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Abstract

We present various results about Euclidean preferences in the plane under ¢1, ¢2 and /o norms. When
there are four candidates, we show that the maximal size (in terms of the number of pairwise distinct
preferences) of Euclidean preference profiles in R? under norm ¢ or £ is 19. Whatever the number of
candidates, we prove that at most four distinct candidates can be ranked in last position of a two-dimensional
Euclidean preference profile under norm ¢; or £, which generalizes the case of one-dimensional Euclidean
preferences (for which it is well known that at most two candidates can be ranked last). We generalize this
result to 2¢ (resp. 2d) for ¢ (resp. ¢~ ) for d-dimensional Euclidean preferences. We also establish that
the maximal size of a two-dimensional Euclidean preference profile on m candidates under norm ¢; is in
O(m*), i.e., the same order of magnitude as under norm ¢>. Finally, we provide a new proof that two-
dimensional Euclidean preference profiles under norm ¢5 for four candidates can be characterized by three
voter-maximal two-dimensional Euclidean profiles. This proof is a simpler alternative to that proposed by
Kamiya et al (2011).

1 Introduction

The study of domain restrictions is a long standing research topic in modern social choice theory, dating back
to the work of [Black (1948) on the single-peaked domain. As emphasized by [Barbera et al (2020), Arrow
already attached importance to studying the role of domain conditions in determining the validity of his
impossibility theorem, with two chapters of Social Choice and Individual Values (Arrow, [1951)) devoted to
this topic. For a survey about domain restrictions, the reader may refer to the works of Gaertner (2001;; 2002)
and Barbera et al (2013). For a computational perspective, one may refer to the survey recently conducted by
Elkind et al (2022).

The spatial model of social choice is an important stream of research in this topic, pioneered by the works
of Hotelling (1929) and|Downs (1957, chapter 8). We focus here on Euclidean preferences, where candidates
and voters are viewed as points in R?, and the preferences of voters are decreasing with their Euclidean
distance to the candidates. Note that in this article, by abuse of language, we will use the expression Euclidean
preferences in R under norm £y, (k€ {1,2, 00}) when measuring distances using norm /.

The most widely studied Euclidean preferences are those that are derived by measuring the distances with
the /5 norm (see, e.g., the works of Bennett and Hays, [1960; Bogomolnaia and Laslier, 2004), but the ¢; and
£~ norms have also been considered in the literature (see, e.g., the work of [Peterd, 2017). From a more
operational point of view, spatial representations are used in particular in voting advice applications (e.g.,
Wahl-O-Mat in Germany, Smartvote in Switzerland, Vote Compass in the United States, and many others in
multiple countries), i.e., online tools that helps the voter choose the candidate closest to her political stances,
and actually often provides her a full ranking of candidates according to her answers to a survey on a range
of policy statements. The answers are indeed converted into positions on different dimensions, each position
reporting on the level of agreement on a particular policy statement. Norm ¢; is typically used when there
are many dimensions, while norm /5 is used when the number of dimensions is lower (Moreno et al, 2022;
Isotald, 2020). For an overview of the topic of voting advice applications, the reader may refer to the survey
by |Garzia and Marschall (2019).

In this work, we put a special emphasis on the case d = 2 and we consider the norms /5, ¢1 and /..
An original focus of our work is to try to identify the differences between the three norms. Hence, we are
interested in the following questions:

* Are there forbidden structures that make a profile not Euclidean, under some of the three norms?
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* Given a set of m candidates, what is the maximal size (in terms of the number of pairwise distinct
preferences) of profiles that are Euclidean?

* Are there some differences or similarities between the norms in the expressivity of Euclidean pref-
erences? Put another way, are there profiles that are Euclidean with one norm and not with another
one?

We first show a a structural result on /;-Euclidean and /..-Euclidean profiles in R?, namely that in an
{~-Euclidean profile there are at most 2d candidates ranked last by at least one voter, while there are at most
24 such candidates for an ¢ -Euclidean profile. While this result is not hard to prove, it is interesting in several
aspects: first, it provides a strong difference with {5, as we can easily build ¢5-Euclidean profiles in the plane
where each candidate is ranked last at least oncl. Second, it is an interesting generalization of the case of
1-dimensional Euclidean preferences, where it is well known that at most 2 candidates can be ranked last.
Finally, while it is known that ¢; and ¢, are equivalent when d < 2 (meaning that, for d € {1, 2}, a profile
is /1-Euclidean if and only if it is /,.-Euclidean), an immediate corollary of this structural result is that this
equivalence does not hold for d > 3.

We then focus on the case d = 2. As it can easily be seen that every profile with 2 or 3 candidates is
¢1-Euclidean (thus ¢,-Euclidean) and ¢3-Euclidean (Bogomolnaia and Laslier, 2004), we focus in Section
on the case of m =4 candidates. We first give an explicit example of a profile which is ¢;-Euclidean but not
¢5-Euclidean. We then focus on the maximal size (in terms of the number of pairwise distinct preferences) of
profiles on 4 candidates that are Euclidean. It is known since the work of [Bennett and Hayd (1960) that the
maximal size is 18 for {3. We show that this maximal size is exactly 19 for ¢;. Then, we give a new proof
that a profile on 4 candidates is ¢5-Euclidean if and only if it is a subprofile of one of three voter-maximal
two-dimensional Euclidean profiles (involving 18 voters). [Kamiya et al (2011/) proved the same result, but
they rely on a link they establish with the problem of enumerating chambers of hyperplane arrangements (for
an introduction to the topic, see, e.g., the chapter of |Stanley et al, [2004), while we use simpler and purely
geometrical arguments.

We then focus on the case m > 5. We focus on the the maximal size of profiles which are Euclidean.
We show that, despite the strong restriction on the number of candidates ranked last by some voter (at most
2d = 4), the maximal size of an ¢;-Euclidean profile is @(m4), i.e., of the same order of magnitude as for ¢,
(as shown by Bennett and Hays, [1960).

Organization of the article. We provide a brief overview of the related work in Section[2l We then give
in Section 3 some formal definitions, examples, and focus on the relation between ¢; and /., norms for Eu-
clidean profiles. Some geometric properties of representations of ¢1-Euclidean profiles are given in Sectiondl
We highlight some differences with the /> norm, and derive some properties that will be useful for the results
of subsequent sections. Then we present in Section 3] our results with m = 4 candidates, while Section
deals with the general case, i.e., for an arbitrary number of candidates. We conclude the article in Section[7]
by providing some research directions.

2 Related work

The one-dimensional case. |Chen et al (2015) proved that one-dimensional Euclidean preference profiles
cannot be characterized in terms of finitely many forbidden substructures, i.e., one cannot enumerate a finite
set of substructures (also called obstructions) such that a profile is one-dimensional Euclidean if and only
if it contains none of the substructures in the list. It is nevertheless known that one-dimensional Euclidean
preference profiles can be recognised in polynomial time in the number of voters and candidates, as first
shown by Doignon and Falmagne (1994), and then by Knoblauch (2010) and [Elkind and Faliszewski (2014).
Very recently, [Chen and Grottke (2021)) characterized one-dimensional Euclidean preference profiles with a
small number of candidates and voters. In particular, they showed that any profile with at most 5 candidates is
Euclidean if and only if it is single-peaked and single-crossing (where both single-peaked and single-crossing
profiles can be characterized via finitely many finite obstructions). They finally identified the smallest single-
peaked and single-crossing profile which is not Euclidean.

"Place for instance the candidates on a circle, and for each candidate ¢ place a voter v which is the antipode of ¢ with respect to the
center of the circle.



The multidimensional case. [Bennett and Hays (1960) as well as [Hays and Bennett (1961)) proposed sev-
eral methods to estimate the minimum value of d to be able to embed a preference profile in a d-dimensional
space, i.e., to associate a point in R? to each voter and each candidate so that the voters’ preferences are
decreasing with the distance to the candidates. In particular, they established that the maximum cardinality
of a £>-Euclidean profile on m candidates in dimension d is equal to >_;" . |s(m, k)|, where s(m, k) are
the (unsigned) Stirling numbers of the first kind. The same result has been found by |Good and Tideman
1977). Later on, Bogomolnaia and Laslier (2004) showed that to guarantee any profile of n preferences on
m candidates to be d-Euclidean, it is necessary and sufficient to have d between min{n — 1,m — 1} and
min{n,m — 1}. Recently, an analogous result was shown by [Chen et al (2022) for preference profiles using
an £1 metric. More precisely, |Chen et al (2022) showed that each preference profile with m alternatives and
n voters is d-Euclidean with respect to the norm ¢; whenever d > min{n, m — 1}. Also, they studied the
smallest non-Euclidean profiles in case of d = 2. As mentioned earlier, [Kamiya et al (2011) studied the
question of counting and enumerating voter-maximal /5-Euclidean profiles in R?, according to the number
m of candidates. They provide a formula for the number of voter-maximal profiles if d = m — 2, and they
were able to enumerate them for m = 4. Regarding the computational aspects, [Peters (2017) proved that
the recognition problem (i.e., deciding whether or not a preference profile is £2-Euclidean in dimension d) is
NP-hard for d > 1, and that some Euclidean preference profiles require exponentially many bits in order to
specify any Euclidean embedding.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Euclidean preference profile

We consider a (finite) set V' of n voters, and a (finite) set C' of m candidates. Each voter gives her preference
>, over the set of candidates as a ranking (total ranking, without tie). The set {>,,, >4,,..., >4, } Of
preferences of voters in V' on candidates in C' is denoted by R, and the couple P = (C, R) is called a
preference profile. We write ¢; >, ¢ if voter v prefers c¢; to co. For conciseness, we will often write the
preference ¢; >, ¢; >, ... >, ¢ foravoter v as (¢;, ¢j, . . ., ).

Definition 1. Let d > 1 be an integer, and || - ||¢ a norm on R%. The profile P = (C, R) of preferences of n
voters over m candidates is (-Euclidean in R if there exists a mapping f:V U C — R such that for each
v € V and each {c1,ca} C C:

c1 >y e = [[f(0) = fle)lle <IIf(v) = fle2)lle

The mapping is called an /-Euclidean representation of the profile in R?. Obviously, such a representation
is not necessarily unique. A profile for which there exists a /-Euclidean representation in R is called /-
Euclidean in R9.

We note that if two voters v and v have the same preference, then P = (C, R) is £-Euclidean in R? if and
only if (C, R\ {>,/}) is ¢-Euclidean in R?. So, without loss of generality, throughout the article we consider
preference profiles where any pair of voters have different preferences. We define the size (or cardinality) of
a profile as the number of votes (or, equivalently, voters).

We note also that, as preferences in P are strict orders, we could replace the implication in Definition [I]
by an equivalence - hence, the last line of the definition becomes:

¢ >y e & [[f(0) = fle)lle < [[f(v) = fle)le-

3.2 Boundary hypersurfaces

Consider a profile P = (C, R), an integer d and a norm || - ||, on R%. Given a set of points py, ..., pm, € RY,
we now study the question of determining whether there exists a mapping f:V U C — R such that:

1. foreachi € {1,...,m}, f(c;) = pi;
2. fis a ¢-Euclidean representation of P in R

To build an ¢-Euclidean representation in R4, it is sufficient (and necessary) to find for each v € V' a value
f(v) such that f fulfills the condition in Definition[Il Let us define, for each v, the set D¢ (v) of such possible
values:

Dy(v) = {f(v)€R? : ¥{c1, 2} CCe1>p 2 = || £ (v) = flen)lle < [|f(v) = fle2) e}
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Figure 1: An {5-representation of the complete profile on 3 candidates.

With this notation, the profile is /-Euclidean in R if and only if there exists a mapping f such that for each
v, Df(v) is a non-empty set. The natural question is to characterise D (v) for each voter v. To this end, we
introduce the following notion:

Definition 2. For a pair {c1,ca} C C of candidates mapped in positions f(c1) and f(cz), the set of points
p € R such that || f(c1) — plle = ||f(c2) — plle is called the boundary hypersurface of ci and ca (or just
hypersurface in what follows), and is denoted by H(c1,ca). We denote then by Dy (c1, c2) the set of points
p € R such that ||f(c1) — plle < ||f(c2) — plle, and by Dg(c2,c1) the set of points p € RY such that
1F(ex) = plle > 17(ea) — ple

It is easy to convince oneself that:

Dy(w)= [ Dsleirc))

Ci >0 Cj

Note that if ¢ = ¢5, Dy(v) is convex (as an intersection of half spaces bounded by a hyperplane) for each
v € V. However, we will see later that D (v) is not necessarily convex if £ =¢; or { = /(... For conciseness,
and only if no confusion is possible, we will omit the representation function f in the notions introduced in
Definition[2l Thus, we will write H (¢;, ¢;), resp. D(c¢;, ¢j) and D(v), instead of Hy(c;, ¢;), resp. D (c;, ¢j)
and Dy (v).

As Dy(eq,c2) depends only on the positions of ¢; and ¢y in R?, and hence Dy (v) on the positions of
C1,---,Cm, the definition of /-Euclidean profiles in R< can be reformulated as follows:

Proposition 1. Let d>1 be an integer, and || - ||, be a norm on RY. The profile P = (C, R) of preferences of
n voters over m candidates is {-Euclidean in R? if and only if there exists a mapping f : C — R® such that
Dy (v) is non-empty for eachveV.

Given a representation function f and a voter v, we will call the set D¢(v) an area, as geometrically, it
corresponds to an area of the plane. Thus, D(v) is an area of preference ranking >, with respect to the
representation f. By abuse of notation, the terms of area and (its corresponding) preference ranking will be
used interchangebly.

Example 1. Consider a preference profile P with 3 candidates {c1, ca, c3} and the 6 possible preferences on
these 3 candidates. Figure[llshows a {2-Euclidean representation of P in R%: the 3 hypersurfaces H(c1, c2),
H(c1,c3) and H(ca, c3), as well as the 6 non-empty areas D(v) (with the corresponding preference written
in the area).

We now give a profile on 4 candidates which is not f5-Euclidean in R?. As we will see, the fact that it is
not Euclidean is proved by geometric arguments.
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Figure 2: The different preference areas obtained from candidates c;, co and c3 forming a triangle. Each
preference R, is a subset of an area, the precise contours of which depends on the position of ¢, in R2.

Example 2. Let us consider the following profile P = (C, R) with 9 voters and 4 candidates, where R,, is the
preference of voter v:

Ry : (ca,c3,¢1,c2)  Ra:(cs,cq,c1,02)
Rs: (cq,c¢3,¢2,¢1) Ry :(c3,c4,c2,c1)
Rs : (ca,c1,¢4,¢3)  Rg:(ca,c1,c3,¢4)
R7: (c1,c2,c4,c3) Rs:(c1,c2,c3,¢4)
Ry : (c2,¢3,¢1,c4)

Let us show that this profile is not {s-Euclidean in R? (while we will see later that it is ¢1-Euclidean in

R?). By contradiction, assume that a {o-Euclidean representation in R? exists. The points cy, ¢y, c3 form
necessarily a (non-degenerate) triangle, as 5 different rankings over {c1,ca, c3} are present in the profile,
and at most 4 can be represented if ¢y, co, c3 are aligned in R2. FigureDillustrates the different preference
areas obtained from candidates c1, cs, c3 forming a triangle.
Note that for eachi€{1,2,3,4}, we obtain Ra;—1 from R.A by swapping cs and cy4. Thus, H(cs, c4) has to
go through the area cs > c1 > co to separate Ry and Ry, through the area c3 > co > ¢ to separate Rs and
Ry and finally through the areas co > c¢1 > c3 and ¢y > ca > c3 to separate Rs and Rg, and R; and Rg
(see Figurel2 for more clarity). This is not possible, as any straight line can cross at most 3 of these 4 areas.
Indeed, if a straight line crosses both the area containing { Rz, Rs} and the one containing { R5, Rg}, then
it must intersect H(cy, c2) below point A. Similarly, if it crosses both the area containing { R1, Ry} and the
one containing { R3, R4}, then it must intersect H(cy, c2) above point A. Thus, to cross the 4 areas, it must
intersect H(cy, c2) twice, a contradiction.

Hence, no {>-Euclidean representation of P exists in R2. O

3.3 Relation between norms ¢; and ¢,

We consider here the case where £ = ¢1 or { = {,. Given § > 0, we denote by Sf (p) the ¢-sphere of radius
§ centered in p € RY. Formally:

Si(p) ={q € R : |lp— ql|¢ = 6}

With this notation, we characterise H (c1, ¢2) as:

H(er,e0) = (J(S5(f(er) NS5(f(c2)) (D

§>0

2These pairs correspond to rows in the display of the profile given at the beginning of example



Figure 3: For d = 2, the spheres Sﬁl (p) and SQ’gé(p) are homothetic via the rotation of 45°.

For d = 2, for all § > 0 and p € R?, the spheres Sgl (p) and 857 ﬁ(p) are homothetic via the rotation of

45° (see Figure ). Together with the characterisation of H(cy, co) in Equation (I)), this yields the following
observation, already noted by [Lee and Wong (1980).

Observation 1 (Lee and Wong, 1980). A preference profile is {1-Euclidean in R? if and only if it is {o-
Euclidean in R?.

We now show that this equivalence is not true for d > 3. This is actually a corollary of the following
proposition, which provides a structural property of ..-Euclidean and ¢;-Euclidean profiles in R%.

Proposition 2. In an {.-Euclidean profile in R?, at most 2d candidates are ranked last by at least one voter.
In an 01-Euclidean profile in R?, at most 2¢ candidates are ranked last by at least one voter. These bounds
are tight for all d.

Proof. Let us first consider an ¢.-Euclidean profile P = (V, (), and a corresponding mapping f. We
denote by f;(z) the position of candidate/voter = on the i*" coordinate. Fori = 1,...,d, let us denote by
¢ and cj»‘f the candidates that have minimal and maximal i*" coordinate. There are at most 2d of them
(some candidates may be extremal on several coordinates). Take a candidate ¢ which is not among these
extremal candidates, and take a voter v. We show that ¢ cannot be ranked last by v. Let 7 be such that
17(e) = F@)lew = Ifile) = fiw)]-

If fz (C) > fz (’U), then

1f(€) = F)lew = file) = filw) < file]) = fi(v) < N f(ef]) = F(0)lewe-

As the two distances cannot be the same (no tie in the preferences), c is ranked before cj»‘f by v.
If f;(c) < fi(v), then

1£(e) = f(0)llee = fi(v) = filc) < filv) = filef?) < N F(ef)) — f(0)lewe -

Again, c is ranked before ¢ by v. In both cases, ¢ is not ranked last.

To show the tightness of the bound, we consider a profile on 2d candidates where f(c2;—1) is —1 on coor-
dinate ¢ and 0 on all other coordinates, and f(c2;) = — f(¢2;—1). There are also 2d voters, with f(v;) = f(¢;)
fort=1,...,2d. Then it is easy to see that co;_1 is ranked last by v9;, and cs; is ranked last by v9;_1

Let us now focus on ¢1-Euclidean profiles. For each vector u in {—1, l}d, let ¢, be a candidate which
d

maximizes u - f(c) = >_;_; u; - fi(c). As previously, consider a candidate ¢ which is not among these (at
most) 2¢ extreme candidates, and take a voter v. We show that ¢ cannot be ranked last by v. By definition,
If(c) = f(v)lle, = Zle |fi(e) — fi(v)|. Define the vector w as u; = 1if fi(¢) > fi(v) and u; = —1
otherwise. Then:

1£(c) = F)lle = S0y wi - (file) = fiw) = u- fe) —u- f(v)
<u-flew) —u- f(0) < L filew) = fi(@)] = llew = vlle,.-

3Note that, defined like this, there are some ties in the distances among the candidates that are not ranked last, but these can be easily
broken by slightly moving the positions, for instance moving ca;_1 (resp. ca;) by —e; (resp. +¢;) on the i** coordinate, with €; # €j
for i # 7.
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Figure 4: A (boundary) hypersurface separating ¢; and co: Ax # Ay, Az, Ay > 0.

As the two distances must be different (no tie in the preferences), c is not ranked last by v.
To show the tightness, let us consider the following profile on 2¢ candidates and 27 voters. For each

vector u € {—1,1}%, we define a candidate c,, with f(c,) = u, and a voter v, with f(v,) = —u. Then we
have || f(cu) — f(v)|le, = 2d, while if u # o’ we have || f(cu) — f(vu)|le, < 2(d—1) (as fi(cw) = fi(vy)
on at least one coordinate 7). So ¢, is ranked last by v,[]. O

From now on, and throughout the remainder of the article, we fix d=2, i.e., we consider a representation
of the preferences in the plane. For the sake of brevity, we omit to mention “in R?” in the following. Given
Observation[Il we can use £; or £, indifferently. We choose to use £;.

4 Properties of hypersurfaces under /; in the plane

We give in this section some properties of (boundary) hypersurfaces under ¢;. These properties will be useful
to obtain the results on ¢;-Euclidean profiles in Sections[Bland[6l They have also their own interest, giving
some geometric insights on the differences between Euclidean profiles under ¢; and ¢5.

Note. For ease of notation, when the position of candidates are fixed, ¢; will denote both the candidate
and her position in R? (i.e., f(c;) in the above notation).

4.1 Types of hypersurfaces

We first focus on the description of the hypersurfaces separating two points ¢; and c¢3. In contrast to the /o
metrics where the hypersurface is always a straight line (if d = 2), the shape of this hypersurface depends on
the relative positions of ¢; and co when using the ¢ metrics, as we will now show. We denote by (1, y1)
(resp. (z2,y2)) the coordinates of ¢; (resp. c2), and we use the notations Az = |z1 — 22| and Ay = |y1 — y2|.

1. Let us first consider the case Ax # Ay, with Az >0 and Ay > 0. This case is illustrated in Figure 4
Without loss of generality, assume that Az > Ay (the case Az < Ay can be treated analogously).
The positions c; and ¢y can be seen as two opposite vertices of a rectangle (see Fig. H).

* By definition of the ¢; metrics, there are two points M7, M» on the rectangle boundary that belong
to H(cy,c2): these are the points that are at distance Az;Ay from both points ¢; and co. Points
M, and M, are symmetric with respect to the rectangle center, and we observe that the segment

[M7, M5] belongs to H(cq, ¢2) - in fact, we observe that:

[Mq, M) = SZAlm+Ay (c1)N SéAlaH»Ay (c2)
2

2

4 As previously, the ties between distances among candidates that are not ranked last can be removed by slightly moving the positions.
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Figure 5: The hypersurface separating ¢ and ¢y if Az = Ay > 0.

* The half-line {(x s, y) : ¥ > yu, } also belongs to H(cy, ca), where x s, and yy, denote the
coordinates of Mj, as for y > ya,, each point (zay,,y) is at distance % + y — yar, both

from ¢; and cs.
* Similarly, the half-line { (2, y)|y < Yy, } belongs to H(cy, ca).
To sum it up, we have identified three parts of H (¢, c2): two vertical half-lines connected by a diagonal
segment. We can easily prove that for each z € R? that does not belong to one of these parts, we have

Iz —c1lle, # ||z — e2l|e, - More precisely, the points to the left-hand side of the hypersurface are closer
to c1, while the ones on the right-hand side are closer to cs.

2. Let us now consider the case Az = Ay > 0. This case is illustrated in Figure [5] In this special
case, the rectangle is a square where ¢; and cy are opposite vertices, and M; and M> are the two other
opposite vertices. The hypersurface H (c1, ¢2) is then composed of the three following parts:

(a) the quadrant {(z,y) € R?*|z < za,y > yar )
(b) the segment [M7, Mo],
(c) the quadrant {(z,y) € R2|zx > zas,,y < yar, }-

3. Consider now the case Az =0 or Ay = 0. Clearly, the hypersurface is then the same as for the /5
metrics (i.e., a straight line at equal ¢5 distance from ¢; and c2).

The following result states that, to recognise an ¢;-Euclidean profile, we can assume without loss of
generality that all hypersurfaces are of the first type described above:

Lemma 1. Let P be an {1-Euclidean profile. There exists a representation of ‘P in which all hypersurfaces
are of type 1, i.e., Ax # Ay and Az, Ay > 0.

Proof. In an {1-Euclidean representation of a preference profile, as we consider only strict preferences, we
have for any candidates c¢;, ¢; and voter v:

H1F(w) = Fle)lle, = 1f (v) = flei)lle, [ >0 2

Then, let us denote by £4 the minimum difference in absolute value of distances as in (@), over all pairs
{ci, ¢;} of candidates and voters v. Moreover, let (z;, y;) be the position of candidate ¢; in the representation,
and S, (resp. Sy, Szy) the set of pairs of candidates {c;, ¢;} with |z; — ;| > 0 (resp. |y; — y;| > 0,

’|$z - $j| — |y — y]|’ > (). We define also:

g; = min |z —xjl,
{ci,c;} €52
£y = min i — Yj
Y feiesyes, lvi = sl
and e,y =  min oy — ;| — |y — |-

{ci,c;}ESay
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Figure 6: The different ¢ -hypersurfaces for 1 < x».

If there is a pair {¢;, ¢; } such that z; = z; (in other words, {¢;, ¢; } ¢ S;), we can move one of these candidates,
say ¢;, by adding € to x; with e = % min{eq, €4, €y, €4y - We then get |x; — x;| > 0. We note that after this
operation, we have S, < S, U {{c;,¢;}} and S, and S, are not modified. An analogous reasoning can be
done for every pair {c;, c;} of candidates such that {c;, c;} ¢ S, (by moving one candidate on the y-axis),
resp. {c;, ¢} ¢ Sz, (by moving one candidate on one axis). This way, by iterating these modifications, we

finally get a representation without the degenerated cases Az = Ay, Az = 0, or Ay = 0. O

Hence, without loss of generality, we assume that all /;-hypersurfaces are of type 1 in the following.

We can go further into the classification of the different hypersurfaces of type 1. First, notice that if
Ax < Ay, both half-line parts of the hypersurface are horizontal. In the opposite case, when Ax > Ay, these
half-lines are vertical.

Now, let us look at the segment [M7, Ms] of the hypersurface. In the following, the numbering of the
quadrants of the Cartesian coordinate system goes counter-clockwise starting from the upper right quadrant.
Without loss of generality, assume that 7 < x2, where ¢; = (x1,y1) and c2 = (22,y2). If y1 < yo, the
segment [M7, Mo] is parallel to the II-IV quadrant diagonal, also called the “minus diagonal” (see the upper
part of Figure[@). If y; > yo, the segment [M7, Ms)] is parallel to the I-1II quadrant diagonal, also called the
“plus diagonal” (see the lower part of Figure[6).

Now that we have seen the shape of hypersurfaces for ¢;, we illustrate this by giving a representation of
the profile on 3 candidates that includes all 3! =6 possible strict preferences over the 3 candidates (complete
profile).

Example 3 (Example [l continued). Figure[Ashows that the complete profile on 3 candidates (with 6 prefer-
ences) is {1-Euclidean, by providing a £1-Euclidean representation of the profile.

More interestingly, we show that the profile on 4 candidates given in ExampleR2lis ¢1-Euclidean (while it
is not ¢5-Euclidean).

Example 4 (Example 2 continued). Figure 8 shows that profile P of Example 2l is ¢1-Euclidean in R?, by
providing a {1-Euclidean representation of the profile.
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Figure 8: A /1-Euclidean representation of the profile P of Example[2l

4.2 Intersection of boundary hypersurfaces

It will come as no surprise that many geometrical properties holding for £» do not hold for ¢;-hypersurfaces.
Let us mention some of them that are useful for the rest of this paper.

It is well-known that given two distinct lines (i.e., {2-hypersurfaces), the intersections of these lines is either
empty (if the lines are parallel) or contains a unique point. In the case of /;-hypersurfaces, more situations
may arise, as stated in the following proposition (several examples of possible intersections are given in Fig-
ure [9 for illustration. The proof, as well as complete figures illustrating the different situations, are given in
Appendix[A_T).

Proposition 3. The intersection of two distinct £1-hypersurfaces is either empty or contains a unique point,
or two distinct points, or an infinite number of points.

The following result states that, to recognise a ¢;-Euclidean profile, we can assume without loss of gen-
erality that the last case of Proposition [3] (corresponding to a degenerate case) never occurs. Thus, in the
remainder of the article, we assume w.l.0.g. that hypersurfaces intersect in at most 2 points.

Lemma 2. Let P be an {1-Euclidean profile. There exists a representation of P in which any pair of hyper-
surfaces intersect in at most 2 points.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemmal[Il Let us suppose that for a given ¢;-Euclidean representation
f, there are two hypersurfaces H (c;, ¢;) and H (¢, ¢;) that intersect in infinitely many points. We will show

10
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Figure 9: The intersection of two distinct £;-hypersurfaces : several examples

that it is always possible to slightly change the position of one of the points f(c;), f(¢;), f(cx) and f(c;) so
that the hypersurfaces intersect in at most two points, without modifying the types of hypersurfaces and the
set of representation areas.

Suppose that one of the hypersurfaces, say H(c;,c;), is vertical (the other case being symmetrical). We
move the point f(¢;). To do so, we denote

€= min T, — Tl — |y; —
¢ Ckec\{q}lz k| = [y — Ykl

and, as in the Lemmal[ll

ca=min min | 1) = Fe)lle = 1£(0) = F(eple |
As we consider only strict preferences, ¢4 > 0. Also, thanks to Lemma [T] that excluded a degeneration
Az = Ay, we have &; > 0. Lete = $min{eg, st}ﬁ We can now move the point f(c;) by adding ¢ to
z;. As € < g4, we do not change the set of preferences corresponding to representation areas. As € < &y,
we do not change the type of any hypersurface involving c;. Finally, as z; increased by € > 0, the value of
|z; — x;| + |y; — y;| changes, and the hypersurface (both the vertical extremities and the middle segment)
slightly moves to the right on the z—axis. Therefore, H (¢;, ¢;) and H(cg, ¢;) no more intersect in an infinity
of points. O

In Euclidean geometry under norm /s, the bisectors of the three sides of a non-degenerate triangle inter-
sect in a unique point, and do not intersect otherwise. In terms of hypersurfaces, given three points c;, co and
cs, the hypersurfaces H (c1, ¢2), H(c1, c3) and H(c2, c3) intersect in at most one point under ¢o. We have the
following analogous result in case of ¢;-hypersurfaces:

Proposition 4. Given three points c1, ¢ and c3:

e If H(c1,c2), H(c1,c3) and H(ca, c3) are all vertical (or all horizontal), then the intersection of each
pair of hypersurfaces is empty. In particular, the intersection of the 3 hypersurfaces is empty.

 Iftwo of them are vertical and one is horizontal (or vice-versa), then the intersection of the 3 hyper-
surfaces is a unique point.

The proof of this Proposition (see Appendix[A.2)) uses the following easy lemma, that we will use in some
other proofs as well.

Lemma 3. Given three points c1, ca and cs, we have:
H(ci,e2) N H(er,e3) N H(ea,¢c3) = H(es, ¢) N H(cj, cx)

Sforalli,j, k suchthat {i,5,k} = {1,2,3}.

SFor completeness, we should also choose € smaller than €., €y and €4 introduced in Lemmal[Il to ensure that we do not create any
degeneration excluded by this Lemma while moving the point f(c;).

11
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Figure 10: The parallelogram determined by ¢; and c;.

Proof. The left-right inclusion is obvious. For the right-left inclusion, without loss of generality, assume that
i=1, j=2and k=3, and consider € H(c;, c;) N H(c;,cx). Then,

|z —cille, = [lz — calle, = |lz = eslle,
because
z€H(ci,cj) = ||z — cille, = [|z — ¢;less
z€H(ciyen) = ||z —cille, = [l — cklle,-
Hence, © € H(c1,c2) N H(c1,c3) N H(cg,c3). O

The next result is a direct corollary of Proposition [ (see Appendix[AJ]for the proof).

Corollary 1. Given three points c;, cj, cx, the hypersurfaces H(c;,c;) and H(c;,cy) intersect in at most
one point. In other words, given four points c;, c;, ¢, and c;, if two hypersurfaces H(c;,c;) and H(cy, c;)
intersect in two different points, then c;, c;, ¢, and c; are all distinct.

Proposition ] can be reformulated by giving conditions on the relative positions of ci, ca and c3 rather
than the types of hypersurfaces H(c1, ¢2), H(c1,c3) and H (co, c3). For this reformulation, let us first define
the following notion of parallelogram associated with the positions of 2 candidates (see Figure [10| for an
illustration).

Definition 3. Let ¢; and c; be two candidates, and (z;,v;), (x;,y;) their positions in the two-dimensional
plane. Let us denote by:

o df = {(z,9)|ly = x — x; + y;} the "+ diagonal going through the point c;,
o d; ={(z,y)ly = —x + xz; + y; } the ”-” diagonal going through the point c;,
. d;‘ ={(z,y)ly = — x; +y;} the "+” diagonal going through the point c;,
s d; = {(z,y)ly = —x + x; + y;} the ”-” diagonal going through the point c;.

Let us call A the intersection point of dzr and d; and B the intersection point of d; and d;r. We call
parallelogram determined by c; and c; the parallelogram whose vertices are c;, A, c; and B, and we denote
by paral(c;, cj) the interior of the parallelogranti.

We are now able to reformulate Proposition[4]as Proposition [ below.

Proposition 5. Given three points ¢y = (x1,y1), c2 = (22, y2) and c3 = (x3,y3):

SNote that as we consider non degenerated profile following Lemmal[Il no point (besides c; and c;) lies on one of the 4 diagonals -
and in particular on the boarder of the parallelogram.

12



o If ¢y, co or cg is inside the parallelogram determined by the two other points, then H (c1, c2), H(c1,c3)
and H (cq, c3) do not (pairwise) intersect.

o Otherwise, the intersection of the three hypersurfaces is a unique point.

The proof of Proposition [3] can be found in Appendix [A4l This proposition has a direct consequence
on the preferences within an ¢;-Euclidean profile. It is given in the following corollary, which will be used
in Section [@] to show an upper bound on the number of candidates ranked last by at least one voter in a
¢1-Euclidean profile.

Corollary 2. Let P = (V,C) be an {1-Euclidean profile, and consider three candidates ¢1 = (x1,y1),
co = (x2,y2) and cs = (x3,y3) in a given {1-Euclidean representation of P. If ca € paral(ci,cs), then
there is no voter v €V for whom both c1 >, co and c3 >, ca. In other words, ca is never ranked last among
C1,C2,C3.

Proof. Assume that cg is inside the parallelogram determined by c; and c3. Proposition ] implies that
H(er,c2), H(er,c3) and H(co,c3) do not (pairwise) intersect. Hence, they are all horizontal, or all ver-
tical (as a vertical hypersurface always intersects a horizontal one). Without loss of generality, assume that
all three hypersurfaces are vertical, and that 1 < z2 < x3. As each point (z,y) of H(c;,c;) satisfies
x; < & < x;, we have H (c1, ¢2) on the left of H(co, c3).

We now show by contradiction that H (¢, c3) lies between these two hypersurfaces. Assume the left-to-right
order of hypersurfaces is H(c1, ¢3), H(c1,¢2), H(ca, c3). As ¢ lies in the leftmost area, it is necessarily the
top-ranked candidate there. The second-ranked candidate in this area must be c3, the leftmost hypersurface
being H(c1,c3). Thus, the ranking of the leftmost area is ¢; > ¢3 > ¢o. By moving from the leftmost to
the rightmost area, we obtain consecutively (by crossing the hypersurfaces one by one) the four following
rankings: (c1,cs,ce) (the leftmost one), (c3, c1,c2) (after crossing H(cy, c3)), (c3,c2,c1) (after crossing
H(eq,c2)) and finally (co, c3, ¢1) (the rightmost one, after crossing H (cz, c3)). We get a contradiction: as c3
lies in the rightmost area (because we have r; < z2 < x3), it must be a top-ranked candidate there.

The case where H (c1, c3) is the rightmost hypersurface can be treated similarly. Hence, the only possible
order of hypersurfaces is H(c1, c2), H(c1,c3), H(ca, c3), and we see, with similar arguments as previously,
that ¢y is never ranked last. O

Note that Proposition[3| only gives the possible number of intersection points between two hypersurfaces
, however, it does not specify the conditions in which each of the cases appears. The following result (see
Appendix[A.3]for the proof) gives some more precise statement, which will be needed in the next sections in
order to compute, based on geometrical arguments, the size of ¢;-Euclidean profiles.

Proposition 6. Given four points c1, ¢, cs and cy, there is at most one pair of hypersurfaces H(c;, ¢;), H(ck, ¢;)
(with {i,4,k,1} = {1,2,3,4}) intersecting in two distinct points.

S Euclidean profiles on 4 candidates in the plane

As we have seen, all the profiles with 3 candidates are ¢>-Euclidean and ¢;-Euclidean. We focus here on the
case with 4 candidates. In Section[3.1l we study the maximum size of /-Euclidean profiles (for £ = ¢; and
¢ = £5). In Section[3.2] we provide a concise characterization of ¢>-Euclidean profiles.

5.1 Maximum size of a Euclidean profile on 4 candidates

Bennett and Hays (1960) gave a recursive formula to compute the maximum cardinality of ¢5-Euclidean
profiles in R, For d=2 and 4 candidates, their formula gives the following result:

Proposition 7 (Bennett and Hays, [1960). The max cardinality of a {s-Euclidean profile on 4 candidates is
18.

We examine this question for the norm £, and show that the maximum cardinality is 19 (Theorem[I]). The
core of the proof is to show that it is at most 19 (Lemma[4): this is done by counting the (maximal) number
of areas delimited by hypersurfaces. For this, we use several results of Section[d] as well as Euler’s formula
for planar graphs. An explicit construction of a ¢;-Euclidean profile with 19 preferences is then given in
Lemmal[3] which shows that the upper bound of Lemma[dlis tight.

13
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Figure 11: A ¢;-Euclidean representation of a profile P, and its corresponding graph. The intersection of
H(e;, ¢j), H(ci,ex), H(cj, cx) (resp. H(c;, ¢ ) and H(cg, ¢;)) yields a vertex I; ; . (resp. I; j N I ).

Lemma 4. Any {1-Euclidean profile on 4 candidates has at most 19 (pairwise distinct) preferences.

Proof. To prove this proposition, given an ¢;-Euclidean representation of a profile P, we define a graph
whose vertices are all hypersurface intersections, and where there is an edge between two intersections
(denoted by I7 and I») if and only if both I; and I» lie on the same hypersurface, and there is any other
intersection on the segment of extremities I; and I (see Figure [1lfor an illustration).

The corresponding graph is by construction planar. We note that each inner face of the graph corresponds
to a bounded area in the representation of the profile, while unbounded areas in the representation of the
preference profile are all merged into the outer face of the planar graph.

We can then use Euler’s formula in the corresponding graph. It states that the number of faces of a planar
graph is ny = n, — n, + 2, where n. is the number of edges and n,, the number of vertices.

Let us denote by n_ the number of areas in the /;-Euclidean representation of the profile. Note that each
area corresponds to a single preference, so n < n.. For 4 candidates, there are 6 hypersurfaces, leading to at
most 12 unbounded areas. As mentioned above, these 12 unbounded areas are merged into the outer face of
the planar graph. As the bounded areas yield ny —1 inner faces, we have n,<ny — 1+ 12 = ny + 11, and
therefore (by Euler’s formula):

nzgne — Ny + 13 (3)

If k different hypersurfaces intersect in a common point, we call this point a k-intersection. We can assume
there are only 2-intersections and 3-intersections: let f be a representation of a given ¢;-Euclidean profile
containing a 4-intersection /. As 3 points give only 3 different hypersurfaces, the 4 hypersurfaces intersecting
in I involve the four points f(c1), f(c2), f(c3), f(ca) corresponding to the positions of the four candidates
¢1, C2, €3, c4. By definition, I is equidistant from all candidates - more formally, we have || f(c) — I||¢, = § >
0 for each ¢ € {¢1, ca, c3, ca}. As in the Lemmal[ll we define:

ea =min min_[[|f(v) = f(ci)lley = £ (0) = f(ej)llen |-

veEV ci,c; €C

As we consider only strict preferences, €4 > 0. We can then add ¢ = %d to :cll?] Doing that, I will be no
more equidistant from all four points and therefore, there will no more be a 4-intersection in such a modified
representation. By iterating the processus, all k-intersections can be excluded for any k > 4.

As there are 4 candidates, there are at most four 3-intersections:

e o3 = H(cy, 2 1,3

C1,C4

* I134 = H(cy,c3

)N H
A 1124 =H Cl,Cg)ﬂH
== )mH01,64

( (cr,e3) N H
( (cr,ea) N H
( (cr,ea) N H
( (ca,ca) N H

o Ip3q = H(ca,c3) N H(c, 4

"More precisely, € should be smaller than the minimum of €4 and min{e, £y, szy} as defined in Lemmal[ll to ensure that we do
not create one of the degenerations excluded by this Lemma.
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By Lemmal[3] we have covered all intersections of type H (c;, ¢;) N H(¢;, ¢). That means, all 2-intersections
will be of type H (¢;, ¢;) N H (¢, ¢;) with ¢, j, k, [ pairwise distinct. There are 3 pairs of hypersurfaces of this

type:
* H(ci,c2) N H(cs,cy),
e H(er,c3) N H(eo,ca),
* H(ci,cq) N H(c2,c3).

Each of these three pairs can give us one 2-intersection. In addition, Proposition [6]implies that at most one of
these pairs of hypersurfaces can intersect twice. To sum up, we have at most four 2-intersections. Therefore
n, <8 (at most four 3-intersections and four 2-intersections).

If n, = 8, there are four 2-intersections and four 3-intersections. Each 2-intersection generates four
outgoing half-lines, and each 3-intersection generates six outgoing half-lines. We then get4 -4 +4 -6 = 40
outgoing half-lines. However, 12 of them are delimiting outer non-bounded areas, so they are not responsible
for any graph edge. Therefore, 40 — 12 = 28 half-lines are left for forming edges. We observe that each of
these half-lines is used in the creation of exactly one edge, and that each edge is a segment corresponding
to the common part of exactly two half-lines (as each edge has two extremities which are two different
intersections). Thus, we have n, = 28/2 = 14. Finally, using Equation3

n,<l4 —8+13 = 19.

It is easy to check that if n, < 8§, then n, < 19: in fact, each 2-intersection (resp. 3-intersection)
generate four (resp. six) outgoing half-lines. In both cases at most a half of them are delimiting outer non-
bounded areas - which means that at least half of them has another 2-intersection or 3-intersection lying on
it. Therefore, each vertex allows to create at least two edges, so in the Euler formula the benefit of deleting a
vertex is outweighted by the drawback of deleting two edges. Thus, in any case, n, < 19. The size n of the
profile therefore satisfies n < n, < 19. [l

Let us now consider the following profile P; with 19 voters and 4 candidates (for more conciseness and

readability, preferences are in columns, so for instance the first preference is (c1, co, ¢3, ¢4)).

cp €1 €1 C1 C Cl Cp Cg Cp Co2 C3 C3 C3 C4 C4 Cq4 C4 Cq4 C4
C2 C2 €3 €3 C4 C4 C1 C1 C4 C4 C1 C4 C4 C1 C C2 C2 C3 C3

3
I

C3 C4 C2 C4 C2 C3 C3 C4 CI C3 C4 CI C2 C2 C3 (C1 C3 C1 C2
Cqg C3 C4 C2 C3 C2 C4 C3 C3 C1 C2 C2 (€1 C3 C2 C3 C1 C2 (1

Lemma 5. Py is {1-Euclidean.

Proof. Figure[I2]provides a £1-Euclidean representation of P;. Preference p; corresponds to (c1, ¢z, €3, ¢4)
(the first column in Pg), preference pr to (c2,c1,c3,¢q) (the 7th column in Pg) as we cross H(cq,c2) to
go from p; to pr, etc. The representation function f : C' — R? leading to Figure [I2] corresponds to the
following positions: f(c1) = (0,8), f(c2) = (10,10), f(c3) = (4,1) and f(ca) = (8, 3). These positions
are sufficient to plot the hypersurfaces and to convince ourselves that there are 19 non-empty preference areas.
For example, let us place a voter v in the area corresponding to preference p2, concretely on the coordinates
(5.5,8). We will check that her preference is indeed p2. Denoting by P, the position of voter v (i.e., the point
(5.5,8)), we have

1P, — f(c1)lle, = 5.5 — 0| + |8 — 8| = 5.5,
| P, — fc2)|le, = |5.5 — 10| + |8 — 10| = 6.5,
1Py = fler)lley = [5.5 — 4 +[8 — 1| = 8.5,
Py — f(c1)|le, =15.5 =8| + |8 = 3| =T7.5.

We see that, indeed, the preference of voter v corresponds to p2 =(c1, ¢z, ¢4, ¢3). O
As a direct consequence of Lemmatald]and[3] we have the following result, which concludes the section.
Theorem 1. The maximum cardinality of an {1-Euclidean profile on 4 candidates is 19.

We note that Py is another example of a preference profile on 4 candidates which is ¢;-Euclidean but not
£5-Euclidean (because there are more than 18 preferences).
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Figure 12: An /;-Euclidean representation of a profile with 4 candidates and 19 (pairwise) distinct votes.

5.2 Characterization of /,-Euclidean profiles

A central question in structured preferences is to determine whether a given profile is structured or not. As we
have seen before, with 4 candidates, any profile with more than 18 (resp. 19) preferences is not />-Euclidean
(resp. not £1-Euclidean). However, there are smaller profiles which are not ¢;- or £3-Euclidean (Example 2]
gives such a profile for ¢5).

In the sequel, we give a concise description of all />-Euclidean profiles on 4 candidates, that moreover
enables to easily determine whether a given profile on 4 candidates is ¢5-Euclidean or not. As noted in the
introduction, this result has also been proved by [Kamiya et al (2011)). The interest of the proof presented
below is that it is based on simpler and purely geometrical arguments. Furthermore, it might be possible to
consider the same type of approach to prove a result of the same nature for m > 5 candidates in the plane,
while the result by [Kamiya et al only applies for d =m—2 (thus for 4 candidates in the plane). Also, a similar
geometric approach might be useful for the /; norm, for which we conjecture that the profile Pj is the unique
maximal ¢;-Euclidean profile.

Back to ¢5>-Euclidean profiles on 4 candidates, we show that the number of maximal Euclidean profiles is
very small. More precisely, we prove that there are only 3 maximal ¢5-Euclidean profiles P, P5 and P53 (up
to a permutation of the candidates), each of them of size 18. Thus, a profile is />-Euclidean if and only if it is
a subprofile of P, P35 or P5 (up to a permutation of the candidates).

We say that two profiles are isomorphic if they contain the same set of preferences up to a permutation of
the candidates.

Let us consider the three following profiles Py, P5 and P3:

€k €1 €1 C2 C2 C2 C2 C2 C2 C3 C3 C3 C4 Cq4 C4 C4 C4 (4

,Pik _ Cy Cg C4 Cp €1 C€C3 C3 C4 C4 Cg Cp C4 €1 C1 C2 Cog Cc3 C3 7
€3 €4 C2 C3 €4 C €4 C C3 C1 €4 C2 C2 C3 C1 C3 (1 C2
C4 C3 C3 C4 C3 C4 €1 €3 C1 €4 €1 C1 €3 Cc2 €3 €1 C2 1
¢t €1 €1 € ¢ € €2 C2 €3 €3 €3 C3 €3 C3 C4 C4 Cq4 C4
,P; _ Cy Cg C3 C3 €4 C4 C1 €C3 C1 €1 Cp C2 €4 C4 €1 €1 C3 C3 7
C3 C4 Cp C4 Cg C3 C3 €1 C2 €4 C1 C4 €1 C2 C2 C3 C1 (6]

Cy C3 C4 C2 C3 C2 C4 C4 C4 C2 C4 CI C2 C C3 C2 C2 (1

Ci €1 €1 €1 € €y €2 €y C2 €y €3 C3 C€C3 C3 C4 C4 Cq4 C4
* C2 C2 C3 €4 C1 C C3 C3 C4 C4 C C2 C2 Cg4 C C2 C2 C3
C3 €4 Cy C2 €3 €C4 €1 €4 C1 €3 Cp C1 €4 C2 €9 €1 C3 Co
C4 C3 C4 C3 C4 C3 C4 C C3 C1 C4 C C C1 C3 €3 C1

Theorem 2. A profile on 4 candidates is {2-Euclidean if and only if it is isomorphic to a subprofile of Pf,
Ps or P3.
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Figure 13: The possible relative positions of the 3-intersections in the plane.

Proof. For any maximal profile there is a representation of it such that no pair of hypersurfaces (which are
simple lines of the plane in the present case) are parallel. In fact, there will be two parallel lines if there are
(at least) three aligned candidates, or if two pairs of candidates are the extremities of two parallel segments.
In each of these cases, we can always slightly move one of the candidates (using the same technique as
in Lemma [I) so that the two concerned lines are no more parallel and such a modified mapping is still a
representation of the given profile.

Assuming that, we have:

* One 2-intersection H(c;, ¢;) N H(cx, ¢;) for each pair of hypersurfaces with i, j, k, [ pairwise distinct.
For 4 candidates, it yields three 2-intersections (because there are three such pairs).

* One 3-intersection I; j , = H(c;,¢;) N H(c;, cx) N H(cj,cx) for each triple of hypersurfaces with
1, J, k pairwise distinct. For a profile on 4 candidates, it yields four 3-intersections (because there are
four such triples).

Let us study the relative positions of the 3-intersections in the plane. There are two possible scenarios
(see Figure[13):

1. The 3-intersections are the vertices of a convex quadrilateral (left part of Figure[[3]). No pair of opposite
sides of this quadrilateral can be parallel, otherwise there would be two parallel hypersurfaces, and the
profile would not be maximal.

2. Three of the 3-intersections are the vertices of a triangle, and the fourth one is inside this triangle (right
part of Figure [13).

We will now take a closer look to each of these cases, and we will construct all maximal profiles corre-
sponding to each of them.

Case 1:
Assume that the 3-intersections are the vertices of a convex quadrilateral (see Figure[T4)), as described above.
There are (3) = 6 hypersurfaces, each of them goes through exactly two 3-intersections (because, for an
hypersurface H(c;, ¢;), there are two ways to choose ¢ with k ¢ {i,5}). We recall that, without loss of
generality, we can assume that there is no pair of parallel hypersurfaces. There are then four hypersurfaces
that form the sides of a convex quadrilateral. Each of the two pairs of hypersurfaces corresponding to op-
posite sides of the quadrilateral results in an intersection outside the quadrilateral, which yields two distinct
2-intersections. The remaining two hypersurfaces represent the diagonals of the quadrilateral, and will hence
intersect inside it - it results in the third (and last) 2-intersection. Whatever the positions of the four candi-
dates, if the 3-intersections form a convex quadrilateral, the partitioning of the plane will always look like in
Figure [[4al (where ¢; = (1,5),co = (4,2),¢3 = (6,8) and ¢4 = (9, 3)): one 2-intersection lies inside the
convex quadrilateral, and the two remaining 2-intersections (of hypersurfaces forming opposite sides of the
quadrilateral) outside of it.

Note that in Figure [[4al some areas are small. For readability reasons, in what follows, we use instead
Figure [[4D] (with a similar arrangement of areas) where the areas are larger but without the explicit positions
of candidates.

To enumerate all possible maximal profiles corresponding to this configuration of the 3-intersections, the
hypersurfaces (and hence the intersections) need to be labeled so we can list the preferences corresponding
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Figure 14: Case 1: The plane is divided into 18 areas, with the 3-intersections forming a convex quadrilateral.
The candidates are plotted with empty circles, 3-intersections with blue circles and 2-intersections with red
squares.
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Figure 15: Labeled representation: H (c;, ¢;) is noted as ¢j due to lack of space.

to the different areas (see Figure [13). Without loss of generality, we label one of the 3-intersections as [ 1,2,3
and one of the hypersurfaces going through it as H (c1, ¢2). The second 3-intersection involving H (¢, ¢2) is
then necessarily I; 2 4. The two remaining hypersurfaces going through I 5 3 are H(cy,c3) and H(cg, c3),
that we can arbitrarily label (because it will turn out to be symmetrical). From these labels Iy 23, I1,2.4,
H(ey,c2), H(eq,c3) and H(ca, c3), we can infer the labels of the two remaining 3-intersections, and so the
labels of the remaining hypersurfaces. As mentioned earlier, both ways of labeling H (c1, ¢3) and H (ca, ¢3)
are symmetric: it is sufficient to rename c; as c2 and ¢z as c; to switch from one complete labeling to the other
one (see Figure[T3). Hence, the labels of H (cy, c3) and H (cg, c3) can be fixed without loss of generality, and
there is only one possible complete labeling, up to a renaming of the candidates.

Once the hypersurfaces are labeled, we can list the preferences associated with the different areas. Let
us focus on the areas A;, Aa, A3 and A3, as well as on the corresponding preferences p1, p2, ps and pi3 in
Figure[T@ To switch from p; to ps, candidate c3 is swapped with ¢4 (because H (c3, c4) is crossed between
areas A; and As), while ¢4 is swapped with ¢y to switch from po to ps (as H(co, ¢4) is crossed between areas
Ag and Aj), and finally ¢y is swapped with ¢; to obtain p;3. Necessarily, ¢4 is ranked either in the first or in
the last position in p; (resp. p4), as it is successively swapped with all the remaining candidates. Hence, the
area A; corresponds to one of the following preferences:

*p1= (01702703704)9
* pll = (04703702701)-

Once at least one preference is known, we can list all the preferences of the profile. Both profiles P =
{p1,...,p1s} and P’ ={p!, ..., pis} are listed in Table[Il Profile P corresponds to P; in the statement of
the theorem, while P’ corresponds to P;.
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Figure 16: Listing the different areas Ay, ...,

Note that, for each 1 < ¢ < 18, p; is the “opposite” of p;. Nevertheless, P’ can not be obtained from
‘P by renaming the candidates: indeed, while in P candidates c; and c3 are each ranked first 3 times, and cy
and ¢4 ranked first 6 times, in P’ in contrast, we have c¢; and c3 that are ranked first 6 times, ¢co ranked first 2
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times and ¢4 ranked first 4 times.
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(61702763704)
(01762704, 3)
(017047027 3)
(027017037 4)
(027017047 3)
(02763701, 4)
(62703764701)
(02764701, 3)
(02704703701)

(04703762701)
(03704762701)
(03702704701)
(047037017 2)
(037047017 2)
(64761703, 2)
(61764703, 2)
(03761704, 2)
(01703704702)

(64701,62,03)
(61704,62,03)
(01702,64,03)
(03702,61, 4)
(02703,61, 4)
(03761,62, 4)
(01763,62, 4)
(02761,63, 4)
(01702,63,04)

Table 1: The two maximal profiles P={p1, ...

Case 2:

To begin, let us denote by 7' the triangle consisting of areas As, Ag, A7, As, Ag and A;p. Using the same
method as in the previous case, we note that there are two possible rankings for area A; (see Figure[I7] and

the succession of areas Ay, Az, A4 and A15):

* P11 = (01702703704)9

® p/l = (647637027CI)~

However, if pj = (c4, ¢3, c2, ¢1), candidate 2 is ranked in last position inside the triangle 7" : in fact, none of
the hypersurfaces crossing the triangle involves c,. Let us now discuss the position of ¢5 to show that p/ is

not feasible:

i i

10 (Cg, C2,C1, 64)
11 (63,62,64,61)
12 (03,64,02,61)
13 (04,61,02,63)
14 (04,61,03,62)
15 (cq,c2,c1,c3)
16  (c4,c2,c3,¢1)
17 (ca,c3,c1,¢2)
18 (C4,C3,Cg,61)

,p1s}and P’ ={p},...

,Dig} obtained in case 1.

* Denoting by D(c;, ¢;) the set of points that are closer to ¢; than to ¢;, we have:

In fact, ¢y is preferred to ¢z in triangle T'. Therefore, ¢; must lie on the same side of H (cy, ¢2) as this
triangle, and ¢ must then lie on the opposite side of H(c1, ¢2), i.e. on the same side as the area A .

D(Cg, Cl)

:A1UA2UA3UA4UA11UA15.

* Analogously, candidate ¢z is necessarily on the same side of H(ca, c3) as the area As:

D(Cg, C3)

= A3 U A11 U A12 U A13 U A14 U Alg.

* Finally, candidate ¢ is necessarily on the same side of H (cz, c4) as the area Ay:

D(Cg, C4)
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Figure 17: Listing the different areas A1, ..., A;g into which the plane is divided in case 2.

As c2 € D(ca,¢;) for each i € {1,3,4}, and as D(ca,c1) N D(ca,c3) N D(ca,cq) = B, we cannot have

ph = (4,3,2,1).
The case p; = (1,2,3,4) is feasible, leading to the profile described in Table 2, which corresponds to
profile P3 in the statement of the theorem. g

i Di i i

1 (c1,¢2,c3,¢4) 10 (c2,c4,c3,c1)
2 (01762704703) 11 (03,01,02,04)
3 (01763702704) 12 (03,02,01,04)
4 (01764702703) 13 (03,02,04,01)
5 (cg,c1,c3,¢4) 14 (c3,c4,02,c1)
6 (c2,c1,c4,c3) 15 (cq,c1,c9,c3)
7 (c2,c3,c1,¢4) 16 (cq,c2,01,C3)
8 (02763704701) 17 (04,62,03,61)
9 (02764701703) 18 (C4,C3,Cg,61)

Table 2: The maximal profile obtained in case 2.

6 Euclidean profiles on m > 5 candidates in the plane

Let us now focus on the general case, by giving some results on the relative expressive power of /5-Euclidean
and /1 -Euclidean preference profiles. We first note that, as shown in Proposition[2] at most 4 candidates are
ranked in last position (by at least one voter), regardless of the number of candidates in the profile. This is
in sharp contrast to the />-Euclidean case, in which profiles where each candidate is ranked last at least once
can easily be built, as mentioned in the introduction.

This property might indicate that being Euclidean is much more restrictive for ¢; than for /5. We show
however that if we are interested in the maximum size of a Euclidean profile, then there is no such difference.
We show indeed that the maximum size of a ¢;-Euclidean profile on m candidates is ©(m®) (Theorem [3),
which is the same asymptotic bound as the one found by Bennett and Hays (1960) for /5.

Actually, a precise formula can be easily derived from their result: this maximal size is precisely
m(m — 1) + 1. While such a precise formula seems to be tricky to establish for ¢; and is left as an open
question, we show that the asymptotical bound is the same:

m(3m—10)(m—1)(m+1)
(m=10)m-1)(mt1)

Theorem 3. The maximum size of an {1-Euclidean profile in R? over m candidates is in © (m?*).

m(m—1)

sketch of proof. We first show that the size of such a profile is in O(m?*). There are 5 hypersurfaces.
With a non-degenerated profile, each pair of hypersurfaces intersects at most twice, hence, there are at most
2(%)2 points of intersections. As in the case of norm {2, we have at most 3 hypersurfaces intersecting
in one point. If a point is at the intersection of 2 (resp 3) hypersurfaces, it is incident to (i.e., a vertex of) 4
areas (resp. 6 areas). Then, as each area has at least one intersection point in its border, the number of areas
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is upper bounded by 6 times the number of intersection points, i.e., in O(m?).

Let us now show a profile for which this bound is reached. The idea is quite straightforward: as there
are only vertical or horizontal hypersurfaces, and as each vertical and each horizontal hypersurface intersect,
the positions of candidates c; to ¢, will be iteratively fixed in such a way that approximately half of hy-
persurfaces are vertical and half are horizontal. The number of intersections will then be in ©(m?), and the
construction ensures that the number of areas is in ©(m?*).

The explicit construction of this profile is deferred to Appendix [B.1l |

7 Future work

Because of their novelty, multiple avenues of research regarding ¢; -Euclidean preference profiles can be con-
sidered. For instance, we conjecture that there is a unique maximal ¢;-Euclidean preference profile for four
candidates (and numerical tests seem to confirm this), but it remains to be proved. A broader research ques-
tion is to investigate the existence of a general formula giving the maximal size of a ¢;-Euclidean preference
profile (as there is for ¢5). Regarding the computational aspects, [Peters (2017) proved that the problem of
recognising /1-Euclidean preference profiles in R is in NP, but a more specific complexity class remains to
be determined, and efficient recognition procedures are still to be proposed.

Although /5-Euclidean preferences have been more studied than ¢;-Euclidean preferences, various works
can also be considered following those presented here, among which the identification of the maximal /5-
Euclidean preference profiles in R? for m > 5, or a thorough study of /»-Euclidean preference profiles in
R3.
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A Missing proofs of Section 4]
A.1 Proof of Proposition 3]

Proposition 3l The intersection of two distinct £1-hypersurfaces is either empty or contains a unique point,
two distinct points or an infinite number of points.

Proof. We can assume, without loss of generality, that the hypersurfaces are given by two distinct pairs of
points. Let us denote by ¢; = (24,y:),7 € {1,2,3,4} these points and their coordinates. Still without loss
of generality, let H(cy,cz) be of type V~. There are four basic cases to distinguish (see Figs [I8H21] for
illustrations):

1. H(cy,c2)is of type V™ and H(cs, cq) of type HT (see Figure [I8):
In this case, the hypersurfaces intersect in a unique point as the half-lines (resp. the middle segments)
of H(c1,c2) and H(cs, ¢q) are of opposite orientations.

2. H(cy,co)is of type V'~ and H (c3, cq) of type H ™ (see Figure[19):
As in the previous case, there will be at least one intersection as a horizontal hypersurface and a vertical
hypersurface always intersect. Contrary to the above, the middle segments of both hypersurfaces have
the same orientation, so they can overlap: in such a case, the intersection contains this overlapping
segment, thus an infinite number of points.

3. H(cy,c2)isof type V™~ and H(cs, cq) of type VT (see Figure 20):
In this case, the hypersurfaces may not intersect: let us assume that max{x1, x2} < min{xs, z4}. By
definition, we have z € [min{z;, z; }, max{z;, z; }| for each (z,y) € H(c;, c;). The above inequality
then implies that the intersection of H(cy,co) and H(c3, ¢4) is empty (graphically, H (c1, c2) will be
“on the left” of H(cs,c4) - see the first case of Figure 20).
The hypersurfaces may also intersect in a unique point: a middle segment of one of the hypersurfaces
can intersect one of the half-lines of the second hypersurface, or its middle segment, as the middle
segments are not of the same type (see the second case of Figure 20).
Finally, as the half-lines of both hypersurfaces are of the same type, one of the half-lines of H(c1, c2)
may (partially) overlap one of the half-lines of H(cs, c4) (see the third case of Figure[20). In this case,
the intersection will contain an infinity of points.

4. Both hypersurfaces H(c1, co) and H(c3, cq) are of type V= (see Figure 21):

This is the most complex case. For the same reason as above, the hypersurfaces may not intersect. They
may also intersect in a unique point if the middle segment of one hypersurface intersects one of the
half-lines of the second one (see the first case of the Figure 2T)). As the types of half-lines and middle
segments are both the same for H (¢, c2) and H (c3, c4), they can also intersect in two distinct points
if the middle segment of H (cq, co) intersects one of the half-lines of H(cs3, ¢4) and the middle segment
of H(cs, cq) intersects one of the half-lines of H(cy, c2) (see the second case of Figure 2). Finally,
the intersection can contain an infinity of points: as the half-lines are of the same type, a half-line of
H(c1, co) may (partially) overlap a half-line of H (cs, ¢4). In addition, the middle segments being also
of the same type, they can (partially) overlap. See cases 3 and 4 of Figure 1] (the case when both the
half-lines and the middle segments overlap is not presented in Figure[21] but it is obviously possible).

O

Figure 18: Intersection of two hypersurfaces: H(cy,ca) is of type V'~ and H(c3, c4) of type H.
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and H (c3, cq) of type H™.

C3 X C3

o
o
2

Figure 20: Intersection of two hypersurfaces: H (c1, cz) is of type V'~ and H (c3, c4) of type V.

A.2 Proof of Propositiond
Proposition[dl Given three points c1, co and c3:

* IfH(c1,¢2), H(c1,c3) and H(ca, c3) are all vertical (or all horizontal), then the intersection of each
pair of hypersurfaces is empty. In particular, the intersection of the 3 hypersurfaces is empty.

 If two of them are vertical and one is horizontal (or vice-versa), then the intersection of the 3 hyper-
surfaces is a unique point.

Proof. Assume first that the three hypersurfaces are vertical. Let (x1,y1), (z2,y2) and (x3,ys) denote the
positions in the plane of c1, ce and c3. Without loss of generality, we assume that 1 < z2 < x3 and that
H(eq,cg)isof type V.

Given a vertical hypersurface H(c;, ¢;), for each point (z,y) € H(c;, ¢;) we have z; < z < x;, because
x; <xp, <xj and z; <, < for the extremities My, My of the middle segment of the hypersurface (see
Figured] page[d). Thus, H(c1, ce) and H (c2, c3) do not intersect, as we have z1 <z < x3. Using Lemma[3]
(page (M), we conclude that H (c1,c2) N H(c1,c3) N H(ca,cs) = 0.

Let us now assume that two hypersurfaces are vertical (resp. horizontal) and the third one is horizontal
(resp. vertical). Without loss of generality, we can assume that H (ci, ¢2) is horizontal and both remaining

- e e
[
3

- e e
[
o

e e e
3
e e e
o,

1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Figure 21: Intersection of two hypersurfaces: both hypersurfaces H (¢, co) and H(cs, ¢4) are of type V.
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hypersurfaces H(c1,c3) and H(co, c3) are vertical. Any vertical hypersurface intersects any horizontal hy-
persurface in a unique point (by assuming w.l.0.g. that the representation is non-degenerate, see Lemma 2)).
In particular, |H(c1,c2) N H(cy,es3)] = 1. Lemma 3] states that H(c1,ce) N H(c1,c3) N H(ca,c3) =
H(e;,¢j) N H(ci,cx) for {4, 4,k} = {1,2,3}. We have therefore the three hypersurfaces intersecting in a
unique point. O

A.3  Proof of Corollary[l

Corollary [l Given three points c;, ¢;, ck, the hypersurfaces H(c;, cj) and H(c;,cy) intersect in at most
one point. In other words, if two hypersurfaces H (c;, c;) and H (cy, c;) intersect in two different points, then
¢i, ¢j, ¢ and ¢ are all distinct.

Proof. By contradiction, assume that H (c;,c;) and H(c;, c) intersect in two distinct points. According to
Lemma [3] (page [[1), |H (c;, ¢j) N H(c;,er) N H(cj,cp)| > 2. We get a contradiction with Proposition 4]
which states that if the three hypersurfaces intersect, then the point of intersection is unique. |

A.4  Proof of Proposition 3]
Proposition8l Given three points ¢y = (x1,y1), ¢2 = (x2,y2) and c3 = (3,y3):

* If one of these 3 points is inside the parallelogram determined by the two other points, then the three
hypersurfaces H(c1,c2), H(c1, c3) and H(ca, c3) do not (pairwise) intersect.

o Otherwise, the intersection of the three hypersurfaces is a unique point.

Proof. This proposition is a direct consequence of Propositiond] To prove the first point, we assume without
loss of generality that ¢ lies inside the parallelogram determined by ¢; and c3, and we prove that in this case,
the three hypersurfaces are all vertical or horizontal - Proposition ] then implies that they do not (pairwise)
intersect.

Up to exchanging the roles of ¢; and c3, we can assume, still without loss of generality, that 1 < x3. There
are then 4 cases to distinguish (see Figure 22):

(a) H(cy,c3)is of type V'~ (see Figure 22a).
In this case, we have y; < y3 (see the classification of hypersurfaces given in Figure[6). Moreover, we
have 1 < z2 < w3. In the parallelogram given in Figure 224 c5 lies then above the diagonal d] (i.e,
Y2 > —22 + x1 + y1) and below the diagonal df (i-e, y2 < x2 — z1 + y1). Put together, we get

—To+T1 <Yz — Y1 < Ty — Tq.

In other words, |y; — y2| < x2 — x1, hence H(cy, c2) is vertical. We show similarly that H (ca, c3)
is vertical, as cs lies above the diagonal d3 and below the diagonal d5 . All three hypersurfaces being
vertical, they do not (pairwise) intersect.

(b) Let us now suppose that H(cy, c3) is of type H~ (see Figure 22b).
We have y1 < y2 < y3. As ¢y lies above diagonals d; and df, we have yo > —xo + 1 + y1 and
Yya > Ta — o1 + y1. Put together, we have yo — y1 > x1 — x2 and yo — y1 > —(x1 — z2) - in other
words, yo — y1 > |x1 — x2|. Therefore, the hypersurface H (c1, ¢2) is horizontal. We show similarly
that H (cz, c3) is horizontal, as ¢y lies below diagonals d7 and dj , so we obtain y3 — yo > |72 — 73|

(c) We suppose here that H(c1, c3) is of type V. We havey; > y3 andx; < 2 < x3. Analogously to the
previous case, we show that o — x1 > |y2 — y1|, so H(c1, ¢2) is vertical, and that z3 — x2 > |y2 — y3
which implies that H(co, c3) is also vertical.

>

(d) Finally, we consider H(cy,c3) of type HT. We have y; > y2 > y3. As in previous cases, we show
that H(cy, c2) is horizontal as ¢ lies below diagonals di” and d; , and H(ca, c3) is also horizontal as
co lies above diagonals d3 and d; .

To prove the second point of the proposition, we suppose that any point does not lie in the parallelogram
determined by the remaining two points, and we will show that in such a case, there is at least one horizontal
and one vertical hypersurface. As a vertical hypersurface and a horizontal hypersurface intersect in a unique
point, Lemma[3|allows us to conclude that the three hypersurfaces intersect in a unique point.
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Suppose first that H (cy, c3) is vertical (see Figure 23a). The diagonals d; ,d; ,d4 and d5 divide the plane
into 9 areas Ay, Ao, ..., Ag. The point ¢y does not lie in A; (resp. As, Ag) because c; (resp. ¢z, c3) does
not lie in the parallelogram determined by the remaining two points. If ¢y lies in area Ay, As, A4 or Az, the
hypersurface H (c1, c2) is horizontal, so it intersects the vertical hypersurface H(cy, c3). If ¢z lies in one of
the remaining areas Ag or Ag, the hypersurface H(cs, c3) is horizontal, so it intersects H (c1, c3). We note
that whether the oblique middle-segment of the hypersurface H(c1, c3) is ascending (case (c) of Figure
or descending (case (a)) has no impact on this reasoning and it can therefore be used without change for both
cases (a) and (c) of Figure22l
Analogously, we treat the case in which H(cy, c3) is horizontal: ¢o cannot lie in areas As, As and A7 as
any point does not lie within the parallelogram determined by the remaining two points. If ¢y lies in Ay,
As, Ag or Ay, the hypersurface H(cy, c2) is vertical. If it lies in one of the two remaining areas A4 or Asg,
the hypersurface H(co, c3) is vertical. To sum up, there is always at least one horizontal and one vertical
hypersurface.

O
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3] ¢ 3 Yy =xx T3+ Y 3] 1 y=x<21+Yy
c

2t 2t
11 LY =—axtrrty 11 Yy =—rtar+y

1 23 45 6 7 8 9 1011 1 23 45 6 7 8 9 1011

(a) H(cy,c3) of type V— (b) H(c1,c3) of type H—
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(c) H(c1,c3) of type VT (d) H(c1,c3) of type HT

Figure 22: The parallelogram determined by ¢; and c3 with x1 < x3: 4 cases to distinguish.

A.5 Proof of Proposition 6

Propositionl6l Given four points c1, c2, c3 and ca, there is at most one pair of hypersurfaces H(c;, ¢;), H (ck, ¢;)
(with {i,4,k,1} = {1,2,3,4}) intersecting in two distinct points.

Proof. Forie{1,2,3,4}, we denote by (x;,y;) the position of candidate ¢; in the plane. Assume there are
two pairs of hypersurfaces intersecting in two distinct points. Thanks to Corollary [l we can assume, w.l.o.g.,

26



W ey = =4 + s F v W asy = =& + s ¥ v
10 " 10 + "
9l di ‘ly=z /&1 + 9l di 1y =z &3+
8t Ar 8+ Az
7t Ag 7+ Ag
A A cs
61 E p 61 E
5 g Ag 51 Ag
4+ p As 4+ As
31 A ¢ Ty =23 +ys 3+ Ay Tiy=2>a1+
c
2t A 2+ A
1 A2 B D DN A2 L L L dah
Ay Ty =—x+ a7 Ay Sy =—x+ X1
1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 1011 1 23 45 6 7 8 9 1011
(a) H(c1, c3) is vertical (b) H(c1, ¢3) is horizontal

Figure 23: The parallelogram determined by c; and c3 with x; < z3, and the possible placements of cs.

that the first pair involves the hypersurfaces H (c1, ¢2) and H (c3, ¢4). Moreover, still w.l.o.g, we can assume
that they are both of type V', and that H(cy,c2) is “on the left” of H(c3,c4) (as in Figure 24), and that
x1 < 72 and w3 < x4. According to the classification of hypersurfaces (see Figure[dl page[), as H(c1, c2)
and H (cs, c4) are of type V' —, we have y; < y2 and y3 < y4. Note that we necessarily have:

{561,1'3} < {562,1'4} (4)

and
yo > {y1,ya} > ys. (5)

Equation @) directly follows from the fact that for each point (z,y) of a hypersurface H(c;,c;), we have
x € [xy, zj]: indeed, if 3 > o, we would have 1 < x5 < x3 < x4 and the x-coordinate of each
point of H(cy,c2) would be smaller than the x-coordinate of each point of H(cs,c4). In other words, the
hypersurfaces would not intersect. An analogous reasoning can be done to show that z1 < x4. Equation (3)
follows from the fact that the hypersurfaces do not even intersect if these inequalities are not satisfied.

Furthermore, Equation (3)) means that when two vertical hypersurfaces H (c1, c2) and H (c3, c4) intersect
twice, if the highest pointin {ci, ..., cs} belongs to {c1, ca} (resp. {cs, c4}) then the lowest point belongs to
{63,04} OESp.{Cl,CQ})

’I{(Cl,CQ)‘ ’f{(03704)‘
6 +
12
o I
c1 12
4+ e
B4
3 g ¢
2+
. 34
1 ¢

12 3 4 5 6 7 8

Figure 24: Two intersecting hypersurfaces.
Assume first that the second pair of hypersurfaces that intersect twice are also vertical. As y3 = min{y1,y2, Y3, Y4}

and yo = max{y1, Y2, Y3, Y4}, by the discussion above H(co, c3) and H(cq1, c4) cannot intersect twice verti-
cally. So the unique possibility is that H (c1, c3) and H (ca, ¢4) intersect twice. This is, however, not possible:
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any point in H (c1, c3) has z-coordinate in [x1, 23], any point in H (c2, ¢4) has z-coordinate in |22, 24], but
[z1, 23] N[22, 24] = () by Equation @).

Suppose now that the second pair of hypersurfaces that intersect twice are horizontal. This pair can be
either H(cy,c4) and H(ca, c3), or H(cy, c3) and H(cz, c4).

¢ Let us first consider the case where it is H(c1, c¢4) and H (ca, c3), which is illustrated in Figure 23 Let
us look at the preference p; in the upper left part. We have ¢; > ¢y and c3 > ¢4 (by the positions
of H(c1,co) and H(cs,cq)). As H(co,c3) is horizontal, we have co > c¢3 (because yo > ys from
Equation (), see also Figure R4). Therefore p; = (c1,c2,c¢3,c4). As H(ci,cq) and H(ca, c3) are
horizontal, H (¢, c3) is necessarily above H (c1, ¢4) on the (infinite) left part of the figure, since starting
from p; = (¢, co, ¢3, ¢4) and going down we need to cross H (c2, c3) before H(cy, ¢4): in fact, going
down from the area corresponding to p;, we will not cross nor H (cy, ¢2) neither H(cs, c4) as they are
vertical. We can only cross the remaining hypersurfaces H(c1, ¢3), H(c1,c4), H(co, c3) and H (ca, c4).
However, the hypersurface H (c1, c3) (resp. H(c1,c4), H(c2,c4)) cannot be the first hypersurface to be
crossed, as ¢, is ranked between c; and c3 (resp. ¢ and c3 are ranked between c; and cy4, c3 between ca
and c4). Therefore, the first hypersurface to be crossed is necessarily H (ca, ¢3) (c2 and c¢3 are ranked
one next to other in p1, so they can be swapped).

Similarly, we get po = (c4, 3, 2, ¢1) in the lower right part, thus H (ca, c3) is below H(c1,c4) on the
(infinite) right part of the figure, since starting from py = (c4, 3, c2, ¢1) and going up we need to cross
H (e, c3) before H(cy, cy), using the same reasoning as in the case of py.

’H(cl,@) ‘ ’H(Cg,64) ‘
ol
5 ey, o)
4 [ S—
H(cy,ceq)
? o)
i [Hcs,cs)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Figure 25: Relative positions of H(c1,c¢4) and H(co, c3).

Hence, H(ca,c3) and H(cy,c4) cannot intersect twice (otherwise the same hypersurface would be
above the other one both on the left part and the right part of the figure).

* Let us finally focus on the case where H (c1, ¢3) and H (cz, ¢4) are horizontal and intersect twice. They
are necessarily both of type H ™ or both of type H ~ (otherwise, they cannot intersect in two different
points). We will show that none of these two cases is possible - in other words, that we cannot have
H(cy,c3) and H (cq, ¢4) intersecting twice.

1. Firstly, let us assume that H(c1, c3) and H(ca, c4) are of type H ~:
We recall that yo > {y1,ys} > y3 and {21, 23} < {z2,24} (see Equations[3land ). However,
the information on the type of H(cq, ¢3) and H (¢, ¢4) allows us to complete these partial orders
on the coordinates of the candidates: using the classification of hypersurfaces (see Figure[6)), we
must have z3 < z; and z4 < x2 if the hypersurfaces are of type H ~. Put together, we have
T3 < 1 < x4 < x2. Moreover, the necessary order on y-coordinates is y2 > y1 > yq4 > Y3
- if the order would be yo > y4 > y1 > y3, H(c1,c3) and H(co, cq) would not intersect as
any point of H(c;, ¢;) has its y-coordinate in [x;, z;]. Let we denote by U = (U}, U7 (resp.
LY = (LY, L)) the upper extreme point (resp. the lower extreme point) of the middle-segment
of H(c;i,c;). As H(c1,c2) and H(cs, cq) are of type V'~ and intersect twice, the given orders on
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both z-coordinates and y-coordinates of candidates implies that U2 < U3* and L1% < L3* (see
Figure24). When we express the segment extremities positions using the candidates coordinates,
these two inequalities rewrite, after simplifying, as follows:

To+T1+Yr — Y2 <Tg+23+Y3— Y
T1+ T2+ Y2 — Y1 <3+ Tg+Ys— w3

If we sum the both inequalities, we get:
2($4 + $3) > 2(1'1 + 1'2);

in other words,
Ty —T1 > Ty — I3.

But this is in contradiction with the order on x-coordinates which states that x3 < x1 < x4 < 2.
Therefore, the hypersurfaces H (¢, c3) and H(ca, cq) cannot be of type H .

2. Let us now assume that H(cy, c3) and H (¢, c4) are of type H™:

This case is illustrated in Figure 26l Note that the “upper” horizontal part of H(cy, c3) (starting
at the x-position z3) is below the line (c1, L'?), as y3 < y;. Similarly, the lower horizontal part
of H(ca,c4) (ending at the x-position x2) is above the line (U3%,¢y) as yo > y4. If H(c1,c3)
and H (cg, cq) intersect, then H(cq, c3) is above H(ca, ¢4) in the central part, see Figure 26l
Then in the (non empty) rectangle delimited by the 4 hypersurfaces (in the center of Figure 26)),
we have: ¢; > co, ¢4 > c3, co > c4 and c3 > c¢q, which yields ¢; > ¢c2 > ¢4 > ¢c3 > ¢, a
contradiction.

To conclude, we have proved by contradiction that H (¢1, ¢3) and H (¢a, ¢4) can neither be both of type

H™ nor both of type H ™. Therefore, they cannot intersect twice. (|
’H(Cl,CQ) ‘ ’ H(es,cq) ‘
6 |
5 ¢ |H(cz,ca)
PR Py
5] U\ €| H(c,cs)
9|
g

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Figure 26: The case where H (c1, ¢3) and H (cz, c4) are horizontal and intersect twice.
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B Missing proofs of Section
B.1 Missing part in the proof of Theorem

Explicit construction of a family of profiles with ©(m*) distinct preferences

Proof. We set ¢; = (0,0) and ¢z = (1,2). According to the classification of hypersurfaces, H(cy, c2) is
horizontal (more precisely of type H ). We then place c3 in such a way that both H (¢, c3) and H(cg, c3)
are vertical. To do so, we need to fix the values of x3 and y3 (coordinates of cg) such that:

21 — x| > |y1 — s
and |xo — x3| > |y2 — y3l.
This can be done by setting, for instance,

1ty

Y3 B

and
x3 = max{xy, x2} + 2ly1 — y2|

We check that, indeed, for i € {1, 2}, we have

|zs — 2| = | max{xy,x2} — x; + 2|y1 — Y2l |
1 Y1 + Y2
> 2|y1 — yo| > §|y1 —ya| > IT — il = lys — yil

where the strict inequality follows from the fact that y; # y2. Geometrically, choosing y3 between y; and
Y2 ensures that |y3 — y;| is upper bounded by |y; — y2|. To guarantee that |x; — xz3| > |y; — ys|, it is then
sufficient that x5 is taken large enough - here, the distance from max{z1, 2} (and so in particular from both
21 and z3) to x3 is greater than the above mentioned upper bound |y; — ya|-
We will now generalize the idea: we want H (cay, ¢;) to be horizontal forall & > 1,4 < 2k, and H (ca+1, ¢i)
to be vertical for £ > 1,7 < 2k + 1. Let us detail only the case of horizontal hypersurfaces (the case of
vertical ones being symmetric).
We set

gt + o)

2

T2k =
and
.= max{y;} + 2 ( max{x;} — min{z;} | .
Y2k i<2k{y1} <i<2k{ i} i<2k{ Z})
The geometrical intuition remains the same - as we need, for all i < 2k, |xor — x;| < |y2x — y:l|, we choose

the value of xoy, so that |z, — ;| is upper bounded by max; <o {x;} — min;<or{x; }, and we chose then ya
in such a way that |yas, — y;| is greater than this upper bound. Formally, we have:

Yok — 4il = ‘?ggg{yi} +2 (lgggg{:ci} - lngg;{xi}) —Yi

<2k

it —Yi+2 i} — min{;
max{y;} —yi + (liggg{w} min{z })‘

>9 <max{xi} — min{fﬂz‘}>

1<2k 1<2k
> 1 (max{z;} - min{z;)

gt + e

- 2

— x| = |wok — T

Therefore we have |yar — ;| > |zar — xi|, so H(cax, ¢;) is horizontal.
Analogously, we set

(Dax {yi} + min {yi}

2

Y2k+1 =
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and

Tak = I i)+ 2 (m{y} B ig,z&l{yiﬁ -
We prove as above (just by swapping the roles of 2 and y) that, in this case, the hypersurfaces H (ca+1, ;)
are all vertical.

For £k < m, we denote by Hj, (resp. V) the number of horizontal (resp. vertical) hypersurfaces after
adding the k-th candidate.

As all horizontal hypersurfaces intersect all vertical hypersurfaces, these intersections already define
(Hi + 1)(Vy + 1) different areas (with distinct preferences). Hence, denoting by A, the number of ar-
eas after adding the k-th candidate, we have A,,, > (H,, + 1)(V;, + 1).

Each time we add a candidate ¢, we obtain k — 1 new hypersurfaces H (c1,ck), ..., H(ck—1,cx), all
horizontal if k is even, or all vertical if k£ is odd. Consequently:

o ifkiseven, Hy = Hi—1 + (k— 1) and V}, = Vi_1;
e ifkisodd, H, = Hy,_1and V, = V1 + k — 1.
We can deduce that H,,, € ©(m?) and V,,, € ©(m?), and thus A,,, € Q(m?). O
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