed Likelihood of PMV-in-polyhedron). Given any q € N, any closed
and strictly positive I1 over [q]|, and any polyhedron H characterized by an integer matriz A, for
any n € N,

(0 if HE = ()
> -0 fHy, # 0 and Heo N CH(TT) = 0
sup Pr (Xﬁ € H) = exp dimsgi()))_q U H 7  and Heo (I ;
el C) (n 2 ) otherwise (i.e. HZ # 0 and H<o N CH(IT) # ()
\
0 if HE = ()
. > exp(—0O(n if HZ # 0 and
7?1€an” Pr (X;r € H) = ( din(](ﬂ)g)o)_q 7
© <n 2 ) otherwise (i.e. HZ # ) and CH(IT) C Ho)

Remarks on the power of Theorem 1. We believe that the main power of Theorem 2 is
that it provides a systematic way of reducing probabilistic analysis (asymptotically tight upper and
lower bounds for the PMV-in-Polyhedron problem) to worst-case non-probabilistic analysis, which
are often easy to verify. In particular, when CH(II) can be represented by the convex hull of a
finite number of vectors, whether H<oNCH(II) = () and/or CH(IT) € H<( can be verified by linear
programming. Take the sup part of Theorem 1 in the setting of Example 2 for instance. Suppose
HE 20,
e In Figure 1 (a), it is easy to see that H<o N CH(II) = (). Therefore,

Vi € II", Pr ( - € ”H) < exp(—O(n))

e In Figure 1 (b), we have H<o N CH(IT) = {me} # 0, CH(II) € H<o, and dim(H<o) = 2.
Therefore, for any sufficiently large n (for which it is not hard to prove that HZ # ), we have

V7 € I, exp(—O(n)) < Pr (X;r € ’H) <Omn =) =0(1)

Notice that both bounds are asymptotically tight. For example, the lower bound can be
achieved by 7 = {m1}" and the upper bound can be achieved by 7 = {m2}".

As an example of the inf part of Theorem 1, suppose 7 is replaced by 7] = (%, %) in Figure 1 (b).

Then, CH(II) € H<p, which means that V7 € II", Pr (X} € ’H) > O(1) and the lower bound is
asymptotically tight.

Remarks on the generality and limitations of Theorem 1. We believe that Theorem 1 is
quite general, because first, it provides a dichotomy (more precisely, trichotomy) for the PMV-in-
Polyhedron problem. Second, the upper and lower bounds are asymptotically tight. And third,
the theorem works for arbitrary H characterized by an integer matrix A and arbitrary l;, and any
closed and strictly positive II. As a notable special case, when II contains a single distribution 7, the
sup and inf parts of the theorem coincide, and the theorem characterizes the PMV-in-Polyhedron
problem for i.i.d. PMVs.

The main limitations are, first, the constants in the asymptotic bounds depend on ¢, II, and H,
which are assumed to be fixed; and second, II must be strictly positive. Nevertheless, we believe
that the two limitations are mild at least in the social choice context, because as can be seen in the
next section as well as in [66], applications of Theorem 1 (or more precisely, its extension to unions
of multiple polyhedra in Theorem 2 in Section 3.1) answer open questions in social choice under a
more general and realistic model than IC. Moreover, as commented in [66], many classical models,
such as Mallows model and random utility models, are strictly positive.
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Remarks on the comparison with [66, Lemma 1]. We first recall an equivalent and simplified
version of [66, Lemma 1] as Lemmax below for easy reference.

. T AT T AT
Lemmasx ([66, Lemma 1]). LetH ={FeR?:E-(¥) = (0) and S-(¥) < (0) }, where E

—

AT AT T AT S
and S are integer matrices and E- (1) = (0) and S- (1) = (0) . Then, supzcn Pr (Xﬁ: € 7-[)
is 0, exp(—(n)), or O(n=ReKE)/2) " and the poly bound is asymptotically tight for infinitely many
n € N.

We believe that our Theorem 1 is a non-trivial and significant improvement of Lemma * in the
following three aspects.

AT
First, Theorem 1 works for any polyhedron H = {f LA () < (b) } with arbitrary integer

R AT
matrix A, while Lemmax* requires A - (1) = (O) and also essentially requires that elements in

b to be either 0 or —1, which correspond to the E part and the S part in Lemmax, respectively.

Second, Theorem 1 provides asymptotically tight bounds, while Lemmax only claims that the
bounds are asymptotically tight for infinitely many n’s.

Third, Theorem 1 characterizes smoothed likelihood for the min-adversary, while Lemmax only
works for the max-adversary. While the proof of the min-adversary part of Theorem 1 is similar to
its max-adversary part, it is due to the improved techniques and lemmas (Lemma 1 and 2 in the
appendix). Without them we do not see an easy way to generalize Lemmax to the min-adversary.

The proof can be found in Appendix A.1, where a proof sketch is presented in Appendix A.1.1
and the full proof is presented in Appendix A.1.2.

3.1 An Extension of Theorem 1 to Unions of Polyhedra

In this subsection, we present an extension of Theorem 1 to the union of I € N polyhedra, denoted
N\T
by C = U;<; Hi, where H; = {# € R7: A;- (f)T < <b1> } and A, is an integer matrix of ¢ columns.

We define the PMV-in-C problem similarly as the PMV-in-Polyhedron problem (Definition 4),
except that H is replaced by C.

Definition 6 (The PMV-in-C problem). Given q,I € N, C = J;<; Hi, where Vi < I, H; CRY
is a polyhedron, and a set 11 of distributions over [q], we are interested in

the upper bound supzcq» Pr(Xz € C), and the lower bound infzcrn Pr(Xz € C)
The key observation is the following straightforward inequality for every PMV Xﬁ:
max;<j Pr (Xﬁ € /HZ> < Pr (Xﬁ S C) < Zig[ Pr (Xﬁ S /HZ) (6)

See Figure 2 for an illustration of I = 3. Notice that the right hand side of (6) is no more than
I - max;<; Pr(Xz € H;), which is ©(max;<; Pr(Xz € H;)) because I is a constant.

The high-level idea behind the extension is based on a weighted complete bipartite activation

graph defined as follows, which represents the relationship between CH(II) and polyhedra in C in
light of Theorem 1. Let H; <o denote the characteristic cone of H,;.

11



1y Pr(X- € 431 )

H,

max Pr()?ﬁEk}[Z), SPI‘()?,—T*E ﬂi 7€, )< Pr()_()ﬁekgfz)
3 +

Pri¥z € 3ep)

. I
Pr(Xz € A

Pr(X; € )

Figure 2: Tlustration of inequality (6), where C = H1 U Ho U Hs.

Definition 7 (Activation graph Gnc.n). For any set of distributions I over [g], any C =
Ule Hi, and any n € N, H; is said to be active (at n) if H%n # (; otherwise H; is said to be
inactive (at n). Moreover, we define the activation graph Gri ¢, as follows.

e Vertices. The vertices are CH(II) and {H;:1<i<I}.

e Edges and weights. There is an edge between each m € CH(II) and each H;, whose weight
is

—00 if H; is inactive at n
A . .
wy(m,Hi) &1 ~Tognm otherwise, if m ¢ Hi <o

dim(H; <o) otherwise

For example, in Figure 3, H is inactive at n and both Hs and H3 are active, m € Hi <o NHa,<o0
and m ¢ Hz <o. Notice that the weight on (7w, H2) is dim(Hs2 <o) instead of dim(#Hz).

N2k 1,<0 Ag-[l inactive
E VO gy o
0 Hs <o
CSO }[‘ active

Figure 3: Illustration of an activation graph Grc n.

Intuitively, the 0, exponential, and polynomial cases of Theorem 1 (applied to II = {7}) corre-
sponds to the —oo edge, the —-2— edge, and the dim(%; <o) edge, respectively. That is, for any

logn

7 € 1" with Z?Zl T ="n-m, Pr()z;r € H;) is roughly n raise to the power of the weight between m

and H; in the activation graph, i.e., n®»(™H*i) In particular, = = 0 and n Toen 4 = exp(—0(n)).
2

Therefore, according to (6), PI'(Xﬁ-’ € C) is primarily determined by the largest w, (m, H;), i.e.,
the maximum weight of all edges connected to 7 in the activation graph. This is formally defined
as follows.

Definition 8 (Active dimension). Given C, n, and m € R?, we define maximum active dimension

of C at m and n (active dimension at m for short, when C and n are clear from the context), denoted
max

by dimg'7* (), as follows.

dim@2* (7) £ maxi<; wy (7, H;)

2This is the reason behind using —1ia7- Theorem 2 still holds if —-=— is replace by any finite negative number.

gn’ g n
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Consequently, a max- (respectively, min-) adversary aims to choose @ = (71,...,7,) € II" to

maximize (respectively, minimize) dimgf‘r;‘f‘(l >, mj), which are characterized by oy, (respectively,

Br) defined as follows. "
vy £ maxgeop () dimg ()
Bn = mingecpm dimg ()
We note that «, and B, depend on II and C, which are often clear from the context. Also, by

definition, a,, = —o0 is equivalent to 8 = —oo, which is equivalent to CZ = ). We are now ready to
use oy, and [, to present the extension of Theorem 1 to the PMV-in-C problem.

Theorem 2 (Smoothed Likelihood of PMV-in-C). Given any q,I € N, any closed and strictly
positive I1 over [q, and any C = \J,c; Hi characterized by integer matrices, for any n € N,

0 if a, = —00
sup Pr (X} € C) = exp(:(a_(n)) if —o0<a,<0 ,
el e (n el otherwise (i.e. ay >0)
0 if B, = —00
inf Pr ()Z'ﬁ € C> ={ exp(=0(n)) if —00<fr <0
ﬁ-’enn

) <n%> otherwise (i.e. By, >0)

Roughly speaking, the max- (respectively, min-) smoothed likelihood for an (n,q)-PMV to be
an—g

in C is approximately n~ 2z (respectively, n2 ). The proof is done by combining the applications
of Theorem 1 to IT and every H,;, and can be found in Appendix A.2.

Remarks on the applications of Theorem 2. We believe that Theorem 2 is a useful and
general tool to study the smoothed likelihood of many events and properties in social choice, as
shown in [66] as well as in the rest of this paper. Like Theorem 1, the power of Theorem 2 is that
it provides a systematic way of reducing probabilistic analysis to worst-case and non-probabilistic
analysis, i.e., the characterizations of «,,, and 3,. Nevertheless, characterizing «,, and §,, can still
be challenging, which is equivalent to characterizing active H;, Hi <o, and dim(#; <o), as we will
see in the next section.

4 Smoothed Likelihood of Ties

In this section, we apply Theorem 2 to provide dichotomous characterizations of the smoothed
likelihood of ties (Definition 2) under some commonly studied voting rules.

4.1 Integer Positional Scoring Rules

We first apply Theorem 2 to polyhedra that are similar to those in Example 1 and obtain the
following theorem for integer positional scoring rules.

Theorem 3 (Smoothed likelihood of ties: integer positional scoring rules). For any fized
m >3, let M = (0,L(A),I) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model and let

13



§ be an integer scoring vector. For any 2 < k <m and any n € N,

- 0 if VP e L(A)™, |rz(P)| # k

T@‘eﬁax(rg,k,n) ={ exp(—=0(n)) otherwise, if Vm € CH(II), [rz(m)| < k |
@(n_%) otherwise

e 0 VP € LOAY, Irs(P)] £ b

Tie;nn(rg,k;,n) =< exp(—0O(n)) otherwise, if Im € CH(II) s.t. |rz(m)| < k
@(n_%) otherwise

Take the max smoothed likelihood of ties in Theorem 2 for example. Like Theorem 1, the
condition for the 0 case is trivial. Assuming that the 0 case does not happen, the exponential
case happens if no distribution (viewed as a fraction profile) in the convex hull of II has at least
k winners under rz. Otherwise, the polynomial case happens. That is, there exists an n-profile P
with exactly k& winners under rz, and there exists 7 € CH(II) that has at least & winners. Notice
that the existence of such P (which depends on n but not II) does not imply the existence of such
7 (which depends on II but not n), nor vice versa. All proofs in this section are delegated to
Appendix C.

We immediately have the follow corollary of Theorem 3 when the uniform distribution myy; is
in CH(IT), because rg(mumi) = A and |A| = m > k, which means that the exponential case never
happends. Notice that the corollary does not require myy; € II.

Corrollary 1 (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: positional scoring rules). For any fized
m > 3, let M = (0,L(A),II) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model with
Tuni € CH(IT). For any integer scoring vector § and any k < m, for any n € N,
VP € LOA rs(P)| #

otherwise

———max

0
Tiep (rg,k:,n):{ ol 7%)
n

The 0 case can indeed happen, for example, when r is the plurality rule, & = m, and m { n.
As commented in [66], Ty, € CH(II) is a natural assumption that holds for many single-agent
preference models. In particular, Corollary 1 works for IC, which corresponds to IT = {myy;}.

4.2 Edge-Order-Based Rules

The characterization for edge-order-based rules is more complicated due to the hardness in char-
acterizing active H;, M; <o, and dim(#; <o) in the polyhedra representation of k-way ties. We first
introduce necessary notation to formally define edge-order-based rules, whose winners only depend
on the order over all edges in WMG w.r.t. their weights, called palindromic orders.

Definition 9 (Palindromic orders). A total preorder O over & = {(a,b) € A x A :a # b} is
palindromic, if for any pair of edges (a,b), (c,d) in &, (a,b) >0 (¢,d) if and only if (d,c) >0 (b, a),
where e1 >p es means that ey is ranked strictly above eo in O, and e; =¢p ea means that e; and e
are tied in O. Let O 4 denote the set of all palindromic orders over &.

For any weighted directed graph G over A with weights {w(a,b) : a # b} such that w(a,b) =
—w(b,a), let EO(G) € O4 denote the palindromic order w.r.t. the decreasing order of weights in
G. For any profile P, let EO(P) = EO(WMG(P)).

In this paper we often use the tier representation of palindromic orders, which partition edges
into equivalent classes (tiers).

14



Definition 10 (Tier representation and refinement of palindromic orders). Any palin-
dromic order O € O 4 can be partitioned into tiers:

O=Ti> - >T,>Ty> T > > Do,

where for each 1 <i < t, edges in T; are tied, edges in To11—; are tied, and edges in Toi41—; are

obtained by flipping edges in T;. Ty is called the middle tier, which consists of all edges e with e =¢ €,

where & represents flipped e. Only Ty is allowed to be empty. Let Ties(O) = St (| T3] — 1) +|To| /2.
01 € O4 refines Oy € O 4, if for all pair of elements (e1,ea), €1 >0, €2 implies e1 >0, €.

Example 3. Figure 4 illustrates an example of a profile P, its WMG, and its corresponding palin-
dromic order. In Figure j (b) only edges with positive weights are shown.

{1-2+31=3=2} \\\\ 12;1@}>K2$(3%}>H2D(3D}
) WMG(P

(a) Profile P. (c) EO(P).

Figure 4: An example of a profile, its WMG, and its palindromic order.

Let O = {(1,2)} > {(1,3)} > {(2.3),(3,2)} > {(3,1)} > {(2,1)}. We have Ties(EO(P)) = 3,
~—— e e/ e N

T Ty To T3 Ty
Ties(O) =1, and O refines EO(P).

We are now ready to formally define edge-order-based rules using palindromic orders.

Definition 11 (Edge-order-based rules). A voting rule r is said to be edge-order-based, if for
every pair of profiles Py, Py with EO(P1) = EO(P2), we have r(Py) = r(P).

Many WMG-based rules, such as Copeland, Maximin, Schulze, and ranked pairs, are edge-
order-based. The domain of any edge-order-based rule r can be naturally extended to palindromic
orders. When applying Theorem 2 to edge-order-based rules, each polyhedron #; in C is indexed by
a palindromic order O with k co-winners, such that H%n corresponds to the histograms of n-profiles
whose edge orders are O.

We now define and characterize palindromic orders obtained from n-profiles.

Definition 12. For any n € N, let O = {EO(P) : P € L(A)"}. Let O’y C O4 denote the set of
palindromic orders O whose middle tier is empty.

Oa if2]n

Proposition 1. For any A and any n > m?, oy = { O, if2tn

The proof of Proposition 1 is delegated to Appendix C.1. Next, we define (97r as the set
of palindromic orders O that satisfies three conditions: (1) O € O’; (2) there are exactly k
winners in O under r, and (3) O refines EO(7), where 7 is viewed as a fractional profile. Let
ngn =S UWEQH( )ngn When ngn # (), we let £, denote the minimum number of ties in
palindromic orders in OH k- When (’)Pk n 7 0, we let £y denote the maximin number of ties,
where the maximum is taken for all m € CH(II), and for any given 7, the minimum is taken for

all palindromic orders in (’)nk’n. We note that £, and £, depend on I, r, k, and n, which are
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clear from the context. The formal definitions can be found in Appendix C.2. In fact, £y, and
lm correspond to m! — oy, and m! — 8, in Theorem 2. We are now ready to present the theorem
for EO-based rules.

Theorem 4 (Smoothed likelihood of ties: edge-order-based rules). For any fized m > 3,
let M = (0, L(A),II) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model and let r be an
edge-order-based rule. For any 2 < k <m and any n € N,

0 z'fVOe(’)A,]r( )| #k
%Eax(r i TL) _ exp( @ n) otherwise Zf Ork n = =0
) b Z
( ) otherwise
' 0 if YO € O, [r(O)| # k
/Tive;nn(r, kom) = exp(—0O(n)) otherwise if Im € CH(II) s.t. Ol jn = 0

_£7n’77l .
@(n 2 ) otherwise

The proof can be found in Appendix C.3. In the remainder of this section, we apply Theorem 4 to
provide dichotomous characterizations of max-smooth likelihood of ties under Copeland,,, maximin,
Schulze, and ranked pairs for the model in Corollary 1, which includes IC as a special case.

Proposition 2 (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: Copeland,). For any fired m > 3, let
M =(0,L(A),1I) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model with T,,; € CH(II).
Let l, = min{t € N:ta € Z}. For any 2 <k <m and anyn € N,

(0 if24n,2 | k,and k> m —1
. ()k =m, or
—— max O(n~1) if2|n,2 | kand{ (2)k=m—1anda >3, or
Tier (Cdo, kyn) = Be=m—1and k <lo(lo+1)
0 (nfi“"”i“)) if21m2 kk=m—1a<3 andk> lo(la+1)
o(1) otherwise (i.e., if 2tk ork <m —2)

The O(1) case appears most typical, which happens when k is odd or k& < m — 2. The
@(nila(liﬂ) ) case appears most interesting, because its degree depends on the smallest natu-
ral number l, such that al, is an integer. For example, lo = 1, ly/3 = 3, l/5 = 5, and Iy = 00
for any irrational number « (which means that the @(n_la(l(fl)) case does not happen because

k < 0o = la(lo +1)). While the ©(1) case can probably be proved by standard central limit
theorem and the union bound, we are not aware of a previous work on it. Standard techniques are
too coarse for other cases.

Proposition 3 (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: maximin). For any fited m > 3, let
M =(0,L(A),11) be a strictly posztwe (md closed single-agent preference model with my,; € CH(II).

For any 2 <k <m and any n € N, Tzen (MM k,n) = @(n_%).

Proposition 4 (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: Schulze). For any fized m > 3, let M =
(©,L(A),II) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model with my,; € CH(IL). For
any 2 <k <m and any n € N, TiegaX(Sch, k,n) = G)(n_%).

Proposition 5 (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: ranked pairs). For any fized m > 3, let
M = (0, L(A),1I) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model with m,,; € CH(II).
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—1 ax
(

For any 2 <k <m and anyn € N, Q(n_kT) < /fl:z/eg
m > k + 5[logk], %gaX(RP,k,n) = Q(n~ HOEM). When k = 2, we have /T\zzg
O(n99).

log k
RP k,n) < n~ N oglos®) Moreover, when
“(RP,2,n) =

Proof sketches of Propositions 2, 3, 4, and 5. The proofs are done by applying Theorem 4.
For any EO-based rules r studied in this paper, the condition for the 0 case can be verified efficiently
using Proposition 1 for any sufficiently large n. If the 0 case does not happen, then the exponential
case does not happen either, because for any O € O’ such that |r(O)| = k, O extends EO(myyi),
which is the palindromic order that only has the middle tier Ty. This also means that for every
m € CH(II), we have Oﬁkm C O:‘]‘C“;l Consequently, £nin is achieved at myp;.

The bulk of proof then focuses on characterizing O € 0" with the minimum number of ties
such that |r(O)| = k. This can be more complicated than it appears, for example for ranked pairs
and for Copeland,, when 2 { and « is not 0 or 1. In particular, for ranked pairs we were only able
to obtain (non-tight) upper and lower bounds. The full proofs of Propositions 2, 3, 4, and 5 can
be found in Appendix C.4, C.5, C.6, and C.7, respectively. O

4.3 STV and Coombs

Theorem 5 (Smoothed likelihood of ties: STV and Coombs). For any firted m > 3,
let 1 € {STV, Coombs} and let M = (0, L(A),Il) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent

preference model. For any 2 < k <m and n € N, /T\i/eﬁax(r, k,n) (respectively, /T\izﬁm(rg, k,n)) is
either 0, exp(—0O(n)), or ©(poly(n)).

The formal statement of the theorem and its proof are delegated to Appendix D. To accurately
characterize the degree in the polynomial case, we introduce PUT structures (Definition 21) as
the counterpart of palindromic orders to define and analyze active polyhedra and the dimensions
of their characteristic cones. See Appendix D for its formal definitions and an example. Like in
Section 4.2, the theorem can be applied to characterize max smoothed likelihood of ties for STV
and Coombs for distributions II where my,; € CH(II), as shown in the following proposition.

Proposition 6 (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: STV and Coombs). For any fired m > 3,
let € {STV, Coombs} and let M = (0©,L(A),II) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent
preference model with Ty, € CH(IL). For any 2 <k <m and anyn € N,

. (L)ym >4, or
——max ) emTT) if S 2m=3and k=2, or
Tier(r,k,n) = Bym=k=3and (2|n or3|n)
0 otherwise (i.e., m =k =3, 21n, and 3{n)

To prove the proposition, we prove a McGarvey [42]-type result for STV and Coombs (Lemma 3)
to characterize active polyhedra. The lemma might be of independent interest.

5 Experimental Studies

We examine the fraction of profiles with two-or-more-way ties using simulated data and Preflib
data [41] under Borda, plurality, veto, maximin, ranked pairs, Schulze, Copelandys, STV, and
Coombs. All experiments were implemented in Python 3 and were conducted on a MacOS laptop
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with 3.1 GHz Intel Core i7 CPU and 16 GB memory.

Simulated data. We generate profiles of
m = 4 alternatives under IC. n ranges from
20 to 200. In each setting we generate 100000
profiles.

The goal of experiments on synthetic data is
to provide a sanity check for the theoretical
results in this paper. For clarity, we present
the results for Borda, STV, maximin, ranked
pairs, and Copelandgs in Figure 5. Results 10
for all voting rules described above can be
found in Figure 15 in Appendix E. Figure 5 54
confirms Corollary 1 and Propositions 2, 3, 5,
and 6 under IC as discussed in the Introduc-
tion: the probability of any-way ties is ©(1)
for Copelandg s and is @(ﬁ) for other rules. Figure 5: Fraction of tied profiles under IC.
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Preflib data. Because the PUT versions of STV and ranked pairs are NP-hard to compute [13, 7],
we used Al-search-based implementations of STV and ranked pairs [62] and computed the fraction
of tied profiles among the 307 profiles from Strict Order-Complete Lists (SOC) under election data
category at Preflib [41].% The results are summarized in Table 2 below. We emphasize that the
observations are drawn only from Preflib data and should not be interpreted as general conclusions
on the likelihood of ties in presidential elections.

Table 2: Percentage of tied profiles in Preflib data in weakly increasing order.

Borda | Copelandg s | Plurality | Maximin | Schulze | Ranked pairs | STV | Coombs | Veto

Ties | 1.6% 2.6% 4.6% 6.8% 6.8% 6.8% 7.5% | 10.4% | 31.3%

Table 2 shows that ties occur least frequently under Borda (1.6% of the profiles), which is
consistent with the experiments on synthetic data in Figure 5. Two interesting observations are:
first, ties are rare under Copelandg s (2.6%); and second, ties occur frequently under veto (31.3%),
which mostly happen when the number of alternatives is larger than the number of voters—in such
cases the election is guaranteed to be tied under veto. The two observations are quite different from
Figure 5, which is probably because real-life preference data can be significantly different from IC,
as widely acknowledged in the literature [34].

6 Future work

We see three immediate directions for future work. First, technically, how can we improve the
results for more general models, especially by dropping the strictness assumption on II? Second,
how can we extend the study to other events of interest in voting, for example, stability and margin
of victory of voting rules, and more generally other topics such as multi-winner elections, judge-
ment aggregation, matching, and resource allocation? Third, what are the smoothed complexity

3Preflib mentioned that this category can be interpreted as election data, though not all of them come from
real-life elections. See some statistics in Appendix E. We used the same dataset in [62], where PUT ranked pairs can
finish in one hour.
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in various computational aspects of voting [4], such as winner determination [68], manipulation,
bribery and control?

7
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A Materials for Section 3

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 1. (The main technical theorem). Given any q € N, any closed and strictly
positive I1 over [q], and any polyhedron H with integer matriz A, for any n € N,

0 if HE =
— ) Z =

sup Pr (Xﬁ c 7—[) _ ) exp( dlm((ﬂzz) if H # 0 and Heo N CH(IT) = ()

retr © <n =z ) otherwise (i.e. HZ # () and H<o N CH(I) # ()
0 if HE =

. > exp(—O(n if HZ # 0 and CH(IT) € H<

ﬁlenl_fn Pr (Xﬁ: € H) = ( dim(<7'li()))*q ( ) =0 :

© (n 2 ) otherwise (i.e. HZ # 0 and CH(IL) C H)
\

A.1.1 Proof Sketch of Theorem 1

In this subsection we present a proof sketch for the exponential and polynomial cases of the sup
part, because the 0 case is trivial.

Intuition and proof sketch for the exponential bounds on Sup. We first note that Xﬁ-‘
is an integer-vector-valued random variable. Therefore, Pr(Xz € H) = Pr(Xz € HZ%) and is
mainly determined by two factors: (1) the distance between E(Xz) and HZ, and (2) the density
of 1nteger vectors in HZ. Standard concentration bounds, e.g., Hoeffding’s inequality, tell us that
when E(X7) and HZ are O(n) away, the probability for Xz to be in HZ is exponentially small.
This is the intuition behind the exponential case, as illustrated in Figure 1 (a).

Intuition behind the polynomial bounds on Sup. As illustrated in Figure 1 (b), in the
polynomial case, Cone(II) is O(1) away from #, and one may expect that supzcpn» Pr(fﬁ €H)
is achieved when E()?;r) is close to H. Then, Pr(fﬁ € H) is mostly determined by the density of
integer vectors in HZ. A natural conjecture is that the density can be measured by the dimension
of H, but this is not true as illustrated in Figure 6 (a) below, where dim(H) = 2, which is the same
as dim(#{) in Figure 1 (b). However, Pr(Xz € #) in Figure 6 (a) is smaller than that in Figure 1
(b) as n — oo, because the “volume” of HZ in Figure 6 (a) does not increase as n increases.

It turns out that the dimension of H¢p is the right measure. For example, dim(Hp) = 1 in
Figure 6 (a) and dim(H«o) = 2 in Figure 1 (b). The rest of the proof leverages the interplay between
the matrix representation and the V-representation of H, which is defined by the Minkowski-Weyl
theorem (see, e.g., [57, p. 100]). More precisely, the V-representation of H is H =V + Ho, where
V is a finitely generated polyhedron and H( is the characterization cone of H. See Figure 6 (b)
and (c) for the V-representations of H in Figure 6 (a) and in Figure 1 (b), respectively.

Polynomial upper bound on Sup. To accurately upper-bound Pr(X = € H), we partition the
q dimensions of X = into two sets: Iy and Iy, such that vectors in H% can be enumerated by first
enumerating their 11 components with high flexibility, conditioned on which the Iy components are
more or less determined. More precisely, the following two conditions are satisfied.
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Figure 6: An example of dim(H) > dim Ho and V-representations of A in (a) and #H in Figure 1 (b).

Condition (1). For any hi € ZSO, the restriction of HZ on hi, denoted by H%|El = {EO €
Z@O : (ho, h1) € HEY, contains a constant number (in n) of integer vectors.

Condition (2). With high (marginal) probability on the Iy components of X =, the conditional
. dim(H<g)—g

probability for the Iy components of Xz to be in 7—[%\51 is O(n =

Once such Iy and I; are defined, the upper bound follows after applying the law of total
probability.

We use the matrix representation of H to define Iy and Iy as follows, which is similar to
the definitions in the proof of [66, Lemma 1] except that our definition works for general A.
Let A= denote the implicit equalities of A, which is the maximum set of rows of A such that

—

T o
for all ¥ € H<p, we have A= - (3_:')T = (0) . We note that A= does not depend on b, and
Rank(A~) = ¢ — dim(H<o) [57, Equation (9), p. 100]. For example, in Figure 1 (b), A= = () and
dim(H<o) = 2.

1
Iy and I;. More precisely, we apply the Gauss-Jordan elimination method to convert the system

A
We then use the reduced row echelon form (a.k.a. row canonical form) [44] of | ~ - ] to define

A= 2 \T
of linear equations [ 7| @' = (0, n) to another system of linear equations (Z7,)" = D -

(Z1,,n) ", where Z'7, are the Iy components of Z, IyUI, = [q], |Io| = Rank(A=)+1 = g—dim(H<o)—+1,
and D is an (¢—dim(Ho)+1) xdim(H<p) rational matrix that does not depend on n. For example,
in Figure 1 (b), Io = {1}, I, = {2}, and D = [ =1 1 |. See [66, Example 4 in the Appendix] for
a more informative example.

Then, we prove in Claim 1 in Appendix A.1.2 that Condition (1) above holds. Condition
(2) is proved by applying the point-wise anti-concentration bound [66, Lemma 3 in the Appendix]
and an alternative representation of the PMV as a simple Bayesian network as done in [66].

Polynomial lower bound on Sup. The proof of this part is the hardest and drastically different

from the proofs in [66]. We will specify 7 and a (dim(H«o) — 1)-dimensional region B" in H,, that
is O(y/n) away from E(X7) based on the V-representation of H, as illustrated in Figure 7, which
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continues the setting of Figure 1 (b). More precisely, we first choose the following three vectors
arbitrarily and then fix them throughout the proof: let #* € H<o N CH(II), ¥ € H NZL,, and let
Z® be an inner point of Hco. For example, in Figure 7 we let £* = 72 because 73 is the only vector
in H<o N CH(II).

Given any n € N, we define # £ ¢z +
" + V07, where £ € Rsq is chosen to
guarantee that Z¥ - 1 = n. Then, we define
the following vectors.

e An integer vector §* € HZ that is
O(1) away from #* in Lo,. The existence
of such " is guaranteed by the sensitivity
analysis of integer programming ([15, The-
orem 1(i)] with w = 0).

e A vector T = (my,...,m,) € II" such
that E(Xz) = > j=17j is O(yv/n) away from
#¢. This is done by rounding n multiplied
by the representation of ¥* as the convex
combination of no more than ¢ distribu-
tions in II, which is guaranteed by the Carathéodory’s theorem for convex hulls.

e An Q(y/n) neighborhood of §" in H,, denoted by B™. This is done by first defining an ~v
neighborhood of #¢ in H<, denoted by B.,, and then letting B” £ §™ + V{(B,, — &9).

dim(H o) —1 _
The construction guarantees that B™ contains {2 (n 2 > many integer vectors, each of

Figure 7: Proof of the poly lower bound in Theorem 1.

—

which is O(y/n) away from E(Xz). Then, we prove a point-wise concentration bound in Lemma 1
(which works for arbitrary strictly positive PMVs and is thus stronger than [66, Lemma 4 in the
Appendix], which only holds for i.i.d. PMVs) to show that for each integer vector & € B", the

probability for X - to take 7 is Q(nl%q) The lower bound then becomes

Qn 2 XQ(TLQ):Qn 2 )

which matches the upper bound asymptotically.
Lemma 1. (Point-wise concentration bound for PMVs). For any q € N, any € > 0, and
any a > 0, there exists Cq e > 0 such that for any n € N, any (n,q)-PMV X} where T is above ¢,
and any integer vector & € 2L, with T -1 =n and |Z — E(X#)|oo < ay/n, we have:
Pr(Xz =) > Cgea-n 2
Lemma 1 is proved by extending the idea of solving a constrained optimization problem for
Poisson binomial variables [30] to PMVs. Lemma 1 might be of independent interest.

A.1.2 Full Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. 1t suffices to prove the theorem holds for all sufficiently large n. In other words, we will
prove that given H and 1I, there exists N € N such that the theorem holds for all n > N. This is
because given any constant N € N, the theorem trivially holds for and any n < N—mnotice that any

Supzcrn Pr (X;r € ’H) # 0 (respectively, infzcyn Pr (Xﬁ € ’H) # 0) can be viewed as exp(—0(n))

dim(?‘[go)fq
or ©(n 2 , and the zero case is true for any n.
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Proof of the exponential upper bound on Sup. For any n € N and any 7 € II", let
bz = (a1, Hrg) = E(Xﬁ/n) denote the mean of Xﬁ/n and let 6z = (0#1,...,074) denote
the standard deviations of each component in )_(';r/n Because 1I is strictly positive, there exists
€1 > 0,e2 > 0 such that for all n, all ¥ € 1I", and all i < ¢, we have ¢; < pz; < € and

£ <oz < “E.
Vn ™ n

We first prove that H<g is sufficiently separated from CH(IT). Notice that H<o is convex and
closed by definition. Because II is closed and bounded, CH(II) is convex, closed and compact.
Because H<o N CH(II) = ), by the strict hyperplane separation theorem, there exists a hyperplane
that strictly separates H<p and CH(II). In other words, there exists ¢ > 0 such that for any
1 € Heo and any Ty € CH(II), we have |T1 — Fa|e > €, where | - | is the Ly, norm.

We then prove that any & € HZ is ©(n) away from E(Xz) = njiz when n = - I is sufficiently
large. By the Minkowski-Weyl theorem, we can write 2 =V + Heo = {F+h: T € V,h € Heo}.
Let Cpax = maxg ey |¥]. For any T € H, let £ = & + 7, where ¥ € V and 71 € H<o. We have:

. > L | = . T
|5C - E( ﬁ")|oo = |-T - ’I’L,LL;F"OO = |IL', +x — n/l?r‘oo > n‘z - Hﬁ| — Chax 2 ne — Crmaxs
Therefore, when X - € HE X- must be away from E( _';r) by at least ne’ — Chhax in Ls. For any
/
n > %, we have ne’ — Cpax > §n. Therefore,

/
Pr (Xf e H%) < Pr <|X;r CE(Xa)|oo > e — Cmax) < Pr <|Xﬁ izl > €n>

2
4q ¢ (e’)Qn
< ZPT <|Xﬁ,z‘ — npiz | > 2”) < 2gexp <—4(1_26)2>
i=1

The last inequality follows after Hoeffding’s inequality (Theorem 2 in [31]), where recall that € is a
constant such that II is above e.

Proof of the exponential lower bound on Sup. In fact the lower bound can be achieved by
any 7 € II". Let ¢ € [¢]" denote an arbitrary vector such that Hist(7) € HZ. Because II is above

—

€, we have Pr(Xz € H) > Pr(Y = ¢) > " = exp(nloge), which is exp(—O(n)).

Proof of the polynomial upper bound on Sup. We use the V-representation of H = V+Ho
in this part of the proof. Moreover, we will use the equivalent representation of A as the implicit
equalities, denoted by A=, and other inequalities, denoted by AT, formally defined as follows.

Definition 13 ((2) on page 99 of [57]). For any integer matriz A, let A= denote the implicit

equalities, which is the mazimal set of rows of A such that for oll ¥ € H¢o, we have A~ - (a?)T =

AT
<0> . Let A denote the remaining rows of A.

We note that A= and A™ do not depend on b. As we will see soon, A~ is the main constraint for
X- to be in H<o. To simplify notation, throughout the proof we let 0 = Rank(A~) = ¢—dim(H<o),
where the equation holds due to [57, p. 100, Equation (9)]. The following running example illustrates
these notions and its setting will be used throughout this proof.

Example 4 (Running example: ‘H and A= for Borda winners being {1,2} under IC).
We use a sub-case of k = 2 way ties over m = 3 alternatives under Borda w.r.t. IC for example.
Notice that ¢ = m! = 6. FEach of the sixz outcomes is a linear order. Let 1 = 2 > 3,1 = 3 = 2,2 >
1>-3,2>3>=1,3>1%2,3% 21 denote outcomes 1,2,3,4,5,6, respectively.
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For any n € N, let Xic denote the histogram of random profile under IC. Then, the Borda
co-winners are {1,2} if and only if Xic is in polyhedron H represented by the following linear
inequalities, where the variables are T = (2123, X132, 213, £231, £312, T321)"

2123 + 22132 — T213 — 22231 + 2312 — 321 < 0 (7)
—x123 — 2132 + T213 + 22231 — 312 + 321 < 0 (8)
—2x123 — T132 — X213 + T231 + X312 + 22321 < —1 9)

Equation (7) states that the Borda score of alternative 1 is no more than the Borda score of al-
ternative 2. Equation (8) states that the Borda score of 2 is no more than the Borda score of 1.
FEquation (9) states that the Borda score of 3 is at least one less than the Borda score of alternative
1. Because Borda scores are always integers, Equation (9) is equivalent to requiring that the Borda
score of 3 is strictly smaller than the Borda score of 1. Then, we have:

1 2 -1 -2 1 -1 0
A=| -1 =2 1 2 -1 1 and b = 0
-2 -1 -1 1 1 2 -1

It is not hard to verify that A= consists of the first two rows, i.e.,

A::[ 1 2 -1 -2 1 -1

1 9 1 9 -1 1 ] , and o = Rank(A~™) =1

To calculate Pr(Xz € H), we will focus on the reduced row echelon form (a.k.a. row canonical

form) [44] of [ AT

], which can be computed by Gauss-Jordan elimination: there exists Iy C [q]

_ AT
with |Ip| = Rank <{ AT }) and a rational matrix D such that [ AT ] (@) = [ <0> ] if and

n
only if (#,)" = D - (&1,,n)", where I = [g] \ Io. In other words, Zj, can be viewed as “free”
variables whose value can be quite flexible, and for any ¥ € H<o, &, is completely determined by
Zr,.

We have |Ij| = Rank <[ AT ]) = Rank(A=) + 1 because 1 is linearly independent with the

rows in A=. To see why this is true, suppose for the sake of contradiction that T is linear dependent
with rows in A=. Then, by the definition of A=, for all ¥ € H<o we have & - I = 0. Therefore, for
any 7' € H, according to Minkowski-Weyl theorem, we can write 7 = ¢ + H, where h € H<o and U
is in a finitely generated polyhedron. This means that

# 1=¢-14+h-1=7-1,

which means that 77-1 is upper bounded by a constant. However, this contradicts the premise of the
polynomial case, because when n is sufficiently large, H,, = ’H% =0. W.lo.g. let Iy ={1,...,0+1}
and I1 = {0+ 2,...,q}. We also note that D does not depend on n, which means that for any

T NT T AT
FeRI, A= (7)) = (o) if and only if (77,)" =D - (f;f 1)
The following example illustrates Gauss-Jordan elimination in the setting in Example 4.
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Example 5 (Running example: Gauss-Jordan elimination, D, Iy, and I). Continuing
Ezample /, we run Gauss-Jordan elimination as follows.

1 2 -1 -2 1 —1]0

[‘A%O}: 1 -2 1 2 -1 1|0

"l11 1 11 1.
R1:R2+R1:R3—R1 (12 -1 =21 —110]
AiGARIEt Lo 0O 0 0 00 00
0 -1 2 30 2|n]

R14+2R3;R2;—R3 | 1 O 3 41 3 n ]
APRRETB L0000 00 0] 0
01 -2 =30 -2|-n |

Let & = [x123, X132, ¥213, T231, T312, £321], we have

10 3 41 3.(4)T_ om
01 -2 -3 0 —2| " T | _nl

which is equivalent to
213
123 1 0 123 -3 -4 -1 -3 2 231
= X = X | T312
132 01 132 2 3 0 2 -1
321
n

-3 -4 -1 -3 2

Therefore, we have D = [ 5 3 0 92 _1

], Iy ={1,2}, I, = {3,4,5,6}.

As in [66], we adopt the following alternative representation of Y7,...,Y,. For each j < n, we
use a random variable Z; € {0,1} to represent whether the outcome of Yj is in Iy (corresponding
to Z; = 0) or is in I (corresponding to Z; = 1). Then, we use another random variable W; € [q]
to represent the outcome of Y conditioned on Z;.

Definition 14 (Alternative representation of Yi,...,Y, [66]). For each j < n, we define a
Bayesian network with two random variables Z; € {0,1} and W; € [q], where Z; is the parent of
W;. The conditional probabilities are as follows.

e For each l € {0,1}, Pr(Z; =) = Pr(Y; € Iy).
e For each £ € {0,1} and each t < q, Pr(W; =t|Z; = 1) = Pr(Y; = t|Y; € Ip).
In particular, if t ¢ I then Pr(W; =t|Z; =) = 0.

Example 6 (Running example: alternative representation of uniformly distributed
Y;). For the purpose of presentation, we present Z; and W; for Y; that corresponds to the uniform
distribution over L(A). We have Pr(Z; = 0) =1/3 and Pr(Z; = 1) = 2/3.

1
Pr(Wj =12 3|Z; = 0) = Pr(W; = 1~ 3 2|Z; = 0) = , and
Pr(W; =2>1>3|Z; =1)=Pr(W; =2> 3> 1|Z; = 1)
1
:Pr(VVj:3>1>2|Zj:1):Pr(Wj:?)>2>1|Zj:1):1

All conditional probabilities not defined above are zeros.
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Applying the law of total probability, it is not hard to verify that for any j < n, W; follows the
same distribution as Y;. For any z' € {0,1}", we let Idy(%) C [n] denote the indices of components
of Z that equal to 0. Given Z, we define the following random variables.

o Let Wldo(g) = {W; :j €1do(%)}. That is, Wldo(g) consists of random variables {W; : z; = 0}.

e Let Hist(WIdO(a) denote the vector of the o + 1 = |Iy| random variables that correspond to
the histogram of Wy, (z) restricted to Iy. Technically, the domain of every random variable
in Wiq,(z) is [q], but since they only receive positive probabilities on Iy, they are treated as
random variables over Iy when Hist(WIdO(g)) is defined.

e Similarly, let Wldl(g) = {W; :j € 1di(?)} and let Hist(WIdl(g)) denote the vector of |I1| =
q — o — 1 random variables that correspond to the histogram of Wldl(g).

Example 7 (Running example: Idg(2) and Id;(%)). Continuing Example 6, suppose n =5
and Z=(0,1,1,0,1). We have

o Idy(Z) = {1,4}, W]do(g) = W{1,4} = {W1, Wy}, and Hist(WIdO(g)) represents the histogram of
two 4.3.d. uniform distributions over {1 > 2 > 3,1 > 3 > 2}.

o Id(Z) = {2,3,5}, W]dl(g) = W{273’5} = {Wa, W5, W5}, and Hist(WIdl(g)) represents the his-
togram of three i.i.d. uniform distributions over {2 = 1> 3,2>3>=1,3>1>2,3 > 2> 1}.

For any hy € ZL ™", we let H%|ﬁ1 denote the Iy components of h € HZ whose I; components

are hy. Formally,
Moy = {ho € ZZ": (ho, hy) € HE}

By definition, ¥ € HZ if and only if ¥, € H%\@l. We note that 7-[%],;1 can contain two or
more elements, because even though 'y, is completely determined by #7, for any & € Ho, this
relationship may not hold for ¥ € HZ. Later in Claim 1 we will prove that the number of vectors
in H%‘Hl is bounded above by a constant that does not depend on n.

Example 8 (Running example: ’H%|El). Continuing Ezample 7, let hy = (1,1,1,0). Then, we
have H%’ﬁl = {(2,0)}. Notice that in this example |H%|El| <1 for all hy, because the b components

- - - - T
corresponding to A= are 0’s, which means that hgy is determined by hy, i.e., hg =D - (hl,n> .
- - T
It is possible that H%|f“ = 0, because hy = D - (hl,n) may not be a vector of non-negative

N N N T
integers. For example, when hy = (1,2,0,0), we have hy = D - (hl,n> = (—1,3), which means
that 7‘[%|ﬁ1 =0.

Next, we apply the law of total probability to the (Z , W) representation of X~ and HEZ| > O

31



obtain the following estimate on Pr(Xz € ) = Pr(Xz € H,) = Pr(Xz € H5).
Pr(X: € H) = Pr(X;z € H%)

= Z Pr(Z = Z) Pr (Xﬁ—' eHl|Z= 2’) (The law of total probability)
ze{0,1}n

= Z Pr(Z = Z)Pr (Hist(V_VIdO(g)) € H%|Hist(vf/1d1(g)) 7= 5’)
ze{0,1}"

== PI‘(Z = Z) Z Pr (HiSt(WIdl(g)) = 51 ‘ Z = 2)
56{0,1}" FllEZqz?)071

—

x Pr (Hist( IdO(Z)) S H%’fn

7=z, Hist(WIdl(a) = Hl) (The law of total probability)

= > P(Z=2 > Pr(Hist(Wig,e) = ‘ 7 = 2) x Pr (Hist(Wiay() € Hily, | Z = 2)
zZe{0,1}m 51€Zq>oo 1
(10)
< 3 Pr(Z=2) Y Pr (Hist(l/f/ldl(g)) = ‘ 7= z)
2€{0,1}7:|Ido(2)|>0.9en }_7:16242*00*1
x Pr (Hist (Wia, () € H21j, ‘ 7 = 2) + Pr(|ldo(2)] < 0.9en) (11)

where we recall that |Idg(Z)| denotes the number of 0’s in z. Equation (10) holds because according
to the Bayesian network structure, W;’s are independent of each other given Z;’s, which means
that for any z € {0,1}", Hist(V_VIdO(g)) and Hist(WIdl(g)) are independent given Z. The following
example illustrates the summand in (11) when 2= (0,1,1,0,1) and 0.9¢ < %, following the setting
of Example 8.

Example 9 (Running example: summand in (11)). Continuing Example 8, the summand in
(11) becomes the following:

Pr(Z=2) Y Pr(Hist(Wp, ) =
}'l‘lezqzao—l

~Pr(Z=(0,1,1,0,1)) > Pr <Hist(W{2’3’5}) = I ‘ Z =(0,1,1,0, 1))

e qg—o—1
h1€ZzO

7= z) x Pr (stt(WId()(g)) € Hily,

Z:z)

x Pr (Hist(W{M}) e H2l;, ‘ Z =(0,1,1,0, 1))

As a more concrete example, let hy = (1,1,1,0) as in Ezxample 8, we summand in the equation
above becomes the following:

Pr (Hist(W{Zg,g)}) = (1,1,1,0) ‘ 7 =(0,1,1,0, 1)) x Pr (Hist(W{lA}) e {(2,0)} | Z = (0,1,1,0, 1))

In words, it is the product of the following two terms:

(1) the probability for the histogram of Vf/{273’5} to be (1,1,1,0). Le., the second, third, and fifth
agents’ votes are {2 = 1> 2,2>3 > 1,3 > 1> 2} in any order, and

(2) the probability for the histogram of VT/{M} to be (2,0). Le., both the first and the fourth agents
vote for 1 = 2 » 3.
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We emphasize that this example only illustrates (11) for 2= (0,1,1,0,1) and hy = (1,1,1,0). (11)
requires summing over other combinations of Z and h;.
To upper-bound (11), we will show that given |[Ido(Z)| > 0.9en, for any h € ZQZBO_l,

o

Pr (Hist(l/ffldo(g)) e HZ; ‘ 7= z) = 0((0.9en)"%) = O(n"3%) (12)

(12) follows after combining the following two parts.

e Part 1: Claim 1 below, which states that the number of integer vectors in ’H%|Hl is upper
bounded by a constant that only depends on H, which means that it does not depend on n.

Claim 1. There exists a constant Cy > 0 such that for each hy € quoofl, |H%|El| < COy.

Proof. We first prove an observation, which states that there exists a constant C* that only
depends on H, such that for any & € HZ, we have | (Z,)" =D - (Z1,,n)" |so < C*.

According to the V-representation of H, we can write & = ¥ + &/, where ¥ € V is bounded,
AT AT
and 7' € H<o which means that (f}o)—r -D- (f’h,f . 1) = (O) . Recall that C.x is the

maximum Le, norm of vectors in V. It follows that |U|sc < Cax, which means that
71| = ‘f- I_f/.f\ - ‘n—f’-f‘ < ¢Clnax

Let C’ denote the maximum absolute value of entries in D and let C* = Crhax + 2¢CmaxC’.
We have:

- - _ o\ T _ . T
| (xIO)T -D- (x117n)T |OO = ’ (UIO + xllo) -D- (Ull + ‘rlh’n) ‘OO

N T
—| () - D- (ah,n _F. 1) oo < Chmax + 2¢CimaxC’ = C*

For any EO € H%| i because (i_io, ﬁl) € 7—[% , according to the observation above, we have
N\T - T
| (ho) -D. (hl,n> oo < O

Therefore, HZ| 7, is contained in an |Ip|-dimensional cube whose edge length is 2C* and is

- T
centered at D- (hl, n> . It is not hard to verify that the cube contains no more than (2C*+1)4
integer points. This proves claim by letting Cy = (2C* + 1)4. O

e Part 2: The point-wise anti-concentration bound [66, Lemma 3 in the Appendix].
For completeness, we recall the lemma in our notation below.

Lemma’ ([66, Lemma 3 in the Appendix]). Given ¢* € N and ¢ > 0, there exists
a constant C* > 0 such that for any n* € N and strictly positive (by €) vector ©™* of n*
distributions over [¢*], and any vector &* € quo, we have Pr()_(}r* =7%) < C*(n*)l%q

We note that the constant in O(n~2) in (12) only depends on H (therefore ¢) and € but not
on II or n.
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Then, (12) follows after applying Lemma’ to (constantly many) vectors in HZ| 7, (guaranteed by
Claim 1), by letting ¢* = |Iy| = 0+1 and n* = |Id(Z)|. The next example illustrates the application
of Lemma’ in the setting of Example 9.

Example 10 (Running example: Equation (12)). Continuing Example 9, recall that in this
running ezample Z = (0,1,1,0,1) (Example 7) and hy = (1,1,1,0) (Example 8). Therefore, (12)
becomes:

Pr (Hist(Wyy ) € {(2,0)} | 7= (0,1,1,0,1))

Then, we let ¢* = |Iy| = 2 and n* = 2 in Lemmd' and apply it to Z* = (2,0), which is the only
vector in H%\El.

Back to (11), we now upper-bound the Pr(|Idg(%)| < 0.9en) part in (11). Because random
variables in Y are above €, for all j < n, Z; takes 0 with probability at least e. Therefore,
E(|Ido(Z)|) > en. By Hoeffding’s inequality, Pr(|[Idg(Z)| < 0.9en) is exponentially small in n,
which is O(n™2) when n is sufficiently large.

Putting all together, we have:

PI‘(X&‘ S H) S Z PY(Z = Z) Z Pr (HiSt(WIdl(z")) = Hl [Z]Id1(5) = T)
2€{0,1}7:|1do(2)|>0.9en faezsy?!

X O(n_%) + O(n_%) = O(n_%)

This proves the polynomial upper bound when HZ # () and H<o N CH(IT) # 0, where the constant
in O(n™2) depends on H and € (but not on II or n).

Proof of the polynomial lower bound on Sup. The proof is done in the following five steps.
In Step 1, for any n € N that is sufficiently large, we define a non-negative integer vector 4" € H”~
and its neighborhood B™ C H,, such that vectors in B™ are O(y/n) away from Cone(II). In Step

2, we define a vector @ € TI" chosen by the adversary to achieve the lower bound. In Step 3,
dim(Hg)—1 . )
we prove that B™ contains © ( n 2 many non-negative integer vectors. In Step 4, we

show that when preferences are generated according to 7, for any non-negative integer & € B", the
> . (a-q . . .- =
probability for Xz to be & is ©(n 2" ). Finally, in Step 5 we show that the probability for Xz to

dim(H\ )—1 _ °
be in H is at least Q2 (n > ) x (n(12q)) =Q(n"2).

Step 1. For any sufficiently large n € N, define a non-negative integer vector y™ € ’H%
and its neighborhood B™ C H,. ¢" will be defined in Step 1.1 as an integer approximation
to & = £2* +0F® + ¥#, whose components are defined as follows. See Figure 7 for an illustration.

o 7 € Heo N CH(II), which may not be integral.

—

N T T
e #° is an inner point of H<g, which means that A= - (f@)T = (0) and AT - (375@)—r < (0) .

Note that Z® may not be integral, non-negative, in #, or in CH(II).

e ¥ € H is an integer vector, which may not be in Cone(II). For example, Z can be any
integer vector in 7—[%# for the smallest n# € N such that ’Hf# # 0. Such n¥ exists because
otherwise the 0 case of the theorem holds.
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e (€ Rs is a number that is used to guarantee -1 = = n. That is, Z¢-T = (4+(Z®-1)+

2
##.1=mn, or equivalently, because ¢ > 0, we have /¢ ( &1 + \/n N (“3L 1)2) .
We note that ¢ may not be an integer.

#*, #%, and &# are arbitrarily chosen but fixed throughout the proof. Let us illustrate a choice of

them in the following example.

Example 11 (Running example: &*,Z®,Z#, and &%). Continuing Example 10, recall that
II only contains the uniform distribution. Therefore, ¥ = (%,%,%,%,%,%), which is the only
distribution in He<o N CH(IT). Let £ = (1.2,-0.2,1.2,-0.2,0,0) and ¥# = (2,0,1,1,1,0) (where

n# =7#.1=5). Then,

111111
A O (s )+Ve-(1.2,-0.2,1.2,-0.2,0,0) +(2,0,1,1,1,0)

79 T#

When n = 100, £ 4 2v/€ 4 5 = 100, which means that £ = (v/96 — 1)2.
Step 1.1 Define a non-negative integer approximation ™ to &¢. First, we note that £ only
depends on H (because of the choices of #% and Z#) and n but not on II or e. Notice that while
1= n, it may contain negative components because 7@ may contain negative components. Let
n to be sufficiently large so that 7 € R>07 which means that 7 € H,,. This can be done because
(i) each component of 7 2 is ©(n), because #¢ is largely determined by ¢7* and ¢ = O(n), and (ii)

each component of ¥* is at least €, because * € CH(II).

A
Let A, = % and b, = (5, n,—n,0,...,0), where [, is the ¢ x g identity matrix. It follows
— ——
I q
q

that H,, is defined by A, and 5n In other words,
. T T
Ho=1{7: A, (@) < (bn) }

Let C3, = ¢A(A,,), where A(A,,) is the maximum absolute value among the determinants of all
square submatrices of A,,. Notice that C;li only depends on A but not on n, €, or II. It is not hard
to verify that #* € H,, and recall that we have assumed HZ # () as a condition for the polynomial
bound on the sup part of the theorem, which means that H,, contains an integer vector. Therefore,
by [15, Theorem 1(i)] (where we let @ = 0), there exists a (non-negative) integer vector §* € H,
such that |[§" — &|s < C}_[. Note that by definition §® € H%. For completeness, we recall [15,
Theorem 1(i)] in our notation as follows.

Theorem 1(i) in [15]. Let A be an L x q integer matriz, b be a q-dimensional vector, and let @ be
AT
a q-dimensional vector such that A-(Z)' < (b) has an integer solution and max{@-&: A-(Z)' <
AT AT
<b) } exists. Then, for each optimal solution Zope to max{w -2 : A - (@' < (b) }, there exists

NT
an optimal solution Z,p,; € 79 to max {u‘i - A- (j’)T < (b) ,T 18 integml} With |Zopt — Zopt|oo <
gA(A).
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Step 1.2 Define y™’s neighborhood B™ C H,. For any v > 0, we first define a neighborhood
B, C RY of #° that consists of vectors & such that (i) A~ - @' =(0)7, (i) &, — :E’%|oo <, and
(iii) - T = ¢ - 1. Formally,

B, = {f:Well,]mi—x% <~ and (fIO)T =D- ("wa@_f) }

AT
Recall that #® is an inner point of Hc<o, which means that A~ - (f@)T = (O) , or equivalently,

AT
(f?o)T =D- (a‘c’l@l,f@ . 1) . Therefore, for any & € B,, we have

AT AT T
-, =D (o 1) - (7 1) | = (1 - h0)
Therefore, it is not hard to verify that
~a _ (R AR A !
B»y— :{AERQ:Vi611,|Ai|§7aHd (Alo) :D-(AI17O) } (13)

Recall that @ is an inner point of H<o, which means that

A= (#) = (0) anaar (&) < (o)

NT
Therefore, there exists v > 0 such that for any ¥ € B, we have A~ - @) = <0) and At (2)" <

N T
(0) . In other words, all vectors in B, are inner points in H<g. It is not hard to verify that

dim(B,) = ¢ — o0 — 1 = dim(H<g) — 1, where the —1 comes from the additional linear constraint
Z-1 =29 1. Notice that B, only depends on H<p but not on n, ¢, or II. Let

B" 2§ + VB, - %) = {§" + VIA: A € B, - 7}

Intuitively, B" is defined by first scaling up (B, — %) by V0, and then add it on top of §". This
means that at a high level B" consists of inner points of a local space that is similar to H<o and is

centered at §”, plus an additional linear constraint that requires Z - I = n. Note that Z‘ may not
be in B™.

Example 12 (Running example: B, and B,,). Continuing Example 11, let v =1, we have
By = {(—3w213 — 42231 — 312 — 3321 + 4, 22213 + 3w231 + 22321 — 2, T213, T231, T312, T321)

xr913 € [0.2,2.2],%231 S [—1.2,0.8],1’312 € [—1, 1],1’321 € [—1, 1]}

By — &% = {(—3A213 — 40231 — Ag12 — 3A321, 2A213+3M031 + 20501, Ao13, Aos1, Az, Agan)
(Aa13, Aozr, Agia, Asar) € [—1,1]*}

Let n = 100, we have B = i + (v/96 — 1)? - (By — £9).

In the following three steps, we prove B™ C H,, for any sufficiently large n.
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N\ T -

e First, we prove B" C H. Because §" € HZ, we have A~ - 7" < (b:) , where b~ is
the subvector of b that corresponds to A=. For all A € B, — 79, recall from (13) that
. . T AT
A, =D- (All,O) , which means that A= - (A)T = (O) . Therefore,

A= (g‘”+w?&)T A= () + A= (VZ&)T —A=- () < (”=)T

Also notice that:

J'+VIA =g — 7+ &+ VIA = (= &) + 07+ VIE® + A) + 7

N\ T
Therefore, we have the following bound on A7 - (gj”‘ + \/ZA) :

3(0(1).T+6—Q(\/Z)-T)T+(5+)T (14)

-,

(14) follows after noticing that |7* — #|s = O(1), Z* € He<o, £ + A is an inner point in
-1

AT
H<o (which mean that A* - (:E‘@ + A) < —Q(1) - 1), and ## € H. Therefore, when ¢ is
sufficiently large, we have:

NT N
At (g" + \/EA) < (b+)
This means that " + \/Z& € ‘H and therefore B" € H.
e Second, for any A € B, — Z% we have A - T = 0. Therefore, (5 + VIA) -1 =n.

e Third, we prove B" C R . Recall that 3" is O(1) away from & (as constructed in Step 1.1).
Each component of #* is Q(¢), because each component of #* is at least ¢ > 0. Also note

that for any A € B, — 79, |Alos = O(1). Therefore, each component of each vector in B" is
Q(¢) — O(V€) — O(1), which is strictly positive when ¢ is sufficiently large.

Step 2. Define # = (71,...,m,) € II" s.t. E(Xz) = > i—1 ™ is O(v/n) away from B"
in Lo,. Because ¥ € H<o N CH(II), by Carathéodory’s theorem for convex/conic hulls (see e.g.,
[36, p. 257]), we can write Z* as the convex combination of 1 < ¢ < ¢ distributions in II regardless
of the cardinality of II, which can be infinity. Formally, let & = 2221 a7}, where for each ¢ <,
a; >0 and 7} € 1, and 3/, a; = 1. We note that #* > ¢ - 1, because II is strictly positive (by e).

We now define 7 € II" and then prove that 7 - 1 is O(y/n) away from €2* = S°!_ fa;7} in L.
Formally, for each ¢ <t — 1, let ﬁf denote the vector of ; = |fa;]| copies of 7). Let ﬁﬁ denote
the vector of 5 = n — Zf;% B; copies of . It follows that for any i < ¢ — 1, |5; — fay| < 1, and
1Br — bay| < t+ (7 -1 — 02 - 1) = O(V¥€) = O(y/n), where the constant in O(y/n) depends on H
(because §" - 1 — £2* - T depends on H) but not on IT (because t < q), €, or n.

Let @ = (7{,...,7), or equivalently

e * * * * * *
T= (T, T oy ey Mgy eeey g yeney Ty )
TV

B1 B2 Bt
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It follows that E(Xz) = -1 = S.!_, Bin¥, which means that

t

> (B — o)}

=1

!

[E(X7) — {2 = = O(v/n)

e}

Recall that i — 07* = \/IZ®+&#. This means that E(X;) = #-1 is also O(y/n) away from Z* in
Leoo. Recall that any vector in B is O(v/€) away from ¢, which is O(1) away from #‘. Therefore,
7 -1 is O(y/n) away from any vector in B™ in Lo, where the constant in the asymptotic bound
depends on H but not on II, €, or n.

Step 3. B™ contains 2 (\/ﬁdim(%@)_l)-many integer vectors. Intuitively, this is true

because B™ consists of enough vectors from an neighborhood of " that looks like H<o with the
additional linear constraint -1 = n. Therefore, the I; components of vectors in B™ can be viewed
as flexible variables, each of which can take any value in an Q(y/n) interval, which contains Q(y/n)
integers. Once the I; component of a vector in B™ is given, its Iy components are more or less
determined (see, e.g., Claim 1 and its proof).

More precisely, we will enumerate €2 (\/ﬁdim(H@)_l) many integer vectors in B™ of the form

- T o -
g+ <D. (Ah,O) ,A11> , where Ay, € lelo

Recall that we have assumed w.l.o.g. that In = {1,...,0+ 1} and Iy = {o+ 1,...,q}. Let p be
the least common multiple of the denominators of entries in D. For example, p = 1 in Example 5
because all entries in D are integers.

Then, we enumerate Az, = (Agyo, ... ,Ag) € ZI>10 that satisfies the following two conditions.

e Condition 1. For each 0+ 2 < j < ¢, p divides Aj, and

e Condition 2. For each 0o +2 < j < ¢, |A;]| < 34/n. Recall that v > 0 is the constant used
to define B,.

- - T -
Condition 1 guarantees that A;;, =D - (AII,O) € Z'. Condition 2 guarantees that " + A € B"
when 3/n < /€, which holds for any sufficiently large n because limy, oo 7=1 Noti(lzle |that the
total number of combinations of A 1,’s that satisfy both conditions is at least (L#J) " When
n is sufficiently large so that # > 1 and 3y/n < V2, the number of integer vectors in B" is
Q (\/ﬁ‘m) =0 (\/ﬁdlm(H@)_l), where the constant in the asymptotic lower bound depends on H
but not on II, ¢, or n. This proves Step 3.

(1—q)

Step 4. The probability for X,—; to be any given vector in B"™ is Q <n 2 ) This

follows after Step 2 (7 - 1 is O(y/n) away from B") and Lemma 1 below, which extends the point-
wise concentration bound for i.i.d. Poisson multinomial variables [66, Lemma 4 in the Appendix]
to general Poisson multinomial variables that correspond to strictly positive (but not necessarily
identical) distributions.

Lemma 1 (Point-wise concentration bound for Poisson multinomial variables). For any
g €N, anye >0, and any a > 0, there exists Cy e > 0 such that for any n € N, any (n, q)-Poisson
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multinomial random variable Xﬁ where T is above €, and any integer vector £ € ZL, with T-1=n
and |& — E(Xz)|oo < a/n, we have:

— 1—
Pr(Xz =) > Cpen-n 2

Proof. The proof proceeds in three steps. In Step (i), we prove that it suffices to prove the lemma
for a special 7, where at most 29 types of distributions are used. This is achieved by analyzing
the following linear program given € > 0, & € Z%,, and i € R%, are given, and the variables are
7= (m1,...,mn), where each m; is a distribution over [g] that is above €.

min Pr(X: = 7)
K

n
s.t. Zﬂj =[ (15)
j=1

foreachjgnmjze-fandﬂj-le

At a high level, (15) can be viewed as an extension of ideas and techniques for Poisson binomial
variables developed by Hoeffding [30] to PMVs. In Step (ii), we prove the lemma for any 7 that
consists of a constant number of different distributes (each distribution may appear multiple times
in 7). This can be viewed as an extension of the point-wise concentration bound for i.i.d. Poisson
multinomial variables [66, Lemma 4 in the Appendix] to PMVs of constant number of different
distributions. In Step (iii) we combine results in Step 1 and 2 to prove the lemma.

Step (i). For any B C [g|, let 7| denote the collection (equivalently, subvector) of distributions
in @ whose B-components are exactly e.

Example 13. For example, let g =5, =0.1,n =4, T = (71, 7o, M3, M4), where

Uyt Uy! T3 = T4 = Tung

(0.25,0.2,0.3,0.15,0.1) | (0.2,0.4,0.15,0.15,0.1) | (0.2,0.2,0.2,0.2,0.2)

We have 7|y = (73, 74), 7|(5y = (71, 72), and for any other B C [5], 7|p = (.

By definition, @ and (Jpc(, 7|p contain the same (multi-)set of distributions. We have the
following claim about the optimal solutions to (15).

Claim 2. (15) has an optimal solution 7 where for each B C [q] with @*|p # 0, all distributions
in ™| g are the same.

Proof. Let II. denote the set of all distributions over [g] that are above e. It follows that II. is
compact and PI‘(Xﬁ = T) is continuous, because it can be viewed as a polynomial in 7. Therefore,
due to the extreme value theorem, (15) has solutions. Let 7* denote an arbitrary solution with the
maximum total number of probabilities in distributions in 7* that equal to e, that is,

= (71—1‘7 s 77-‘-:7,) € argmaxs is a solution to (15) |{.7 <n,i<q: 7Tj(i) = €}|

Suppose for the sake of contradiction the claim is not true. Then, there exists B C [q] such that
7*|p contains at least two different distributions. W.lLo.g. let B = {¢' + 1,...,q} and let the
two distributions be 7} and 73 such that for some ¢* < ¢/, we have that for each 1 < i < ¢*,
7i(i) # 73(i) and for each ¢* +1 <14 < ¢, 7} (i) = m5(i). It follows that ¢* > 2.
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Let @ = (m1,...,m,) € II? denote an arbitrary vector of n distributions in Il (i.e., # may not
be a solution to (15)) such that for every 1 < i < ¢*, m1(i) # m2(i) and for each ¢* +1 < i < ¢/,
71(i) = ma(i). For any ¢ = (¢1,... ,¥g+) such that ¢ -1 =0 and [{|s is sufficiently small, we let
T denote the vector of distributions that is obtained from 7 by replacing 71 by 71 + (IE, 6) and

replacing o by mo — (15, 0).

Example 14. Continuing Example 13, we let B = {5}. Then, ¢ = 4, ¢* w (11,19,13)
and

7= ((0.25 + 91,0.2+ 102,0.3 + 103,0.15,0.1), (0.2 — ¢b1, 0.4 — ¢93,0.15 — 143, 0.15,0.1), 73, 74)

—

For any 7 € Z% So with - I = n and any 7, we will prove that Pr ( 7y = f) —Pr ()_(';r = :E’) can

be calculated as follows.

Pr(Xu;—:r> Pr(}:f)

ZZFM( W7 + i(ma(i) — mi (i) + Z Fip (=2t + ¢i(ma(t) — m1(t)) + Pe(ma(i) — m1(2)))

i<q* I<i<t<g*

(16)

where for any 1 <14 <t < ¢*, Fj; is the probability for X {r3,....n} tO be the vector that is obtained
from & by subtracting 1 from the i-th element and the ¢-th element (and from i-th element twice
if i = t). Note that some Fj;’s can be 0.

Example 15. Continuing Example 14, we let ¥ = (2, 1,1,0,0). Recall that w3 and w4 are uniform

distributions. We have Fy1 = Fiy = Fi3 = Fy3 = and Fyy = F33 = 0. Then, (16) becomes:

%’ ﬁ’

} 1
Pr (Xﬁd7 - ) Pr (X a?') = 52 (U = 0.0591) + o= (~2untz + 0201 — 0.05¢)
225( 29193 — 0.15¢p1 — 0.0593) + 225( 29p91p3 — 0.15¢p5 + 0.21)3)

Formally, (16) is proved by applying the law of total probability to the histogram of (73, ..., m,).
For any 1 <i <t <¢*, let €, € {0,1}7 denote the vector that takes 1 on the i-th component and
the t-th component, and takes 0 on other components. For any 1 < i < ¢*, let é;; € {0,2}¢ denote
the vector that takes 2 on the i-th component and takes 0 on other components. According to the
law of total probability, we have:

Pr (X~ = ) = Z Pr (X:(Ws,---,ﬂn) =7 — 6%) x Pr (X(MJTQ) = éit|)?(7r37__,mn) =7 — gzt)

1<i<t<g*

E Fit x Pr (X(ﬂ'l,ﬂ'z) = eit|X(7r3,...,7rn) =T — eit)
1<i<t<g*

2 : Fy x Pr (X(erz) = eit)
1<i<t<g*

The last equation holds because the n random variables are independent. A similar formula can
be obtained for Pr (X’ﬁ-‘u; = :E’) That is,

Pr( ) >, Fux Pr( (m1+(.0),m2—(3.0) — 5"’5)

1<i<t<qg*
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Therefore,

Pr(¥e, =7) - Pr(X:=7) = 3 Fux [PuX(,i0m@ia) = @) — Pr(X(rmy) = Ei)

1<e<t<q*
(17)
Next, we calculate Pr (X(m+(u76) ma—(F.0) = 5z‘t> — Pr (X(mm) = é}t) for ¢ = t and i < t,
respectively.
e When i = t, we have:
br (X(m(d?ﬁ),m—(lﬁﬁ)) - g) —br (Xm,wz))
=(m1(2) + i) (m2(i) — ) — mi(i)m2(2)
= — 7 + i(ma(i) — m1(3)) (18)

e When 1 <17 <t < ¢*, we have:

Pr (X(ﬂ1+(1/7,5),7fz—(1/775)) - éi) —br (X(m”m))
= [(m1(@) 4+ i) (ma(t) = be) + (m1(E) 4+ ) (m2(i) — oi)] = [m1(2)mo(t) + w1 (8)m2(i)]
= = 20t + i(ma(t) — mi(2) + Ye(ma(i) — mi(2)) (19)
(16) follows after combining (17), (18), and (19).

For convenience, we rewrite (16) in matrix form. For any 1 < i < ¢t < ¢*, let F}; = Fj; and
let F = (Fj)q*xq+ denote the ¢* x ¢* symmetric matrix. 6 = (mo(1) — mi(1),...,m2(¢*) — m1(g¥)).
According to the definition of ¢*, no component of ¢ is 0. With the matrix notation, (16) becomes

Pr()Z%:f)—Pr@ﬁ:f):—J-F-(J)TJHE.F-(S)T (20)
1 2 2
2% 25 25 .
Example 16. Continuing Example 15, we have F = % (2) % ] and § = (—0.05,0.2, —0.15).
3% 25 U
1 -1
Let A denote the (¢* —1) x ¢* matrix : and ¢/ = (¢1, ... ,¥q=—1). Recall that
1 -1
zZ- I =0, we have Ygr = —P1 — -+ — Pg+_1, which means that 1; = 1;’ - A. Because w1 and 79 are
probability distributions, we have 5-1= 0, which means that 0g« = —01 — -+ — dg+—1. Therefore,

let & = (mo(1) —m (1), ..., m(q¢* —1) —m(¢* — 1)), we have § = §"- A. Let F/ = A-F-(A)". Then,
(20) becomes:

Pr (an; - f) —Pr (X',? _ f) — (u?’)T Y F (E')T (21)

Example 17. Continuing Example 16, we have A = [(1) (1) :1 ], F = [

] and

Sle&l

- N\ T __L
8" = (—0.05,0.2). Therefore, ¥’ - (5’) = [ 190 ] and (21) becomes:

250
_2 0 __1
_245]|:¢:|+[7/117¢2]|:_190:|
25 2 250

Pr (%, =) e (%o =) = uval- |

S[rotgfes
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Notice that F’ depends on both # and 7. Next, we consider the case for 7*, which we recall is

—

SN\ T T
an optimal solution to (15) and ¢* is defined based on 7*. We will prove that F’ - <5’> = <0) ,

where F’ is the matrix corresponding to # and 7*. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that

AT
this is not true. W.l.o.g. suppose the first component of F’ - (5’) is non-zero. Then, by letting
g = -+ = Pg_1 = 0, (21) becomes Ay? + By for some constants A and B with B # 0, which
means that there exists ¥; # 0 such that (21) is strictly less than zero. This contradicts the

assumption that 7* is an optimal solution to (15). The following example shows how to choose 1;

AT NT
when F - <5’ ) # (0) , to obtain another feasible solution with smaller objective value. Notice
that in this example Z is not an optimal solution to (15).

-

-
Example 18. Continuing Example 17, notice that the first component of F’ - ((5’) 18 mon-zero.

Therefore, by letting 1o = 0, we have
Pr(Xe =) —Pr(Xe=a) = 22— =
r( %_w>_ r( ’f_x> =551~ 100w1

Let 1 = 0.05, which means that ¢35 = —0.05. It is not hard to verify that 7?1; is a feasible solution
to (15) with a smaller objective value.

Therefore, for any v € R, if we let 1/7 = 75, then (21) becomes zero, which means that if ﬁ:g

is strictly positive (by €), then it is also an optimal solution to (15). Recall that all components
of § are non-zero. Therefore, we can start from v = 0 and gradually increase the value of + until
any of the first ¢* components in 7] + (y6,0) or in T — (y0,0) becomes e. Then, it is not hard
to verify that 7?:5 is an optimal solution to (15) with strictly more probabilities that equal to e.

This contradicts the assumption that 7* contains maximum number of probabilities that equal to
e among optimal solutions to (15), and therefore concludes the proof of Claim 2. O

Step (ii). We prove the following special case of the lemma.

Claim 3. For any € > 0, > 0, ¢ € N, and Q € N, there exist constants Cqca,g and N such
that for any set Il of Q distributions over [q] that are strictly positive by €, any @ € I}, and any

integer vector ¥ € 2%, with -1 =n and |7 — E(X#)|oo < ay/n, we have

Pr (X2 =7) > Cpeaq-n'e

n

Proof. Because [IIg| = @Q, there exists 7* € IIg that appears in 7 for at least [5] times. Let
n' = (5] and let X denote the (n’,q)-PMV that corresponds to (7*,...,7*). Let X5 denote the
—_———

nl

(n—n',q)-PMV that corresponds to the remaining distributions in 7. Recall that each distribution

(1—¢)
2

in 7 is strictly positive by e. By Hoeffding’s inequality, let o/ = log(4q), for each i < ¢, we

have
Pr (HXE]@' — [B(Xy))i| > O/m) = 216]

Therefore, by the union bound, we have:

Pr (|)?2 — E(X3)|oe > o'V — n’) <

N =
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Notice that X 1 and )?2 are independent. Now we can calculate Pr ()Z'ﬁ/ = f) by the law of total

probability, by enumerating the target values for )Zg, denoted by Ts, as follows.

Pr (Xﬁ, - f) (22)
- 3 Pr ()Z'l =T — Dol Xy = @) - Pr ()?2 - @) (The law of total probability)
szZqZO::E'Q-f:nfn/
= Z Pr ()21 =T — _’2) -Pr < Xy = _’2) ()21 and X5 are independent)
:E’zGZqZO::fQ-f:nfn/
Z Pr()zlzf—:f’g)'Pr<)?2:f2>
fQGZqZO:fQ-T:n—n’ and |Zo—E(X2)|oo <a/v/n—n’
= Q (nl%q> -Pr (XQ = (fg) (23)

Fy—E(X2)|oo <o/ v/n—n/
=0 (n'2") - Pr (1%, — E(Xy)|oo < o'V =) =0 (n'3")

= L
xQEZZO.xg 1=n—n'/ and

(23) follows after applying the point-wise concentration bound for i.i.d. Poisson multinomial vari-
ables [66, Lemma 4 in the Appendix] to X in the following way. Recall that E(Xz) = E(X;) +
E(X2), |7 — E(X7)|oo < ay/n, and |T2 — E(X2)|eo < &/v/n— n/. We have:

F1— E(X))]oe = |7 — E(X)) — (@ — E(Xa))|oe = av/ii+ < o'V =17 < (aQ +/(Q = D)V

This completes the proof of Claim 3. O]
Step (iii). By Claim 2, there exists a vector 7 of n distributions over [g], each of which is above
€, such that (i) Pr(Xz = Z) > Pr(Xz = %) and E(Xz) = E(Xz), and (ii) 7 consists of no more
than @ = 27 different distributions that correspond to different subsets of [¢]. Note that 7* may
not be in II". Lemma 1 follows after applying Claim 3 with 7/ = 7*. O

e
T

Step 5. Final calculations. Finally, combining Step 3 and 4, we have:

Pr (X}r € ’H) > Pr (X:;r € B”) > |B"| x fIIellBI}L Pr <Xﬁ-’ = iﬁ’)

2(2(71 p >><Q(n2 )ZQ(TL_Q),

where the constants in the asymptotic bounds depend on H (and therefore ¢) and e but not on
other parts of II or n. We require n to be sufficiently large to guarantee the existence of ¥* and
79, and # >1and 3v/n < V7.

This proves the polynomial lower bound on Sup.

Proof of the exponential bounds on Inf. The proof is similar to the proof of the exponential
case in Theorem 1. The lower bound is straightforward and the upper bound is proved by choosing
an arbitrary m € CH(II) such that 7 ¢ H<o, and define 7 in a similar way as in the proof of the
polynomial lower bound of the Sup part.
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Proof of the polynomial upper bound on Inf. Notice that the condition for this case implies
that the polynomial case for Sup holds, which means that there exists 7 € II" such that Pr(Xz €

dim(Hg)—q dim(’HgO)fq

H)=06 (n 2 > This immediately implies an O <n 2 > upper bound on Inf.

Proof of the polynomial low bound on Inf. The proof is similar to the proof of the polynomial
lower bound on the Sup part in Theorem 1, except that when defining ", we let &* = Z?:l mj/n €
CH(IT) N H<p. More precisely, we have the following lemma that will be used in the proof of
other propositions in this paper. Notice that the constant Cfy 3 in the lemma only depends on II
(therefore ¢ and €) and H but not on 7.

Lemma 2. For any q € N, any closed and strictly positive I1 over [q], and any polyhedron H
with integer matriz A, there exists Criyy > 0 such that for any n € N with HE + () and any
T = (7T1, o ,7Tn) e I1"™ with Z?:l UPRS Ho,

dim('HgO)

Pr (X,? € H) >Chp-n~ 2

Proof. For any n € N that is sufficiently large, we define a non-negative integer vector " € H% and
a neighborhood B™ C H,, of " that is similar to Step 1 of proof for the polynomial lower bound
in the Sup case of Theorem 1. The only difference is that we let & = 37 7;/n = E(Xz)/n €
CH(IT) N"H<p. The rest of the proof is the same as Step 3, 4, and 5 of the proof for the polynomial
lower bound in the Sup case of Theorem 1.

To see that the constant Cry % does not depend on 7, we first notice that there exists a constant
ag  such that E(X7) = n@* is no more than o w(y/n) away from & = (3* + VIZ® + & which
is O(1) away from 3". Recall that ¢™ is the “center” of B", Whose ‘radius” only depends on ¢ and
B, but not on &* Therefore y" (Whlch is O(1) close to # and the constant only depends on A
but not on Z*) is no more than aj; H\/ﬁ away from any vector in B" for some o/; # > 0. Finally,
we note that the constant in the point-wise concentration bound (Lemma 1) does not depend on
. O]

This completes the proof of Theorem 1. O

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 2. (Smoothed Likelihood of PMV-in-C). Given any q,I € N, any closed and
strictly positive I1 over [q], and any C = \J;c; Hi characterized by integer matrices, for any n € N,

0 if a, = —00
sup Pr ()Zﬁ € C) —{ exp(—=0(n)) if —oco<a, <0 ,
el { S) (nanz_q otherwise (i.e. a, >0)
0 if ﬁn = —00
inf Pr ()Zﬁ € C) ={ exp(=0(n)) if —00<fr <0
et ) (nﬁn;q) otherwise (i.e. 5, >0)

Proof. For convenience, we first recall Inequality (6) in the main text.

max;<g Pr (Xﬁ IS HZ-) < Pr ()?;r € C) < Zz‘gl Pr (X'ﬁ € ”HZ) (6)
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The theorem is proved by combining (6) and applications of Theorem 1 to IT and H;. We first
introduce some notation. Let CZ denote the set of all non-negative integer vectors in C whose L;

norm is n. That is,
ct=\| #~
n i<y bm

Given a distribution 7 over [g], let Z7, C {1,...,I} denote the set of indices i in #; such that the
weight on (7, H;) in the activation gr;iph g,c,n 1s positive at n. Equivalently, Z7, can be defined
as follows.
TG, ={i<I:H!, #0and € H;<o}
For example, 77, = {2} in Figure 3.
Next, we let Ha;z C CH(II) denote the distributions 7 in CH(II) such that 1z, # (), or equiva-
lently, dimg'7*(7) > 0. Namely,

e, = {r € CH(II) : I¢,, # 0}

We start with the proof for the sup part.

Proof for the sup part. We prove the sup part by discussing the three cases (0, exponential,
and polynomial) as follows.

e The 0 case of sup. This case is straightforward because «,, = —oo means that no polyhedron
in C is active at n, which means that C does not contain any non-negative integer vector whose
size is n, while any outcome of the PMV Xz is a non-negative integer vector whose size is n.

e The exponential case of sup. We recall that in this case CZ # ) and ¢, = 0. To prove
the exponential lower bound of sup, it suffices to prove that there exists @ € II" such

that Pr (Xﬁ € C) = exp(—O(n)). Because CZ = Ui<r ’H%n # (), there exists i* < I such that

H;~ is active at n, i.e., H{Z*m # (). The exponential lower bound follows after applying the
lower bound of (6) to an arbitrary 7 € II"™:

Pr <)_(';r € C) > max;<y Pr ()_(';r € 'Hz) > Pr (Xﬁ € ’HZ*> > €" = exp(—0(n))

To prove the exponential upper bound of sup, it suffices to prove that for every 7 € II",
we have Pr (Xﬁ € C) = exp(—(n)). This will be proved by combining the upper bound in
(6) and the 0 or exponential upper bounds on the sup part of Theorem 1 when applied to II
and each H,;.

More precisely, because Il¢,, = 0, for every = € II", we have Ig,n = (). This mean that for

every m € CH(II) and every ¢ < I, either H%n =( or m ¢ H; <o (or both hold). If the former
holds, then the 0 case of Theorem 1 can be applied to II and H;, which means that for any

7 € II", we have Pr (Xﬁ-‘ € HZ) = 0. If the former does not hold and the latter holds, then
the exponential case of Theorem 1 applies to IT and H;, which means that for every 7 € II",
we have Pr (Xﬁ € ’H1> = exp(—£(n)). Notice that I is a constant. Therefore, following the

upper bound of (6), for every 7 € II", we have:

Pr (X'ﬁ e c) <>, P (X'ﬁ e ”H) < I-exp(—Q(n)) = exp(—Q(n))
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e The polynomial bounds of sup. We recall that in this case CZ # () and Il¢, # 0. Like
the exponential case, the proof is done by combining (6) and the applications of Theorem 1
to IT and each H;. To prove the polynomial lower bound of sup, it suffices to prove that

there exists @ € II" such that Pr (X} € C) = Q(n"%"). Because e, # 0, we let (7,4)
denote the pair that achieves «,,. More precisely, let

(7*,4") = arg maxzer ,, maXjery dim(H; <o)

Following the definition of (7*,i*), we have ’H?n # 0, ™ € M;» <o (which means that
M <o N CH(IT) # (), and dim(H;«) = o,. This means that the polynomial case of the
sup part of Theorem 1 holds when the theorem is applied to II and H;+. Therefore, there
exists @ € II" such that Pr (Xﬁ € ’HZ*> = Q(nw) Notice that we cannot immediately
let 7 = (7*,...,7*) because it is possible that 7* ¢ II. It follows after the lower bound of (6)

that

. . 5 dim (M) — o
Pr (X;r € C) > max;<s Pr (Xﬁ € ’Hl) > Pr (X;r € Hi*) =0 <n 2 q) =0 (n 2 q)

This proves the polynomial lower bound of sup.

To prove the polynomial upper bound of sup, it suffices to prove that for every 7 € II",
an—qg

we have Pr (Xﬁ € C> =0 (n 2 ) This will be proved by combining the upper bound in

(6) and the (0, exponential, or polynomial) upper bounds on the sup part of Theorem 1 when
the theorem is applied to II and every H;. More precisely, for each ¢ < I, applying the sup
part of Theorem 1 to Il and H,; results in the following three cases.

— The 0 case. If H%n = (), then for every 7@ € II", we have Pr <)Z"7~r € ’Hi> =0.

— The exponential case. If H%n # (0 and H; <o N CH(II) = 0, then for every 7 € II", we
have Pr (Xﬁ € HZ-) = exp(—Q(n)).

— The polynomial case. Otherwise (Hizm # () and H; <oNCH(II) # 0), for every 7 € II",
we have Pr (Xﬁ € HZ) =0 <ndlmmz2<0)_q>

In the polynomial case, for any m € H; <o N CH(II), we have i € 1z, # (), which means
that 7 € Il¢c,. This means that dim(#; <o) < a,. Therefore, in all three cases we have

Pr ()_fﬁ € 7—[1> = O (227%). Again, recall that [ is a constant. Therefore, following the upper

bound in (6), for every @ € II", we have:
Pr (X'ﬁ e c) <Y _Pr (X’ﬁ c H) <I-0 (nian;q) —0 (nf“"{q)
i<l
This proves the polynomial upper bound of sup.

Proof for the inf part. We now turn to the inf part by discussing the three cases (0, exponential,
and polynomial) as follows. At a high level, the proofs for the upper (respectively, lower) bounds
of inf are similar to the proofs for the lower (respectively, upper) bounds of sup. We include the
formal proof below for completeness.

e The 0 case of inf. Like the 0 case of the sup part, this case is straightforward.
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e The exponential case of inf. We recall that in this case CZ # ) and Il¢,, # CH(II). To
prove the exponential lower bound of inf, it suffices to prove that for every @ € 11", we

have Pr ()Zﬁ—‘ € C) = exp(—0(n)). Because CJ = U;<; M7, # 0, by definition there exists
7* < I such that H%’n # (). The exponential lower bound follows after the lower bound of
(6):

Pr (Xﬁ € C) > max;<y Pr (X;r S /HZ> > Pr (Xﬁ IS ’Hy«) > €" = exp(—0(n))

To prove the exponential upper bound of inf, it suffices to prove that there exists 7@ € II"
such that Pr (X;r € C) = exp(—(n)). Because Il¢,, # CH(II), there exists m € CH(II) such

that m ¢ Il¢,,, which means that e, = (). Let @ = (m1,...,m,) € II denote an arbitrary
vector such that 37, 7; is ©(1) away from n - m. Because I7, = 0, for all i < I, either
H%n =0 or m & H; <o (or both hold). If the former holds, then by applying the 0 upper
bound on the sup part of Theorem 1 to Il and H;, we have Pr <)?;r € ’H,-) = 0. If the former
does not hold and the latter holds, then following Hoeffding’s inequality and the union bound
(applied to each of the ¢ coordinate of Xz), we have Pr (X}r € ”Hi) = exp(—(n)). Therefore,
following the upper bound of (6), we have:

Pr ()_(';r € C) < Zi<[ Pr (Xﬁ € ’HZ) < I-exp(—2(n)) = exp(—(n))
This proves the exponential upper bound of inf.

e The polynomial bounds of inf. We recall that in this case CZ # () and I¢,, = CH(II).
Like in the exponential case, the proof is done by combining (6) and the applications of
Theorem 1 to II and each H;. To prove the polynomial lower bound of inf, it suffices

Bn—q

to prove that for every @ = (my,...,m,) € II", we have Pr ()?;r € C) = Q(n"z ). Let
T = %2?21 m; € CH(II). Because Il¢,, = CH(II), we have 7* € Il¢,,, which means that

Iﬂ*n # (). Therefore, there exists i* € Iﬁjn such that dim(#;- <o) > Bn. Additionally, recall
that for all ¢ € If—rln we have H{Zﬂn # () and 7 € H;+ <o. Therefore, Lemma 2 can be applied

Bn—q

to 7 and ’HZ-Z*’n, giving us Pr (X';r € /HZ*) =Q (n 2 > It follows after the lower bound of
(6) that:

Pr (X’,? c c) > max;<; Pr (Xﬁ c H) > Pr (Xﬁ c 7—[) >0 (ndm%)_q) —Q (n%)

This proves the polynomial lower bound of inf.

To prove the polynomial upper bound of inf, it suffices to prove that there exists 7 € I1"
such that Pr (Xﬁ € C) = O(nﬁn;q). Because Il¢ , = CH(II), we define (7*,i*) to be the pair
that achieves (,,. More precisely, let

(7*,i*) = arg minger , maxjers dim(H; <o)

It follows that HZ ,, # 0, 7 € M <o (which means that ;- <oNCH(IT) # ), and dim(H+) =
Bn. Let @ = (m,...,m,) € II" denote an arbitrary vector such that Z?:l 7 is ©(1) from
nm*. The polynomial upper bound of inf is proved by combining the upper bound in (6) and
the (0, exponential, or polynomial) upper bounds on the sup part of Theorem 1 when the
theorem is applied to II and every H;. More precisely, for each i < I, applying the sup part
of Theorem 1 to @ and H; results in the following three cases.
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— The O case. If H%n = (), then Pr <X’ﬁ e Hz) —0.

— The exponential case. If ’H%n # () and 7 & H; <o, then E(X7) is ©(n) away from
Hi<o. Following Hoeffding’s inequality and the union bound (applied to each of the ¢

coordinate of Xz), we have Pr (Xﬁ € HZ) = exp(—Q(n)).

— The polynomial case. Otherwise (HZZn # (0 and 7 € H; <o, which means that i €
If—fn), we have

= dim('H,L-’go)—q Bn—q
Pr (Xﬁ—‘ S HZ) =0 <n2> <0 (nT) )

because
dim(H;) < dim(H;+) = Bn

Therefore, in all three cases above, we have Pr (X} IS Hi> = O(@). Again, recall that I

is a constant. Therefore, following the upper bound in (6), we have:

Pr (X’ﬁ* c c) <> P ()Z'ﬁ € Hi> <I-0 (nﬁ"{q) —0 (nT_>

This proves the polynomial upper bound of inf.

O
B Appendix for Section 4.1: Integer Positional Scoring Rules
B.1 Proof of Theorem 3
Theorem 3. (Smoothed likelihood of ties: positional scoring rules). Let M =

(©,L(A),II) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model and let § be an inte-
ger scoring vector. For any 2 < k <m and anyn € N,

- 0 if VP € LIA)", |rz(P)| # k

Tieglax(rg, k,n) =< exp(—=0O(n)) otherwise, if Vr € CH(II), [rg(m)| < k
@(n_%) otherwise

. 0 if VP € LIA)", |rz(P)| # k

Tz’e;lm(rg, k,n) =< exp(—O(n)) otherwise, if Im € CH(II),|rz(m)| <k .
@(n_%) otherwise

Proof. The theorem is proved by modeling the set of profiles with k& winners as the union of
constantly many polyhedra, then applying Theorem 2. More precisely, we have the following
three steps. In Step 1, for each potential winner set T C A, we define a polyhedron H%” that
characterizes profiles whose winners are 7T". In Step 2, we prove properties of #>T | and in particular,
dim(’Hon) =m! —[T'|+ 1. In Step 3 we formally apply Theorem 2 to C = Urc a;7/=k HET,
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Step 1: Define HZT.  For any T C A, H>T consists of (i) equations that represent the scores
of alternatives in T" being equal, and (ii) inequalities that represent the score of any alternative in
T being strictly larger than the score of any alternative in A\ 7T'. Formally, we first define a set of
constraints to model the score difference between two alternatives.

Definition 15 (Score difference vector). For any scoring vector §= (s1,...,Sm) and any pair
of different alternatives a,b, let Scoref;b denote the m!-dimensional vector indexed by rankings in
L(A): for any R € L(A), the R-element of Scoref;b is 8j, — Sj,, where j1 and jo are the ranks of a
and b in R, respectively.

Let £4 = (xr : R € L(A)) denote the vector of m! variables, each of which represents the
multiplicity of a linear order in a profile. Therefore, Scoreib - T4 represents the score difference

between a and b in the profile whose histogram is # 4.
For any T' C A, we define the polyhedron H57T as follows.

Definition 16. For any integer scoring vector § and any T C A, we let EST denote the matriz
whose row vectors are {Score, ), : a € T,b € T,a # b}. Let S5T denote the matriz whose row

E§,T

vectors are {Scoref;b ca g T,be T} Let AST = [ gsT }, b= (0,-1), and let H*T denote the

corresponding polyhedron.

Step 2: Prove properties about #%T. We prove the following claim about #*7.

Claim 4. For any integer scoring vector s and any T C A, we have:
(i) for any integral profile P, Hist(P) € H>T if and only if r¢(P) = T;
(ii) for any £ € RY, 7 € %ZOT if and only if T C rz(¥);

(iii) dim(HZ)) = m! —|T|+1.

Proof. (i) and (ii) follow after Definition 16. To prove (iii), we first note that dim(?—[‘i’g ) =m!—

Rank(A~), where A= is the essential equalities of A®T, according to equation (9) on page 100

in [57). We note that A= = E%T because by definition E5” C A=. To prove that no row in S57
- . N

is in A7, it suffices to show that there exists & & H‘;’g such that 57" (:Z“')T < (0) . This is proved

by constructing a profile P such that rz(P) = T" and then let ¥ = Hist(P). We first define two
cyclic permutations: o1 over T' and o2 over A\ T'. More precisely, let

o1=1-22—= - > |T|=land oy =|T|+1=>|T|+2—= - —=>m—|T|+1

Then we let o
P={oj(oy(1 =2 ---=m)):i <|T|,j <m—|T|}

It is not hard to see that 7g(P) = T and consequently EST O A=, which means that EST = A=.
Therefore, it suffices to prove that Rank(EST) = |T| — 1. We first prove that Rank(EST) <
|T| — 1. W.log. let T = {1,...,k}, where k¥ = |T|. It is not hard to verify that all rows of
Scorep 2

E*T can be represented by linear combinations of |T| — 1 rows : . This means that

Scorey j,
Rank(E>T) < |T| — 1.
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Next, we prove Rank(ET) > |T| — 1 by contradiction. Suppose for the sake of contradiction
that Rank(E%T) < |T'|—2. Then, there exists ¢ < k—2 rows of E5T, denoted by {Scoreiybi c1 < (},
such that any Scoreib is a linear combination of them. Let G denote the unweighted undirected
graph over {1,...,k} with the following ¢ edges: {{a;,b;} : i < ¢}. Because G contains k — 2
edges and k nodes, G is not connected. W.l.o.g. suppose there is no edge in G between {1,...,t}
and {t +1,...,k} for some 1 <t < k — 1. We now construct a profile P to show that Scoreik
is not a linear combination of {Score§i7bi 14 < £}. We first define a linear order R and two cyclic
permutations.

R=[1>...=t=k+1>--->m>t+1>--- >k

Let 0y =1 — -+ — t — 1 denote the cyclic permutation among {1,...,t} and let oo =t +1 —
-+ — k — t 4+ 1 denote the cyclic permutation among {t + 1,...,k}. Let

P={oi(o}(R):1<i<t,1<j<k—t}

It is not hard to verify that in P, the total scores of {1,...,t} are the same, the scores of {t +
1,...,k} are the same, and the former is strictly larger than the latter. Therefore, for all i < ¢,
Scoreghbi - Hist(P) = 0, but Score‘ik - Hist(P) > 0, which means that Score‘ik is not a linear
combination of {Scorei’i,bi : i < £}, which is a contradiction. This means that Rank(E*T) > |T| —1.

This completes the proof of Claim 4. O

Step 3: Apply Theorem 2. Let C = UTgA:|T|=k 15T, Tt follows that for any profile P,
|r#(P)| = k if and only if Hist(P) € C. Therefore, for any n and any 7 € II", we have:

Prpz(|rs(P)| = k) = Pr(Xz € C)

Recall that for all Ty C A with |T}| = k, from Claim 4 (iii) we have dim(H5™) = m! — |T}| + 1 =
m! — k + 1. This means that «,, = 5, = m! — k + 1 when they are non-negative (which holds for
certain n).

Therefore, to prove Theorem 3, it suffices to prove that the conditions for the 0, exponential,
and polynomial cases in Theorem 3 are equivalent to the conditions for the 0, exponential, and
polynomial cases in Theorem 2 (applied to C and II), respectively. The 0 case is straightforward.
Recall from Claim 4(iii) that dim(?—[‘i’g ) = m! —|T'| + 1. Therefore, to apply Theorem 2 to obtain
Theorem 3, it suffices to prove that for any 7 € CH(II), |rz(m)| > k if and only if 7 € C<y (which is
equivalent to o, # —00). The “if” direction holds because if m € C<p, then there exists T' C A with
|T'| = k such that m € ’H‘ZOT, which means that 7" C rz(m) by Claim 4(ii). Therefore, |rz(m)| > k.
The “only if” direction holds because if |rg(m)| > k|, then let T' C rg(m) denote an arbitrary set
with |T'| = k. It follows from Claim 4(ii) that = € %ZOT, which implies that 7 € Co. O

C Appendix for Section 4.2: EO-Based Rules

C.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Oy if2]n

o 4 . nl —
Proposition 1. For any A and any n > m*, {EO(P) : P € L(A)"} = { O, if2fn

Proof. Let EO,, = {EO(P) : P € L(A)"}. We first prove the 2 | n case. By definition EO,, C O 4.
We prove Oy C EO,, by explicitly constructing an n-profile P such that EO(P) = O for any
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O€eOyp. Let O=T1>--->Ti>Ty> Tiypq > -+ > Ty denote the tier representation of O. We
define a weighted directed graph G such that

2(t+1—1i) ifeeT; forsomel <i<t
wg,(e) =¢ —2(t+1—14) ifeeT;forsomel <i<t
0 ifeeTp

By McGarvey’s theorem [42], there exists a profile Py of no more than m(m + 1)t < m* votes such
that WMG(Pp) = Go. Let R be an arbitrary linear order and let R denote its reverse order. Let
Py = {R, R}. Tt follows that WMG(P,) is the empty graph. Let P = Po + =2l » Py Tt follows
that |P| = n and WMG(P) = WMG(Pp) = Go, which means that EO(P) = O This means that
O C EO,,. Therefore, the lemma holds for 2 | n.

Next, we prove the 2t n case. For any n-profile P, the middle tier of EO(P) is empty because
the weight on any edge must be odd. This means that EO,, C O0y. Like the 2 | n case, we prove
O’y € EO,, by explicitly constructing an n-profile P such that EO(P) = O for any O € O',. More
precisely, let O =Ty > ---> Ty > Ty > Tiy1 > - - - > To denote the tier representation of O, where
To = 0. We define a weighted directed graph G such that

we, (€) = 2(t—1i)+1 ifeeT; forsomel <i<t
Gl =1 —2(t—i)—1 ifeeTforsomel <i<t

By McGarvey’s theorem [42], there exists a proﬁle Po of no more than m(m + 1)t < m* votes
such that WMG(Pp) = Go. Let P = Po + "0l 5 p,. Tt follows that |P| = n and WMG(P) =

WMG(Pp) = Go, which means that EO(P) = O This means that O’y € EO,. Therefore, the
lemma holds for 2 1 n. O

C.2 Formal Definition of Edge-Order-Based Rules (Section 4.2)

Definition 17. Given an edge-order-based rule r, any 2 < k < m, anyn € N, and any distribution
m over L(A), let
rkn =10 € O 1 |[r(O)| =k and O refines EO(m)}

For any set of distributions 1 over L(A), let (’)Fkn = UweCH(H) Ot When (’)Pkn # 0, we let

lmin = mingepn, Ties(O). When OFy., # 0 for allm € CH(II), we let £y = maXqc o Minoeor,

C.3 Proof of Theorem 4

Theorem 4. (Smoothed likelihood of ties: edge-order-based rules). Let M = (0, L(.A),1I)
be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model and let r be an edge-order-based rule.
For any2 <k <m and anyn € N,

0 ifVOE@Aalr( )| # k
/fi/eglax(r, k,n) = exp(—O(n)) otherwise if (’)r o =0
o (n_ ném) otherwise
| 0 if YO € O, |r(0)] # k
%gm(r’ k,n) = exp(—0O(n)) otherwise if Im € CH(II) s.t. Ork n= 0
(e} (n_&%) otherwise
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Proof. Like in the proof of Theorem 3, the theorem is proved by modeling the set of profiles with
k winners as the union of constantly many polyhedra, then applying Theorem 2. More precisely,
we have the following three steps. In Step 1, for each palindromic order O, we define a polyhedron
HO that characterizes the profiles whose palindromic orders are O. In Step 2, we prove properties
about H©, in particular dim(?—[go) = m! — Ties(O). In Step 3 we formally apply Theorem 2 to
€ = Uoeonr(0)=k HC-
We first recall the definition of pairwise difference vector in [66].

Definition 18 (Pairwise difference vector [66]). For any pair of different alternatives a,b,
let Pair,yp, denote the m!-dimensional vector indexed by rankings in L(A): for any R € L(A), the
R-element of Pairgy is 1 if a =g b; otherwise it is —1.

Step 1: Define HCP. For any palindromic order O € O4, we define a polyhedron H© that
represents profiles whose edge order is O.

Definition 19. For any O € O4, we let E© denote the matriz whose row vectors are {Pairgy —
Paircq : (a,b) =0 (¢, d)}; we let SO denote the matriz whose row vectors are {Paire.q — Pairgp :

(a,b) 50 (¢,d)}. Let AC = { E”

g0 ], b= (6, —T), and let HO denote the corresponding polyhedron.

E© contains redundant rows and is defined as in Definition 19 for notational convenience. For
any 1 <14 < t, rows in E© that correspond to T} are the same as the rows in E© that correspond
to Topt1—4-

Step 2: Prove properties about H?. We have the following claim about H°.
Claim 5. For any profile P and any O € O 4, we have:

(i) Hist(P) € HC if and only if EO(P) = O.
(ii) Hist(P) € MO, if and only if O refines EO(P).
(iii) dim(HS,) = m! — Ties(O).

Proof. Part (i) and (ii) follow after the definition of H? and HY), respectively. For part (iii), let
O=T1> --->T;>Ty> Tip1 > --- > Thy denote the tier representation of O. Let A= denote
the essential equalities of AC. Again, it is not hard to verify that A= = E© due to McGarvey’s
theorem [42]. Therefore, it suffices to prove Rank(E®) = Ties(O).

We first note that Rank(E?) < Ties(O), because for any 0 < i < t such that T; = {eq,...,es}
and any profile P, the following ¢ — 1 equations

(Pair., — Pair,) - Hist(P) = 0, (Pair., — Pair,,) - Hist(P) =0, ..., (Pair., — Pair,,) - Hist(P) =0

imply that all edges in T; have the same weights in WMG(P). To prove that Rank(E®) > Ties(O),
suppose for the sake of contradiction that Rank(A®) < Ties(O). Then, there exists a tier
T; = {e1,...,e;} where 0 < i < t and no more than s < £ — 1 rows in E?, denoted by

T
E = (Pairei1 — Paire, ..., Pair;, — Pairjs> , whose linear combinations include other rows that

correspond to T;. Let E; denote the rows of EC that correspond to Tj. By McGarvey’s theo-
rem [42], there exists a profile P such that the wp(e;;) = wp(e;,), ..., wp(e;,) = wp(ej,), but not

AT
all e1,...,e; have the same weights in WMG(P). This means that E' - (Hist(P))' = (O) but
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AT
E; - (Hist(P))' # (0) , which means that not all rows in E; are linear combinations of rows in

E’, which is a contradiction. This proves that Rank(E®) = Ties(O), which implies part (iii) of the
claim. O

Step 3: Apply Theorem 2. Let C = UOEOZ:‘T(O)‘Z’C HO. Tt follows that for any profile P,
|r(P)| = k if and only if Hist(P) € C. Therefore, for any n and any 7 € II", we have:

Prps(r(P)| = k) = Pr(Xs € )

Recall that for all O € O with |r(O)| = k, from Claim 5 (iii) we have dim(H?) = m! — Ties(P)+1.
This means that a,, = m! — iy and 5, = m! — €y, when they are non-negative (which holds for
certain n).

Therefore, to prove Theorem 4, it suffices to prove that the conditions for the 0, exponential,
and polynomial cases in Theorem 4 are equivalent to the conditions for the 0, exponential, and
polynomial cases in Theorem 2 (applied to C and II), respectively. This follows a similar reasoning
as in Step 3 of the proof of Theorem 3 combined with Claim 5 (ii). This completes the proof for
Theorem 4. O

C.4 Proof of Proposition 2

Proposition 2. (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: Copeland,). Let M = (©,L(A),II) be
a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model with Ty, € CH(II). Let l, = min{t €
N:ta €Z}. For any2 <k <m and anyn € N,

k=m, or
0 zf2)[n2]kand{k:m 1
. ()k=m, or
%gax(ccgmk,n) ={ O(n 1) if2|n,2 | k,and{ (2)k=m—1anda >3, or
Bk=m—1and k <ly(lo +1)
@(n_w) if2|n2|kk=m—1la<i andk>Ily(la+1)
©(1) otherwise (i.e., if 2tk ork <m —2)

Proof. The proposition is proved by applying Theorem 4. Let G4 denote the set of all directed
unweighted graphs over A. For any graph G € G4 and any pair of alternatives a, b, if there is no
edge between a and b then we say that a and b are tied in G. Let gj4 C G4 denote the set of all
tournament graphs over A4, i.e., Gy consists of graphs without ties.

For any profile P, let UMG(P) denote the unweighted majority graph of P, which is a graph in
G 4 such that there is an edge a — b if and only if wp(a,b) > 0. It is not hard to see that Copeland,,
can be defined over G 4.

Like Proposition 1, the set of all graphs in G 4 resulted from UMGs of n-profiles can be charac-
terized by G’} that is defined in the following claim.

Claim 6. For any n > m*, we have % = {UMG(P) : P € L(A)"} = { g74 Z.f2 n )

Gy if24n
Proof. The claim is proved by directly applying Proposition 1 and noticing that the middle tier of
a palindromic order is empty if and only if its UMG does not contain any ties. 0
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Applying the 0 case in Theorem 4. In this part we prove that the 0 case of the proposition
can be obtained from applying the 0 case in Theorem 4. By Claim 6, it suffices to prove that for
any n > m*, there exists G € G%4 such that |Cds(G)| = k if and only if 2 | n, or 21 k, or k < m — 2.

e The “if” direction. We first prove the “if” direction by construction. When 2 | n, by
Claim 6 we have G = G 4, and we can choose a graph G such that all alternativesin {1,...,k}
are tied to each other, and all of them are strictly preferred to other alternatives. It follows
that Cdo(G) = {1,...,k}, which means that |Cd,(G)| = k. When 21k or kK < m — 2, we can
use the complete graphs in the ©(1) case as illustrated in Figure 8 (a) and (b).

e The “only if” direction. Now we prove the “only if” direction for all n > m?*. When
21{n, 2|k, and m = k, we have G"y = G/;. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there
exists G € G/4 such that [Cdo(G)| = k. Notice that G is a complete graph. Therefore, the
total Copeland,, score for all alternatives is (gl), which means that each alternative must get
mTH ¢ N points. This is a contradiction because the Copeland, score of each alternative
must be an integer as G is a complete graph. When 2 { n, 2 | k, and m = k + 1, again
we have G"f = g;‘. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there exists G € gj4 such
that |Cda(G)| = k. Again, the total Copeland, score for all alternatives is (”;) Suppose
each winner gets v € N points. Then, the total Copeland, score must be between (m — 1)u
and mu — 1. Notice that the total Copeland,, score for all alternatives is (7;) Ifu< mTH,
then we have (') > mu — 1; and if u > L then (7)) < (m — 1)u. Either case leads to a
contradiction.

Applying the exponential case in Theorem 4. We now prove that the exponential case of
Theorem 4 do not occur. We note that UMG(7ryyi) is the empty graph, which means that EO(7mypi)
only contains the middle tier Tp. Therefore, for any palindromic order O with |Cds(O)| = k, we
have that O refines EO(7yyi), which means that O,Uk o 7 0.

Applying the polynomial case in Theorem 4. "The remainder of the proof focuses on charac-
terizing fpi, in the polynomial case of Theorem 4. We first prove an alternative characterization of
fmin that will be frequently used. It states that £, equals to the minimum number of tied pairs
in graphs in G’} where there are exactly & Copeland, winners. Recall from Claim 6 that when n
is sufficiently large (> m?), which is the case we will focus in the rest of the proof, for any even
number n, G% = G4, which is the set of all unweighted directed graphs over A; and for any odd
number n, G% = G/;, which is the set of all unweighted tournament graphs over A. With a little
abuse of notation, for any unweighted directed graph G over A, we let Ties(G) denote the number
of tied pairs in G.

Claim 7. For any Il with 7y, € CH(I1), n, and k such that O = () under Copeland,, we have:

r.k,n
Cinin = min{ Ties(G) : G € G s.t. |Cdo(G)| = k}

Proof. Because EO(myy;) only contains the middle tier Ty, any palindromic order refines it, which
means that Ovr’}k,n ={0 € 0 : |Cda(0)| = k}.

For any palindromic order O, let UMG(O) € G4 be the graph such that there is an edge a — b
if and only if @ — b is ranked before the middle tier. It is not hard to verify that Cd,(O) =
Cdo(UMG(O)). Also it is not hard to verify that O € O7 if and only if UMG(O) € G";. Therefore,
for any O € ng,n such that Ties(O) = lyin, we have UMG(O) € G and |Cdo(UMG(O))| = k.

We also have Ties(O) > Ties(UMG(O)) because the latter corresponds to the Tj part in Ties(O).
Therefore, we have {,;;, > min{Ties(G) : G € G s.t. |Cdo(G)| = k}.
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For any G* = arg MiNGegn:(Cda (G)|=k Ties(G), we construct a palindromic order O whose T
consists of all tied edges in G*, and each of the other tiers contains exactly one edge. It is not
hard to verify that Ties(O) = Ties(G*) and UMG(O) = G*, which means that O € O and
|Cdn(O)| = k. Therefore, Ties(G*) > lin. This proves the claim. O

The O(1) case: 2tk or k < m — 2. We first prove the O(1) case as a warm up. Part of the
proof will be reused in the proof of other cases. In fact, the ©(1) case covers the most number of
combinations of m and k: it happens when k is odd or k < m — 2. In light of Claim 7, it suffices
to prove that in this case there exists a tournament graph G such that |Cd,(G)| = k, because
Ties(G) = 0 and any tournament graph is in G’;. We will explicitly construct such G in the two
subcases.

e 2 { k. The following graph G has exactly k Copeland, winners {1,...,k}, see Figure 8 (a)
for an example of m = 6,k = 5. Forany 1 <i <k and any 1 < s < kgl there is an edge
i— (14 (i+s—1 mod k)), for example the black edges in Figure 8 (a). For any 1 <i <k

and any k 4+ 1 < j < m, there is an edge i — j, for example the blue edges in Figure 8 (a).

e 2| k and k < m — 2. The following graph G has exactly k Copeland, winners {1,...,k},
see Figure 8 (b) for an example of m = 6,k = 4. The edges are defined in the following steps.

Step 1: edges within {1,...,k}. These edges are colored black in Figure 8 (b) and
is the similar to the graph in Figure 8 (a), except that there are g “diagonal” edges
whose directions need to be assigned because k is an even number. Formally, for any
1<i< % and any 1 < s < %,thereisanedgei%i+s. Forany§+1§i§kandany
1<s<%_1 thereisanedgei— (1+ (i+s—1 mod k)).

Step 2: edges between {1,...,k} and {k + 1,...,m}. These edges are colored
blue in Figure 8 (b). For any 1 < < % there is an edge (k + 1) — 4; and for any other
(1,7) € {1,...,k} x {k+1,...,m}, there is an edge i — j.

Step 3: edges within {k+1,...,m}. There is an edge (k+2) — (k+1), colored red
in Figure 8 (b). Directions of other edges are assigned arbitrarily to make G' a complete

graph.
6 «— 1 6 c—— 1 6 —> |
5/ ™~ ) 5/ ™~ 5 5/ S~ )
| ><
fe——3 3 W— 3
(a) m =6 and k = 5. (b) m =6 and k = 4. (c) m=k=6.
Figure 8: Constructions for Copeland,,, where the winners are {1,..., k}.
. (1)k = m,or
The ©(n~4) case: 2| n,2 |k, and (2)k=m — land a > %,or . We prove that

(B)k=m —1land k <ly(la +1)
linin = % by applying Claim 7 in the three subcases indicated in the statement of the proposition.
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e (1)2|n, 2|k, and k = m. We first prove lpin < % By Claim 7, it suffices to construct
an unweighted graph G € G% = G4 such that |Cd,(G)| = k and Ties(G) = £. In fact, the
following unweighted directed graph G with g ties has k Copeland winners {1,... &k}, see
Figure 8 (c) for an example. For any 1 < i < k and any 1 < s < E — 1, there is an edge

— (14 (i+s—1 mod k)). There are % ties in GG, namely {1 + 1} {2 +2},. {%,k:}

Next, we prove fmin > % By Claim 7, it suffices to prove that it is impossible for any
unweighted directed graph G with exactly k& = m Copeland, winners to have strictly less
than g ties. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that such graph exists, denoted by G'.
Then, there must exist an alternative, w.l.o.g. alternative 1, that is not tied to any other
alternative in G’, otherwise at least g ties are necessary to “cover” all alternatives. This
means that the Copeland,, score of alternative 1 must be an integer, denoted by wu, which
means that the Copeland,, score of all alternatives must be u. Therefore, the total Copeland,,
score of all alternatives is uk.

Notice that each directed each edge contributes 1 to the total Copeland, score and each tie
contributes 2« € [0, 2] to the total Copeland,, score. Therefore, the total Copeland,, score is
between (') — (£ — 1) (which corresponds to the case where there are & — 1 ties and a = 0)

2 2
and (')) + (5 — 1) (which corresponds to the case where there are & — 1 ties and o = 1).
However, 1fu2§thenuk:>( )4+ (5 —1);andifu< & —1thenuk < () — (5 —1). In
either case uk ¢ [(}) — 1), (%) + (% — 1)], which is a contradiction. Therefore, fpin = %

e (2)2|n,2|k,k=m—1, and o > % Lipin < % is proved by constructing a graph
G € G’y = G4 whose subgraph over {1,...,m — 1} is the same as the graph constructed in
case (1) above, and then we add m — 1 edges i — m for each i < m—1. lp > % is proved by
a similar argument as in case (1) above. More precisely, suppose for the sake of contradiction
that there exists a graph G’ such that Cd,(G’) = k = m — 1 and Ties(G’) < 4. Then, there
must exist an alternative, w.l.o.g. alternative 1, that is not tied to any other alternative in
G’. This means that the Copeland,, score of alternative 1 must be an integer, denoted by
u. Because o > %, the total Copeland, score is between (7;) and ( ) + 2 — 1, and is also

between uk and u(k + 1) — 1. However, if u < &, then u(k +1) =1 < () = k(k;l); and if

u> %41, then uk > (') + & — 1. In either case [(ZL),(ZL)+%—1]ﬂ[uk,u(k+1)—1] =0,
k
5.

which is a contradiction. This means that £y, =

e (3)2|n,2|k,k=m—1,and k < la(la+1). lmin < & is proved by the same graph as in
case (2) above. lpin > g is proved by a similar argument as in case (1) above. More precisely,
for the sake of contradiction suppose there exists a graph G’ such that Cd,(G') =k=m —1
and Ties(G') < g Then, there must exist a winner that is not tied to any other alternative
in G'. Therefore, the Copeland,, score of the k& winners is an integer. However, in order for
the Copeland,, score of any alternative a who is tied in G’ (with any other alternative) to be
an integer, a must be tied with at least [, alternatives. Among these [, alternatives, at least
lo — 1 must be co-winners, each of which must be tied to at least [, alternatives for their total
Copeland,, scores to be integral. It is not hard to verify that the total number of ties in G’

lalatl) > g, which is a contradiction. This means that ¢y, =

i k
1s 5 2"

la(la+ )

The O(n~ ) case: 2|n2|kk3_m—1a<2,andk>l(l + 1). Like the

@(n_g) case, we apply Claim 7 to prove that £y, = % We first prove lpin < w by

explicitly constructing an unweighted directed graph G' € G”i = G 4 such that the Copeland,, winners
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are {1,...,k} whose Copeland, scores are &. Let A = A; U Ay U {m}, where A = {1,...,l,}
and A; = {lo +1,...,m —1}. The construction of G depends on the parity of [,, discussed in the
following two cases.

® lo is odd. We construct G € G} = G4 in the following three steps, illustrated in Figure 9.

Note that Figure 9 is only used for the purpose of illustration but does not corresponds to
_la (la+1)

the ©(n~" 4 ) case, because k = 8 < 12 = l,(lo + 1). A real example requires k > 14,
which contains too many edges in GG to be easily visible.

Step 1. Edges within A; U{m} and edges within A,. All alternatives in A;U{m}
are tied, i.e., there is no edge between any pair of alternatives in A; U {m}. It is not
hard to verify that |As| is an odd number. Therefore, we let the subgraph of G over
Az to be the completely graph as the one shown in Figure 8 (a). After this step, the
Copeland,, score of each alternative in A; U{m} becomes al,, and the Copeland,, score
of each alternative in Ay becomes %

Step 2. Edges between A; and As. We assign all edges between A; and Ay an
direction such that each alternative in A; has exactly g — al,, outgoing edges, and each
alternative in Ao has Z‘XT_I or Z‘XT‘H outgoing edges. This can be done by assigning edges
from A; to As evenly across As. In the graph that combines edges in Step 1 and Step 2,

the Copeland,, score of each alternative in A; U {m} becomes exactly %, the Copeland,

score of % + al? alternatives in A becomes g, and the Copeland,, score of the
remaining W — al? alternatives in Ay becomes % —1.

Step 3. Edges between m and A,. Finally, the directions of edges in this step are

used to guarantee the Copeland,, score of all alternatives in As is g
Let G denote the union of edges defined in Step 1-3. It is not hard to verify that the
Copeland,, score of all alternatives in A7 U As is %, and the Copeland,, score of alternative m

is alg + % +al? < %, because o < % This proves £min < 71“(13‘*'1)

4//; 5 :

when [, is odd.

F300 3 3
A1“‘. ,'"Az \\
L2 I 6 2
““\ 1 ”l ‘\ 1 \\\ ” 7 1 /
9 8% 9 8 g<<—38
(a) Step 1. (b) Step 2. (b) Step 3.
a(latl)
Figure 9: An illustration of the constructions for the @(nJ T ) case with odd l,, where m =9,
k=38 a= %, and [, = 3. Note that this figure is only used for illustrating the three-step
la(la+1)
construction. It does not correspond to the ©(n~ T ) case because k < lo(lo +1). In (b) and

(c), edges from right to left are colored red.
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e [, is even. Like the 211, case, we construct G € G’i = G4 in the following three steps.

Step 1. Edges within A; U{m} and edges within A,. All alternatives in A U{m}
are tied, i.e., there is no edge between any pair of alternatives in A; U {m}. It is not
hard to verify that |As| is an odd number. Therefore, we let the subgraph of G over A,
to be isomorphic to the (complete) subgraph over {1,...,k} as the one in Figure 8 (b).
After this step, the Copeland,, score of each alternative in A; U {m} becomes al,, the

Copeland,, score of % alternative in As becomes k}la, and the Copeland, score of

the remaining % alternative in As becomes % —1.

Step 2. Edges between A; and As. We assign all edges between A; and Ay an
direction such that each alternative in A; has exactly % — al,, outgoing edges, and each
alternative in As has % —1lor % outgoing edges. This can be done by assigning edges
from A; to As uniformly across As, starting with alternatives whose Copeland,, scores
are % in Step 1. In the graph that combines edges in Step 1 and Step 2, the Copeland,,

2
score of each alternative in A; U{m} becomes exactly %, the Copeland,, score of %’ +aly

2
alternatives in Ay becomes %, and the Copeland,, score of the remaining k —1[, — %’ —al,
(which is strictly positive because k > lo(lo + 1) and I, > 4 because o < 1) alternatives

in Ay becomes % - 1.

Step 3. Edges between m and A,. Finally, the directions of edges in this step are

used to guarantee the Copeland, score of all alternatives in As is g

Let G denote the union of edges defined in Step 1-3. It is not hard to verify that the
k

Copeland,, score of all alternatives in A; U As is 5, and the Copeland,, score of alternative

m is % 4+ aly + aly < % +2< l‘a%l" < %, because I, > 4 and k > [,(lo + 1). This proves
< lallat])
2

Cin < when [, is even.

We now prove that fpi, > M The proof is similar to the proof of the @(n_g) case (3).
More precisely, for the sake of contradiction that there exists a graph G’ such that Cd,(G') =k =
m — 1 and Ties(G’) < w < % Then, there must exist a winner that is not tied to any other
alternative in G’. Therefore, the Copeland,, score of the k winners is an integer. However, in order
for the Copeland,, score of any alternative a who is tied in G’ (with any other alternative) to be
an integer, following the same argument as in the proof of the @(n_g) case (3), we must have
Ties(G') > w, which is a contradiction. This means that fy,n = w

This completes the proof for Proposition 2. O

C.5 Proof of Proposition 3

Proposition 3. (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: maximin). Let M = (0,L(A),II) be a
strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model where mwy,; € CH(IT). For any 2 <k <m
and any n € N,

k-1

Tiey (MM, k,n)=0(n""z )

Proof. The proposition is proved by applying Theorem 4.
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The 0 case and the exponential case. We first prove that when n > m?*, the 0 case and
the exponential case of Theorem 4 do not occur. By Proposition 1 and notice that EO(mryy;) only
contains Tp, it suffices to prove that for any k, there exists O € O’y such that |[M(O)| = k. This
is done by first defining a directed weighted graph G, and then let O = EO(G). Let G denote the
following directed weighted graph over A, as illustrated in Figure 10.

At
N

Figure 10: Construction for maximin where m =5 and k£ = 4.

e G contains the following cycle of k edges, the weight of each of which is m? 4 1.
E={1—-22—-3,...,(k—1) = kk— 1}

e The other edges within {1,...k} have different weights, whose parity is the same as m? + 1
and whose absolute values are strictly smaller than m? + 1 and strictly larger than 0.

e The absolute values of any other edge has the same parity as m? + 1 and are strictly larger
than m? + 1. In addition, for any 1 < i < k and any k + 1 < j < m, the weight on i — j is
positive.

It is not hard to check that MM(G) = {1,...,k}. Let O = EO(G). Because there is no tie in G,
the middle tier Ty in EO(G) is empty, which means that O € Oy € 0.

The polynomial case. We first prove that f;, < k — 1 by using O defined above for the 0
case and exponential case. There are only two tiers with more than one elements, namely the tiers
corresponding to E and the inverse E, which means that Ties(O) = k — 1.

We now prove that £, > k—1. For any O € OT k.n» SUPPOSE w.l.o.g. that the maximin winners
are {1,...,k}. For each 1 <1i <k, let i — a; denote an arbitrary edge that corresponds to the min
score of i. Because {1,...,k} have the same min score, {i — a; : 1 < i < k} must be in the same
tier. If they are in Ty, then T contains at least 2k edges {i — a;,a; — i : 1 < i < k}, which means
that Ties(O) > |Tp|/2 > k. If they are not in Tp, then Ties(O) > k — 1. In either case we have
gmin > k—1.

Therefore, ¢y = k — 1. This completes the proof for Proposition 3. O

C.6 Proof of Proposition 4

Proposition 4. (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: Schulze). Let M = (0,L(A),II) be a
strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model with my,; € CH(II). For any 2 < k <m
and any n € N,

k-1

Tieg  (Sch,k,n) =0(n~"2)
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Proof. The proposition is proved by applying Theorem 4.

The 0 case and the exponential case. When n > m?, the 0 case and the exponential case of
Theorem 4 do not occur. This is prove by the same graph G as in the proof of Proposition 3 that
is illustrated in Figure 10.

The polynomial case. /i, < k — 1 is proved by using O = EO(G) for the same G used in
Proposition 3.

We now prove that ¢y, > k— 1. For any O € (’)T k.n» SUppose w.lo.g. that the Schulze winners
are A1 = {1,...,k}. We define the following ¢ unwelghted directed graphs. For any 1 <i <t 41,
let G; denote the graph over A whose edges are T1U...UT;11_;. Let G¢11 denote the graph without
any edges. By definition G; = UMG(O). Given any unweighted directed graph G’, a node a is
undominated, if for any node b that there exists a directed path from b to a, there exists a directed
path from a to b.

Claim 8. For each 1 <i <t, {1,...,k} are undominated in G;.

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that the claim is not true and w.l.o.g. alternative 1 is
dominated by j in G; for some 1 < ¢ < t. Let w denote the weight of the edges in Ty41—;. This
means that s[j, 1] > w and in each path from 1 to j there is an edge whose weight is strictly less
than w. Therefore, s[j, 1] > s[1, j|, which contracts the assumption that 1 is a winner. O

For each 1 < i < t, let S; C 241 denote the connected components in G; that intersect
Ay ={1,...,k} and let n; = |S;|. By Claim 8, each set S in S; has no incoming edges from A\ S
in G;, otherwise SN A; are dominated in G;. If 1 > 1, then we have |Ty| > 2(k — 1), which means
that Ties(O) > k — 1 and therefore ¢y, > k — 1, which proves the proposition. In the rest of the
proof we assume that n; = 1.

For each 1 <14 <t, because G;41 is obtained from G; by removing some edges, each set in S;11
must be a subset of a set in ;. If ;41 > n;, then there are at least 7,41 — n; + 1 sets in S;41,
denoted by S}, , that are strict subsets of some sets in G;. For any S, € S/, let Sj € S; be the
set such that S; ; C S;. By Claim 8, S, does not contain any incoming edges from A \ Si,, in
Git+1, and in partlcular no edges from S’\ 11 to Si,, (which are in G; and there is at least one
such edge because S/ is a connected component in G;) are in G;41. This means that T;4;_; contains
at least one incoming edge to each set in S;_ |, and such sets of edges are non-overlapping because
S; ., consists of non-overlapping subsets of A. Therefore, [Ti11-4| > nmiy1 — i + 1. I mip1 = s,

)

then apparently we have |Tj+1—| > mi41 — 7 + 1 = 1. Recall that n; = 1 and 7,41 = k, we have:

t

Ties(0) = 3 (Teeaci = 1)+ 01/2 2 (s =) = s = = =1
=1 i=1

~+

Again, we have {p, > k — 1.
This completes the proof for Proposition 4. O
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C.7 Proof of Proposition 5

Proposition 5. (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: ranked pairs). Let M = (0, L(A),II) be
a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model with my,; € CH(IT). For any 2 <k <m
and any n € N,

— ——max _ log k
Q(n= ") < Tiey (RP,k,n) < n~ N oelos®)

Moreover, when m > k + 5[log k|,

_ [log k]

Tieyy (RP,k,n) < Q(n~" 2

When k = 2, .
Tiey; (RP,2,n) = 0(n""%)

Proof. The proposition is proved by applying Theorem 4. It is not hard to verify that the 0 case
and the exponential case of Theorem 4 do not occur when n is sufficiently large. Let s, denote the
largest integer such that s! < k. It follows that s, = O(; og)lgo];k)' To prove the first inequality in
the statement of the proposition, it suffices to prove that s — 1 < lpin < k — 1.

We first prove that ¢, < k — 1 by constructing a weighted directed graph G such that
Ties(EO(G)) = k — 1, |RP(G)| = k, and EO(G) € Oy € O4. In fact, we can use the graph
in the proof of Proposition 3 illustrated in Figure 10. The winner is determined by the tie-breaking
order among edges in the cycle 1 -2 — --- = k — 1.

We now prove that funin > s — 1. Let O € O denote the palindromic order such that
Ties(O) = lpin. The total number of ways to break ties in ranked pairs is no more than (¢yi, +1)!,
and the maximum is achieved when a tier before T contains all [ + 1 tied edges. Therefore, we

must have ({pin + 1)! > k, which means that i, > s — 1.

The “moreover” part. This part is proved by construction. When m > 5[logk]| + k, we
construct a weighted directed graph G such that (1) EO(G) € Oy, (2) |IRP(G)| = k, and (3)
Ties(EO(G)) = [log k|. The construction is illustrated in Figure 11 (b). We let .4 denote the union
of the following three sets of alternatives.

e {0,...,k—1}. These are the ranked pairs winners. Notice that the index starts at 0 instead
of 1.

e For each i < [log k], there are five alternatives {a;, b, ¢;, d;, fi}.
e Let A denote the remaining m — k — 5[log k| alternatives.

There are [logk]| pairs of edges with same weights in G: for any i < [logk], wg(a; — ¢;) =
wg(b; — d;). The edges are divided into the following groups such that weights in an earlier group
are higher than weights in an later group. We further require that no pair of edges have the same
weight except a; — ¢; and b; — d;, and in particular, no edge has weight 0.

e Group 1. For each i < [logk], we have the following edges: ¢; — b;, di — ai, ¢; — fi,
d; — fi. For each 0 < j < k — 1, there is an edge from j to each alternative in A. For each
0 <j<k—1andeach i < [logk], if the i-th digit from right in j’s binary representation is
0, then there is an edge j — a;; otherwise there is an edge j — b;.

e Group 2. For each i < [logk] and each 0 < j < k — 1, there is an edge f; — j.
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Figure 11: Construction for ranked pairs. a; — ¢; and b; — d; have the same weights. The figure
only shows Group 1 edges.

e Group 3. All remaining edges are in Group 3.

For each i < [log k], if a; — ¢; is fixed before (respectively, after) b; — d;, then there is a path
from each 0 < j < k—1 whose i-th digit from right in binary is 0 (respectively, 1) to f;. Therefore,
after edges in Group 1 are fixed by breaking ties between {a; — ¢;,b; — d;} for all i < [logk],
there is a unique alternative 0 < j < k — 1 that has a path to all f;’s. Then, each alternative in
{0,...,k — 1} except j will have an incoming edge from at least one f;. It follows that j will be
the ranked pairs winner. We note that each alternative in {0,...,k — 1} can be made to win by
breaking ties in some way.

Therefore, in EO(G) we have Ty = () and there are [log k| tiers containing more than one edge,
each of which contain exactly two edges. This means that Ties(EO(G)) = [log k], which means
that lpin < [log k.

When k = 2. The Q(n~%%) lower bound has already been proved for general k. Therefore, it
suffices to prove £, > 1. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that this is not true. Then, there
exists a palindromic order O such that Ties(O) < 1 and |[RP(O)| = 2. However, Ties(O) = 0 means
that no edges are tied in WMG(P). Therefore, |RP(O)| =1 # 2, which is a contradiction.

This completes the proof of Proposition 5. ]

D Appendix for Section 4.3: STV and Coombs

D.1 Formal Definitions and Statements of Results

We first formally define multi-round score-based elimination (MRSE) rules, which are generaliza-
tions of STV and Coombs.

Definition 20. A multi-round score-based elimination (MRSE) rule r for m alternatives is defined
as a vector of m — 1 rules (ro,...,Tm) such that for each 2 < i < m, r; is an integer positional
scoring voting rule over i alternatives that outputs a total preorder over them according to their
scores. Given a profile P over m alternatives, r(P) is chosen in m—1 steps. For each1 <i < m—1,
in round i a loser (alternative in the lowest tier) under rp,+1—; is eliminated from the election. An
alternative b is a winner if there is a way to break ties so that b is the remaining alternative after
m — 1 rounds of elimination.
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We now define the counterpart to palindromic orders in Section 4.2, called PUT structures, that
contain all information needed to determine the winners for MRSE rules.

Definition 21 (PUT structure). A PUT structure over A is a mapping W that maps each
B C A to a total pre-order over A\ B. Let Wy denote the set of all PUT structures over A.

For any MRSE rule v and any profile P, let PS,(P) denote the PUT structure W such that for
any B C A, W(B) = rp,_5|(P|a\B) is a total preorder over A\ B, where P| 4 p is the profile over
A\ B that is obtained from P by removing all alternatives in B.

We note that PS,(P) depends on both r and P. A PUT structure W can be equivalently
represented by a PUT graph, where the nodes are non-empty subsets of A, each node B is labeled
by W(B), and there is an edge between node B and B’ if B’ = BU {a} and a is in the lowest tier
of W(B). With a little abuse of notation, we will also use W to denote its PUT graph.

The major component of W is its subgraph whose nodes are reachable from (), denoted by
MC(W). For example, a profile P and the major component of PSgpy(P) are shown in Figure 12.
We note that the winners only depend on the major component of the PUT structure of the profile.

Definition 22 (Tier representation and refinement of PUT structures). For any PUT
structure W € Wy and any B C A, let Ty = --- = T, denote the tier representation of W (B),
where for each i < s, alternatives in T; are tied. Let Ties(W(B)) = > .. ,(|Ti| — 1) and let
Ties(W) = 3 pc 4 Ties(W(B)). N

A PUT structure Wy refines another PUT structure Wa, if for all B C A, W1(B) refines Wa(B)

in the total preorder sense.

Example 19. Figure 12 shows a profile P and the PUT graph of PSsry(P). MC(PSsry(P))
is the subgraph whose nodes are {0,{1},{2},{1,2},{1,3},{2,3},{1,2,4},{1,3,4},{2,3,4}}. Let
W = PSsry(P). We have Ties(W (0)) = Ties(W ({1})) = Ties(W({2})) = 1, and Ties(W(B)) =0
for any other B C A, which means that Ties(W) = 3.

4>3>{1,2}

preferences | multiplicity a3 (3} 2 4
1>-~3>=2>4 1 4> (2,3} z>4>1{1:{4}}>3 1£3}>2
1=2>3>4 2 il \:/
2>-1»3>4 3 1,2} {1,3} {1,43 {2,3} {2,4} (3.4}
3-2>1>4 4 3>4 3>4 2>3 1>4 1>3 1>2
4-1>2>3 6 | [ Vo

v v ok
{1,2,4} {1,3,4} {2,3,4} {1,2,3}
Winner 3 2 1
(a) A profile P. (b) PUT graph of PSgry(P) and its major component.

Figure 12: A preference profile P, its PUT structure PSgrv(P) under STV and the corresponding
PUT graph. The major component consists of the subgraph with the nine nodes in black.

Next, we define notation that will be used to present the theorem on the smoothed likelihood
of ties under STV.

For any weak order O with tier representation 77 > - -- > T}, where elements in any 7; are tied,
we let GCD(O) denote the greatest common divisor of the sizes of the ¢ tiers in O. That is,

GCD(0) = ged(|Thl, .., |T3])

63



Example 20. Let W denote the PUT structure in Figure 12 (b). We have GCD(W () = GCD(3 =~
4> {1,2}) = ged(1,1,2) = 1. As another example, GCD({3,4} > {1,2}) = ged(2,2) = 2.

The next lemma states that for any sufficiently large n, W can be represented by the PUT
structure under STV or Coombs of some n-profile if and only if n is divisible by GCD(W (B)) for
all B C A.

Lemma 3 (PUT structures under STV and Coombs). Let r € {STV, Coombs}. For any
m > 3, there exists N € N such that for any PUT structure W over A and any n > N,

(3P € L(A)" s.t. PS,(P)=W) < (VB C A, GCD(W(B)) | n)

The proof can be found in Appendix D.2. In light of Lemma 3, for any A and any n € N, we
define W, to be the PUT structures over A such that for every B C A, gcd(W(B)) | n.

Definition 23. Let r € {STV, Coombs}. Given any A, any n € N, any 2 < k < m, and any
distribution m over L(A), let
Ten =AW €W, |[r(W)| =k and W refines PS,(m)}

r.kn

For any set of distributions II over L(A), let WP,M = UWGCH(H) W n- When W},Tkn £ 0, we let

Ty

Win = minWeWPk . Ties(W).
When W, .. # 0 for all m € CH(II), we let
Winm = MAXre CH(IT) minWGWﬁkm Ties(W)

In words, W, consists of all PUT structures resulted from all n-profiles under r € {STV, Coombs}.
WT, . is the set of PUT structures W that satisfies three conditions: (1) W is the PUT structure
of an n-profile under r; (2) there are exactly k& winners in W according to r, and (3) W refines

PS, (7). WHkn is the union of all PUT structures corresponding to all 7 € CH(II). wmiy is the

-
minimum number of ties in PUT structures in Wflk n+ Wmm is the maximin number of ties, where
b

the maximum is taken for all 7 € CH(II), and for 7any given 7, the minimum is taken for all PUT
structures in W, .

We note that wpyin and wyy, depend on r € {STV, Coombs}, II, k, and n, which are clear from
the context. In fact, wmiy and wpy, correspond to m! — i, and m! — 5, in Theorem 2, respectively,
and we have the following theorem for STV and Coombs.

Theorem 5. (Smoothed likelihood of ties: STV and Coombs). Let r € {STV, Coombs}

and let M = (©, L(A),II) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model. For any
2<k<mandanyn €N,

0 if YW € Wy, [r(W)| # k
ﬁgax(r’ kyn) = exp(—0O(n)) otherwise if W}:[kn =0
G} (n_ 2% )  otherwise
. 0 ifYW € Wi, [r(W)| # k
%ﬁlm(ﬂ k,n) = exp(=O(n)) otherwise if Im € CH(II) s.t. WI, =10

(C] (nf%) otherwise
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The proof can be found in Appendix D.3. Like in Section 4.2, we next characterize max smoothed
likelihood of ties for STV and Coombs for distributions IT where 7y,; € CH(II).
Proposition 6. (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: STV and Coombs). Letr € {STV, Coombs}

and let M = (©,L(A),II) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference model with
Tuni € CH(IT). For any 2 <k <m and any n € N,

. (L)ym >4, or
——max ) emT) if S 2m=3and k=2, or
Tier (r;k,n) = Bym=k=3and (2| n or3|n)

0 otherwise (i.e., m =k =3,24{n, and 3{n)

The proof of Proposition 6 can be found in Appendix D.4.

D.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Lemma 3. (PUT structures under STV and Combs). Let r € {STV, Coombs}. For any
m > 3, there exists N € N such that for any PUT structure W over A and anyn > N,

(3P € L(A)" s.t. PS,(P)=W) <= (VB C A, GCD(W(B)) | n)

Proof. We first prove the Lemma for r = STV, then comment on how to modify the proof for
Coombs.

Proof for STV. Notice The = direction for STV follows after noticing that the total plurality
score of all alternatives after B is removed, which is n, is divisible by GCD(W (B)). More precisely,
for any n-profile P such that PSgry(P) =W and any B C A, let the tier representation of W (B)
be:

W(B):T1>—T2>-"'>-Tt

For every s < t, let s denote the plurality score of any alternative in T after B is removed. That
is,
s = Scorepiy(P| 4\p, as) for any as € T

Therefore, we have

n = Z Scorepiy(P|a\p;a) = Z vs|Tsl,
ac(A\B) 1<s<t

which is divisible by GCD(W (B)).
The <« direction is proved in the following steps.

Step 1 for <=. For any B C A and any pair of alternatives a,b € A\ B, in this step we define
an m!-profile Pg ,; as the building block.

Definition 24 (P q). For any pair of different alternatives a,b and any B C (A\{a,b}), Pp.ap
is obtained from L(A) as follows. For each B* such that B C B* C (A\ {a,b}),

e [f|B*\ B| is an even number, then we replace [B* = b = a > others] by [B* = a > b = others],
where “others” represents the other alternatives, and alternatives in B* and “others” are
ranked w.r.t. the lexicographic order.
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o [f|B*\ B| is an odd number, then we replace [B* > a = b >~ others| by [B* = b > a > others].

An example is shown in Table 3, where only the differences between L(A) and Py} 43 are
shown.

B {1} {1,4} {1,5} {1,4,5}
LA) [1>3>2>4>5|1>4>2>3>5|1>5>2>3>4|1>4>5>3>2
Priyosz [1-2-3>4-5|1>4%>3>2>5[1>5>3>2>4|1>4>5>2>3

Table 3: Differences between L(A) and Py 93 for m =4, B= {1}, a =2, and b = 3.

We now prove that Pp,; satisfies two properties described in the following claim. The first
property states that for any B’ # B, after B’ is removed, the plurality scores of the remaining
alternatives in Pp g | A\p are equal. The second property states that after B is removed, the
plurality score of a is increased by 1, the plurality score of b is decreased by 1, and the plurality
scores of other alternatives are the same, after B is removed from Pp .

Claim 9 (Properties of Pp q3). Let Pp o denote the profile defined in Definition 24,
(i) for any B' C A with B' # B and any ¢ € A\ (BU{a,b}), we have

Scorepu(Pp apla\psc) = Scorepu(Pp.apla\p,a) = Scorepp(Ppapla\p:b)

(ii) for any c € A\ (B U{a,b}), we have

Scorepp(Ppapla\p;c) = Scorep(Pp.apla\p,a) — 1 = Scorepi(Pp,apla\B,b) + 1

Proof. We first verify that (i) holds after B’ C A is removed, for the following cases of B’.

e If B Z B’, then after B’ is removed, at least one alternative in B is not removed. According
to the definition of Pp 45 (Definition 24), the plurality scores of all remaining alternatives are
the same, which verifies (i).

e If a € B’, then notice that Pp,; only switch positions of a and b in some rankings where
they are adjacent. Therefore, after B’ is removed, which means that a is removed, (i) holds.

e Similarly, we can show that if b € B’, then (i) holds.

The only remaining case is B C B’ C (A \ {a,b}). Next, we prove that assuming B C B’ C
(A\{a,b}), (ii) holds if and only if B’ = B, and otherwise (i) holds (i.e., when B C B’ C (A\{a, b})).

First, for any ¢ € A\ (B’ U {a,b}), notice that the difference between Pp,; and L£(.A) only
affects the plurality scores of a and b after B’ is removed. Therefore, for any B’, we have

Scoreply (Pp,abla\p, ¢) = Scorepry (L(A)]4\5;€)

Next, we calculate the difference between the plurality score of a in Pp,y after B’ is removed
and the plurality score of a in L(A) after B’ is removed. This is done by examining the effect of
switching the (adjacent) locations of @ and b in some votes as described in Definition 24. More
precisely, for every B* with B C B* C (A \ {a, b}), we have the following observations.

e If B* ¢ B’', then a is not ranked in the top positions of [B* > a > b > others] or [B* > b >
a > others] after B’ is removed. Therefore, the difference between Pp qp and L£(A) in the
vote that corresponds to B* does not affect the difference in the plurality scores of a in Pp 4
and L(A) after B’ is removed.
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e If B* C B’ and |B* \ B| is an even number, then according to the definition of Pg ,; (Defi-
nition 24), Pp 4 replaces [B* = b > a > others] in L(.A) by [B* > a > b > others]. Notice
that after B’ is removed, b is ranked at the top position in the former ranking and a is ranked
at the top position in the latter ranking. Therefore, the plurality score of a (respectively,
b) is increased (respectively, decreased) by 1 in Pp 4y after B’ is removed, compared to the
plurality score of a (respectively, b) in L(A).

e Similarly, if B* C B’ and |B*\ B| is an odd number, then the plurality score of a (respectively,
b) is decreased (respectively, increased) by 1 in Pp 4 after B’ is removed, compared to the
plurality score of a (respectively, b) in L(A).

Therefore, we have the following calculation.

Scorepiy (PB,a,b|.4\ B> @) — Scorepr, (L(A)| 4\ B, @)
= BB _NWBEBL GBI =Bl _ [ 1 ifB'=B
_ZB’“BEB*QB’( 1 _Zi:O (=1) i | 0 otherwise

Similarly, we have the following calculation for b.

B*\B —1 lf B/ - B
Scorepiu(PB,a,b|.4\B/> b) — Scorepu (L(A)| 4\ 5/, 0) = — B*,BCZB:*CB,(_D' \B| _ { 0 otherwise

It follows that (ii) holds when B’ = B, otherwise (i) holds. This proves Claim 9. O

Step 2 for <. For every B C A, we use Pp 4 to fine-tune the plurality scores of alternatives
when B is removed, so that the weak order among them becomes W (B). For every 0 < n/ < m!—1
such that for every B C A, GCD(W(B)) | n/, we construct a profile P, such that |P,| = n’
(mod m!) and PSgrv(F,y) = W in the following steps.

e Step 2.1. Let n' = | 74| x m!. Initialize P, to be n’ copies of [1 > 2 > --- > m].

e Step 2.2. For every B C A, let ap € (A\ B) denote an arbitrary alternative. For every
be A\ (BU{ag}), we add Scorepiy(Pp appl.a\5,0) copies of Pg gy to Py, which can be
seen as transferring the plurality score of b after to ap. After this step, for every B C A and
every b€ A\ (BU{ap}), we have:

Scorepy (Pp| 4\ 5, aB) = Scorepiy(Pu|a\5,b) + 1’

e Step 2.3. For every B C A, we add multiple copies of Pg 4 for certain combinations of (a, b)
such that the plurality scores for the same tier are the same, while the order between tiers may
not be consistent with W (B). Notice that before Step 2.3, the plurality scores of alternatives
in each tier are already the same, except the tier that contains the distinguished alternative
ap defined in Step 2.3. Given B C A, let 71 > T3 > --- > T; denote the tier representation
of W(B). Following the definition of GCD(W (B)), there exists ¢ integers 71, ..., n; such that

GeDW(B) ="' nox|T:

For every 1 < s < t, and every b € Ts, we add the following profiles to P,/, where we let
PB ag.ap = 0 for convenience.
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— if n; > 0, then we add W‘?V/(B)) copies of Pp qp b;
— if g, < 0, then we add le()) copies of Ppp 4.

e Step 2.4. Finally, we will add multiple copies of Pp 4 for certain combinations of (a,b) to
P, so that the order between tiers are the same as in W. Formally, for every B C A such
that the tier representation of W(B) is T} > --- = Ty, and every 1 < s <t — 1, we add Cj
copies of UaGTS,bETt Pp o to Py, where Cy,...,C;—1 are constants to guarantee W (B). This
can be achieved because the effect of aET, bET, Pp oy to P, increases the plurality score of
every alternative in T by |73| and reduces the plurality score of every alternative in 7; by
|Ts|, after B is removed.

It follows the construction that |P,/| = n' (mod m!) and PSgrv(Py) = W.

Step 3 for <=. Let N = maxj<y/<mi—1 P. For any n > N, let n’ = n (mod m!), and

n—n'

P = Pn’ —+ X E(A)

It is not hard to verify that P is an n-profile and PSgrv(P) = W, which proves the < part of
Lemma 3, and therefore completes the proof of the STV part of Lemma 3.

Proof for Coombs. Notice that Coombs uses veto in each round, and the veto score of a ranking
is the plurality score of the reverse ranking. In light of this connection, the proof is similar to the
STV part and the main difference is that for Coombs, we use PI’;,M that is defined from Pp g
(Definition 24) by reversing all rankings. This completes the proof of Lemma 3. O

D.3 Proof of Theorem 5

Theorem 5. (Smoothed likelihood of ties: STV). Let M = (0, L(A),II) be a strictly positive
and closed single-agent preference model. There exists N € N such that for any 2 < k < m and
anyn > N,

0 z’fVWEWn,ISTV( )| # k
?Tegax(STV, kyn) = exp(—O( n)) otherwise if WSTVk: =10
( otherwise
0 if VW € Wy, |STV(W)| # k

?i/egin(STV, k,n) = exp(=O(n)) otherwise if Im € CH(IL) s.t. Wipyy.,, =0
S} (niw%) otherwise

Proof. Like in the proof of Theorem 3, the theorem is proved by modeling the set of profiles with
k winners as the union of constantly many polyhedra, then applying Theorem 2. As in the proof
of Lemma 3, we first present the proof for » = STV, then comment on how to modify the proof for
Coombs.

Proof for STV. The proof proceeds in the following three steps. In Step 1, for each PUT
structure W, we define a polyhedron H" that characterizes the profiles whose PUT structures are
W. In Step 2, we prove properties about H"W, in particular dim(’Hg{)) = m! — Ties(W). In Step 3
we formally apply Theorem 2 to C = UWeWn:\STV(W)\:k HW
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Step 1 for STV: Define H". We first define the vectors that will be used in the construction.

Definition 25 (Pairwise difference vector for STV). For any pair of different alternatives
a,b and any B € A\ {a,b}, we let Pairg ,; denote the vector such that for any R € L(A), the R-th
component of Pairg 4 is Scorepy,(R| 4\ p,a) — Scorepy,(R| 4\5,b)-

In words, Pairp 4 represents the difference between the plurality score of a and the plurality
score of b after B is removed. We now use these vectors to construct a polyhedron that corresponds
to a given PUT structure W.

Definition 26 (HY). Given a PUT structure W, for any B C A, HW is characterized by the

—

AT
following constraints AW (xA)T < (b) : for any pair of alternatives a =y (g) b, there is an
inequality Pairgp, - T4 < —1; and for any pair of alternatives a =w, b, there is an inequality
Pairgpq - T4 < 0.

Step 2 for STV: Prove properties about H". We prove the following claim about H".
Claim 10 (Properties of HW). For any PUT structure W, we have:

(i) for any profile P, Hist(P) € HW if and only if PSsry(P) = W;
(ii) for any ¥ € R™, ¥ € 7—[26 if and only if W refines PSspy(T);
(iii) dim(HY) =m! — Ties(W).

Proof. (i) and (ii) follow after the definition of H"'. To prove part (iii), again, according to equation
(9) on page 100 in [57], it suffices to prove that the rank of the essential equalities of A", denoted
by A=, is Ties(W). We first prove that

A~ = {Pairg . : VB C A and a =y (p) b}, (24)

where a =y (p) b means that a and b are tied in W(B). Clearly A~ contains the right hand side of
Equation (24). By Lemma 3, there exists an (m!)-profile P* such that PSgrv(P*) = W. Therefore,
Hist(P*) is an inner point of H" in the sense that all inequalities not mentioned in the right hand
side of Equation (24) are strict under Hist(P*), which means that Equation (24) holds.

We now prove that Rank(A=) = Ties(W). For any B C A, let W(B) =T} > --- > T, denote
the tier presentation of W(B). Let Ap be the sub-matrix of A~ that consists of Pairgy, for all
pairs of alternatives a =y (p) b. It is not hard to check that Rank(A ) < Ties(W), because for any
T;, each vector in {Pairp 45 : a,b € T;} can be represented as the linear combination of a subset of
|T;| — 1 linear orders. This means that Rank(A~) < 3" - 4 Ties(W (B)) = Ties(W).

Rank(A~=) > Ties(W) follows after Lemma 3. More ’f)recisely, suppose for the sake of contra-
diction that Rank(A~) < Ties(WW) and let A denote an arbitrary row basis of A=. Due to the
pigeon hole principle, there exists B C A such that A contains no more than Ties(W (B)) rows
in Ap, which means that there exists a tier 7; such that A contains no more than |T;| — 2 rows
in {Pairgqp : a,b € T;}. This means that T; can be partitioned into two sets {ai,...,as } and
{b1,...,by,} such that A does not contain Pauierpbi2 for any combination of 1 < ¢; < ¢; and
1 < iy < t9. By Lemma 3, there exists an (m!)-profile P such that

e for all B’ # B, all alternatives are tied after B’ is removed, and
e PS,(P)(B) consists of two tiers: the first tier is T3 U --- U T;_1{a1, ..., as } and the second
tier is {b1,..., b, } UTj41 U--- U T}
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It is not hard to check that
N T
A (Hist(P))T = (0) but Pairp.q, 5, - Hist(P) # 0.

This means that Pairg 4, 5, € A~ is not a linear combination of rows in A, which contradicts the
assumption that A is a basis of A=,
Therefore, Rank(A=) = Ties(W). This completes the proof of Claim 10. O

Step 3 for STV: Apply Theorem 2. Let C = UWeWn:|STV(W)|=k HW . Tt follows that for any
profile P, |[STV(P)| = k if and only if Hist(P) € C. Therefore, for any n and any 7 € II", we have:

Prp_#(|STV(P)| = k) = Pr(Xz € C)

Recall that for all PUT structure W over A, by Claim 10 (iii) we have dim(H"') = m!— Ties(P)+1.
This means that a,, = m! — fin and 8, = m! — ym when W € W,,.

Therefore, to prove Theorem 5, it suffices to prove that the conditions for the 0, exponential,
and polynomial cases in Theorem 5 are equivalent to the conditions for the 0, exponential, and
polynomial cases in Theorem 2 (applied to C and II), respectively. This follows a similar reasoning
as in Step 3 of the proof of Theorem 3 combined with Claim 10 (ii). This completes the proof of
the STV part of Theorem 5.

Proof for Coombs. As in the proof of the Coombs part of Lemma 3, notice that Coombs uses
veto in each round, and the veto score of a ranking is the plurality score of the reverse ranking.
Therefore, the proof is similar to the STV part and the main difference is that for Coombs, when
defining the pairwise score difference vectors (Definition 25), we use the veto rule instead of the
plurality rule. This completes the proof of Lemma 3. O

D.4 Proof of Proposition 6

Proposition 6. (Max smoothed likelihood of ties: STV and Coombs). Let r €
{STV, Coombs} and let M = (0, L(A),II) be a strictly positive and closed single-agent preference
model with wy,; € CH(II). For any 2 <k <m and any n € N,

. (1)m >4, or
——max e 7)) if 2m=3andk=2, or
Tiey (rk,n) = Bym=k=3and (2|n or3|n)
0 otherwise (i.e., m=k=3,2{n, and 3tn)

Proof. According to Theorem 5, we will prove that (1) the exponential case does not happen, and
(2) wmin = k — 1 in the polynomial cases.

To see (1), notice that if the 0 case of Theorem 5 does not hold, then there exists W € W,
such that |[STV(W)| = k. Also notice that my, € CH(II) and PSgrv(muni) is the PUT structure
where all alternatives are tied after any B C A is removed, which means that any PUT structure
is a refinement of PSgpvy (muni). Therefore, Wer ., 7 0, which means that the exponential case of
Theorem 5 does not hold. h

To see (2), notice that for any PUT structure W, the outgoing edges of any node labeled B C A
with |B| < m — 2, the number of outgoing edges of B is Ties(W (B)) + 1. Therefore, Ties(WV) is at
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least the total number of nodes in W that do not have outgoing edges minus one. It follows that
for any PUT structure W with [STV(W)| = k, we must have Ties(W) > k — 1, which means that
Wmm > k — 1.

In the sequel, we will prove wyu,m = k& — 1 by construction for the polynomial cases de-
scribed in Proposition 6. More precisely, we will prove that there exists an n-profile P such that
Ties(PSstv(P)) = k — 1 and |STV(PSgry(P))| = k. In light of Lemma 3, it suffices to construct
a PUT structure W such that

(1) Ties(W) =k — 1, (2) |[STV(W)| = k, and (3) for every B C A,GCD(W(B)) | n

@(n_%) subcase (1): m > 4. When m > 4, we let W denote the PUT structure such that

W)=k>=k+1>--->m>{1,...,k—1}
WH{1})=2» - >=k—=2>k+1»>--->=m>{k—1k},

and W (B) for any other B is a linear order so that in the graph representation of W, there are k

nodes without outgoing edges, whose winners are {1,...,k}. See Figure 13 (a) for an example of
m=k=4.
¢
4>{1,2,3}
| ™~
{3 @ @ ¢
‘2/>{3\<i 2>i>4 1>3>4 1>?>2 1>{2=3}
} |
{13} (1,4} 3,4} {2,4} {2,41(3.4) 2 3y W
4>2 3>2 2>1 13 1>3 12 113 2I1 3>2
N N e v
b
{1,2,3}{1,2,4}{1,3,4}{2,3,41}{ 12,3} 0,3y 41,2
Winner 4 3 2 1 Winner 1 2
(a) m =k =4. (b) m=3and k = 2.

Figure 13: PUT structures for STV.

It is not hard to verify that Ties(WW) = k — 1 and |[STV(W)| = k. Notice that for every B C A,
there exists a tier in W (B) that consists of a single alternatives, which means that GCD(W(B)) = 1
and therefore, W € W,,. This proves the proposition for the m > 4 case.

@(n_%) subcase (2): m = 3 and k = 2. The m =3 and k = 2 case is proved by the PUT
structure illustrated in Figure 13 (b).

@(n_%) subcase (3): m = k =3 and (2 | n or 3 | n). The case where m = k = 3 and
2 | n is proved by the PUT structure W; illustrated in Figure 14 (a). The case where m =k = 3
and 3 | n is proved by the PUT structure W illustrated in Figure 14 (b).
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1> {2, 3} {11 2, 3}

{ ~—

{2} 3 1
el Z{I}l 5 f{i 2 %}2
{2,33{1,2}{1,3} {2,3} {1?3} {1,2}
Winner 1 3 2 Winner 1 2 3
(a) 2| n. (b) 3| n.

Figure 14: PUT structures for STV.

The 0 case. When m =k =3, 21 n, and 3 t n, suppose for the sake of contradiction there exists
an n-profile P such that [STV(P)| = 3. Let W = PSgrv(P). Then, either W(B) is a tie among
the three alternatives for some B C A (which means that GCD(()W(B)) = 3, and therefore 3 | n),
or W(B) is a tie among two alternatives for some |B| = 1 (which means that GCD(()W(B)) = 2,
and therefore 2 | n). Either case leads to a contradiction. Therefore, WFkn = () in this case. [

E Experimental Results for All Rules
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Figure 15: Percentage of tied profiles under IC.
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Figure 16: Histograms of number of candidates and number of voters in the 307 Preflib SOC data studied
in this paper.
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