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Abstract

Motivated by putting empirical work based on (synthetic) election data on a more solid mathe-
matical basis, we analyze six distances among elections, including, e.g., the challenging-to-compute
but very precise swap distance and the distance used to form the so-called map of elections. Among
the six, the latter seems to strike the best balance between its computational complexity and expres-
siveness.

1 Introduction

We study the properties of several distances (metrics) among elections.! We focus on the ordinal model,
where each voter ranks the candidates from the most to the least appealing one, and on metrics that are
independent of renaming the candidates and voters. Such metrics were introduced by Faliszewski et al.
[12], who argued about their usefulness to compare two elections generated from some statistical models,
or to evaluate which statistical model is most likely to generate elections similar to given real-life ones.
Indeed, in such applications the names of the candidates and voters do not carry any information and
should be disregarded. Unfortunately, while the metrics studied by Faliszewski et al. [12] are naturally
motivated—for example, one of them extends the widely accepted swap distance—many of them are
not only NP-hard to compute (even approximately), but also difficult to compute in practice.

Yet, many of the motivating ideas of Faliszewski et al. [12] were soon implemented in the maps of
elections, introduced by Szufa et al. [25] and extended by Boehmer et al. [6]. Briefly put, such a map is a
collection of election instances, typically generated from some statistical models (but Boehmer et al. [6]
also used real-life ones from PrefLib [21]), together with their distances. The elections are represented
graphically as points in the plane, whose Euclidean distances are as similar to the distances between the
respective elections as possible. Since maps of elections typically contain hundreds of elections, instead
of using the appealing-but-hard-to-compute extension of the swap distance, Szufa et al. [25] introduced
and used a much simpler metric. Yet, the maps proved to be quite useful. For example, Szufa et al. [25]
used their map to find hard instances for some multiwinner voting rule, Boehmer et al. [6] and Boehmer
and Schaar [4] obtained insights about different types of real-life elections, and Boehmer et al. [5] used
the maps to study the robustness of elections.

*An extended abstract of this article has been accepted for publication in the proceedings of IJCAI 2022.
!Generally, we use the word distance when we refer to a value of a metric, but occasionally, reflecting the literature, we
break this rule (e.g., to speak of the earth mover’s distance or the swap distance).



In this work, we take a step back and analyze the properties of several metrics, including those of
Faliszewski et al. [12] and Szufa et al. [25]. Our goal is to help putting empirical work with election
data on a more solid mathematical basis and, in particular, to understand if basing the election maps on
the simpler metric was a good decision, what was its price, and if one should have used other metrics.
We view the swap distance as a yardstick against which we measure the other ones. In particular, we
consider the following issues:

1. As a basic test, we compare the metrics’ ability to distinguish nonisomorphic elections. Since
some metrics act on aggregate representations of elections, they may sometimes fail at this task.
We also study the complexity of computing an election with a given representation.

2. We analyze distances between four “compass” elections, which capture four types of
(dis)agreement among the voters [6]. We find that two of them are the most distant elections
under each of our metrics.

3. We compute the correlation between the values provided by the swap distance and the other met-
rics; we also compare the maps that they produce.

4. We note that the swap distance can be understood in terms of the shortest paths on a certain graph
and we analyze to what extent this applies to the other metrics.

Some proofs and arguments are in the appendix.

2 Preliminaries

For an integer n, let [n] := {1,...,n}.

Preference Orders. Let C be set of candidates. By £(C') we denote the set of all total orders over C,
referred to either as preference orders or votes, depending on the context.

Elections. An election £ = (C, V) consists of a candidate set C' = {cy,..., ¢} and a preference
profile V' = (v1,...,v,), where each v; is a preference order from £(C). For example, a preference
order v;: @ > b > c indicates that the i-th voter ranks candidate a highest, followed by candidates b
and c. Given a vote v and a candidate ¢, we write pos, (c) to denote the position of ¢ in v (the top-ranked
candidate has position 1, the next one has position 2, and so on).

Example 1. Consider elections £ = (C, V) and E' = (C", V"), where C = {a,b,c}, C' = {z,y, z},
V = (v1,v2,v3), V' = (v}, vh, v3), and the votes are:

vita>=bc, ve: b > c > a, vg: b= a > c,
vt x -y - 2, vhix o=y - 2, vy =T - 2.

Aggregate Representations. Let £ = (C, V) be an election. We use the following aggregate repre-
sentations of I

1. For each two candidates ¢, d € C, Mg(c, d) is the number of voters that prefer ¢ to d in election E.
We call it the weighted majority relation and represent it as an m X m matrix where rows and
columns correspond to the candidates (the diagonal is undefined). A relative weighted majority
relation is a weighted majority relation from whose entries we subtract 7/2 (let n be even here).



2. For a candidate ¢ € C' and a position ¢ € [m], Pg(c, i) is the number of voters from E that rank c
on position i; Pg(c) = (Pge(c,1),...,Pr(c,m)) is a (column) position vector of c¢. We view Pg
as a matrix with columns Pg(c1), ..., Pr(cy) and call it a position matrix.

3. For a candidate c € C, Bg(c) := > ", (m — posvi(c)) is the Borda score of cin E. Then, Bg is
the Borda score vector, whose entries correspond to the candidates.

Example 2. Below we provide Mg, Pg, and B, respectively, for election £ from Example 1:
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(Pseudo)Metrics. Given a set X, a function d: X x X — R is a pseudometric over X if for each
three elements a,b, ¢ € X it holds that (i) d(a,b) = d(b,a) > 0, (ii) d(a,a) = 0, and (iii) d(a,c) <
d(a,b) + d(b, c). For brevity, we will refer to our pseudometrics as metrics (formally, a metric should
assume value 0 only if both its arguments are identical).
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Metrics Among Vectors. Let x = (z1,...,2,) and y = (y1,...,yn) be two real-valued vectors.
Then, ¢1(x,y) := |z1 — y1| + - -+ + |z — yn| is the £1-metric between x and y. Given a real-valued
vector z = (21, ..., 2, ), We write Z to denote its prefix-sum variant, i.e., an n-dimensional vector such

that for each i € [n], its i-th entry is 2; = 21 + 22 + - - - + z;. If the entries of z and y sum up to the same
value and contain only nonnegative entries, then their earth mover’s distance is defined as [24]:

emd(x,y) := l1(Z,9).

Alternatively, emd(x, y) is defined as the minimum total cost of a sequence of operations that transform
vector z into vector y, where each operation is of the form “subtract value o from some z; (where, at
the time of performing the operation, we have z; > «) and add « to x;” and has cost « - |j — i|. Both
definitions are equivalent [24].

Bijections. Given two equal-sized sets X and Y, let II( X, Y') denote the set of all one-to-one mappings
from X to Y. For a positive integer n, let S, be the set of all permutations of [n] (i.e., S, = II([n], [n])).
Given two equal-sized candidate sets C' and D, a preference order v € L£(C), and a function o €
II(C, D), we write o(v) to denote the preference order obtained from v by replacing each candidate
¢ € C with the candidate o(c) € D. Given a preference profile V = (v1,...,v,) € (L(C))", by (V)
we mean (o(v1),...,0(v,)). We use analogous notation for other objects defined over candidate sets.
For example, for an election E = (C, V'), we write (M g) to denote the weighted majority relation of
the election (o(C),o(V)) = (D, a(V)).

3 Metrics Among Elections

In this section, we define the six metrics among elections that we study. All but the last one already
appeared in the literature. We only consider distances between elections with the same numbers of
candidates and the same numbers of voters.



3.1 Swap and Discrete Isomorphic Metrics

Let C be a candidate set and let u,v € £(C) be two votes. Their discrete distance, dgjsc(u,v), is 0 if
they are identical and it is 1 otherwise. Their swap distance, dswap(u, v), is the number of inversions
between u and v, i.e., the number of pairs of candidates ¢, d € C' such that u and v rank these candidates
in opposite order.

Let d be either dgisc O dswap- For two elections, E = (C, V) and E' = (C’, V'), where |C| = |C’|,
V = (v1,...,v0n),and V' = (v],...,v}), Faliszewski et al. [12] extended d to elections as follows:

d(E, E') := mingerc,cr minges, 2oimq d(o(vi), v),;)-

In other words, under the extended distance we match the candidates and the votes of the two input
elections so that the sum of the distances between the matched votes is minimal.

Example 3. The discrete distance between elections E and E’ from Example 1 is one, as witnessed by
the candidate matching o(a) = x, 0(b) = y, and o(c) = z. For the same matching, the swap distance
between F and E’ is two.

We refer to the extensions of dgjsc and dgywap, as the discrete and swap isomorphic metrics. This stems
from the fact that two elections are isomorphic (i.e., can be made identical by renaming candidates and
reordering the votes) if and only if their discrete distance (equivalently, swap distance) is zero.

Faliszewski et al. [12] have shown that while computing the discrete isomorphic distance can be
done in polynomial time, the same task for the swap distance is NP-hard (in essence, this follows from
the hardness proofs for the Kemeny voting rule [2, 9]).

3.2 Positionwise and Pairwise Metrics

To circumvent the hardness of computing the isomorphic swap distance, Szufa et al. [25] introduced two
other metrics, based on analyzing aggregate representations of elections.

Let E = (C,V) and E' = (C', V') be two elections such that |C| = |C’| and |[V| = |V’|. The
EMD-positionwise distance between E and E’ is:

md
dpos (B, E'): UeﬁrlgIC/ Zemd (Pe(c), Per(o(c)).

Note that we view each candidate as her or his position vector and we seek a candidate matching that
minimizes the earth mover’s distances between the vectors of matched candidates.

Example 4. Consider the same elections and the same matching o as in Example 3. We have that
Pr(a) = (1,1,1), whereas Pgr/(o(a)) = (2,1,0) and their earth mover’s distance is 2. Altogether,
dmd(E, E’)—2+1+1—4

pos

Szufa et al. [25] based their metric on EMD because they felt it was intuitively appropriate. We aim
to verify this intuition and, thus, we also consider the ¢;-positionwise metric, which uses the /; distance
instead of EMD.

Szufa et al. [25] also introduced the pairwise metric, which works on top of the weighted majority
relation:

dpair (B, E') _eg(lgl()' %MB a,b) — Mg (o(a),o(b))|.

a#b



|C| x |V ‘ ANECs | Positionwise | Pairwise | Bordawise

3x3 10 10 8 8

3x4 24 23 17 13
3%X9 42 40 25 18
4x3 111 93 50 37
4x4 762 465 200 76
4x95 4095 1746 513 131

Table 1: Number of equivalence classes under our metrics.

Example 5. Take the elections from Example 1 and matching ¢’(a) = v, ¢/(b) = =z, and o’(c) = z;

Mg and o/ (Mpy) are:

b o’ (a
a|l — 1 o' (a) — 1 3
b — , o’ (b) 2 — 3
c 1 0 a’(c) 0 0 —

and we see that the pairwise distance of our elections (for this matching)is04+1+0+0+14+0=2.
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The positionwise distances can be computed in polynomial time [25], whereas the pairwise distance
is NP-hard to compute [16, 25]).

3.3 Bordawise Metric

We introduce one new metric, similar in spirit to the positionwise and pairwise ones, but defined on
top of the election’s Borda score vectors. Given two equal-sized elections F and E’, their Bordawise
distance is defined as:

dBorda(E, E") := emd(sort(Bg), sort(Bgr)),

where for a vector x, sort(x) means a vector obtained from z by sorting it in nonincreasing order. The
Bordawise metric is defined to be as simple as possible, while trying to still be meaningful. For example,
sorting the score vectors ensures that two isomorphic elections are at distance zero and removes the use
of an explicit matching between the candidates.

Example 6. The distance between the elections from Example 1 is emd ((5, 3, 1), (5,4,0)) = 1.

4 Aggregate Representations

First, we discuss how the aggregate representations that underlie our metrics affect their ability to dis-
tinguish nonisomorphic elections. Then, we study the complexity of deciding if a given representation
indeed corresponds to some election.

Given a metric, two elections are in the same equivalence class if their distance is zero. An anony-
mous, neutral equivalence class (ANEC) consists of all isomorphic elections with a given number of
candidates and voters [11]. While ANECs are the equivalence classes of the swap and discrete metrics,
the other metrics are less precise and their equivalence classes are unions of some ANECs.

To get a feeling as to how much precision is lost due to various aggregate representations, in Ta-
ble 1 we compare the number of ANECs and the numbers of equivalence classes of the positionwise,
pairwise, and Bordawise metrics, for small elections; we computed the table using exhaustive search’

There are exact formulas for some columns in Table 1, but not for all. See, e.g., the work of Egecioglu and Giritligil [11].



(note that EMD- and ¢ -positionwise metrics have the same equivalence classes). Among these metrics,
positionwise ones perform best and Bordawise performs worst. Next, we provide a partial theoretical
explanation for this observation.

We say that a metric d is at least as fine as a metric d’ if for each two elections A and B, d(A, B) =0
implies that d’(A, B) = 0 (i.e., each equivalence class of d is a subset of some equivalence class of d’).
Metric d is finer than d’ if it is at least as fine as d’ but d’ is not at least as fine as d.

Proposition 1. Swap and discrete isomorphic metrics are finer than EMD/{1-positionwise and pairwise,
which both are finer than Bordawise. Neither EMD/(1-positionwise is finer than pairwise nor the other
way round.

Proof. Since two isomorphic elections are at distance zero according to each of our metrics, we see that
swap and discrete isomorphic metrics are at least as fine as all the other ones. Next, let d be one of the
EMD//; -positionwise metrics or the pairwise metric. For each two elections A and B (with the same
number of candidates and the same number of voters), if d(A, B) = 0 then either the position matrices
of A and B are isomorphic (if d is a positionwise metric) or their weighted majority relations are (if d
is the pairwise metric). Since the Borda score vectors can be computed both from the position matrices
and from the weighted majority relations, it must be that dpoy4a (A4, B) = 0.

Let us now show that EMD//;-positionwise are not as fine as the swap and discrete ones. We form
election X with preference profile:

x1:a>b>c, x2:b>a>c, x3:c>a>b,
Tq:a = cC> b, r5: b= c > a, Tg: c > b= a.

That is, X contains each possible vote from L({a, b, c}). We also from election Y with the following
preference profile:

yr:a>b>c, ya: b >=c > a, ys:c>=a>b,
yata>b>c, Ys: b= c > a, ys: c>a>b.

The two elections are not isomorphic (e.g., because all the votes in X are distinct, but this is not the case
for Y'), but under positionwise metrics their distance is zero. This is so because their position matrices
are identical:

N NN e
NN
NN DN o

1
Px =Py = 2
3

Since we also have that the pairwise distance between X and Y is nonzero, it holds that the positionwise
metrics are not at least as fine as the pairwise one. To see that the pairwise distance between X and Y is
nonzero, note that:

a b c a b c

al — 3 3 al — 4 2
MX:b 3 — 3 s My:b 2 — 4
cl 3 3 -— cl 4 2 —

Since all entries of M x are equal but this is not the case for My, the two elections must be at nonzero
pairwise distance.

To see that the pairwise metric is not as fine as the swap and discrete isomorphic ones, let us consider
election Z with preference profile:

z1:a>=b>c zZo:a>=b>c, z3:a>=b>c,



z4:c b a, z5:c>= b a, zg: ¢ > b= a.

Clearly, X and Z are not isomorphic. Further, their EMD//; -positionwise distances are nonzero, but
their pairwise distance is zero. To see why this is the case, note that:

a b ¢ a b ¢

al — 3 3 113 0 3
Mx=Mz= »| 3 3 1, Prz= 20 6 0
cl 3 3 — 3] 3 0 3

Since Px and Pz contain different values (e.g., the latter contains value 6 and the former does not) it
must be that the positionwise distances between X and Z are nonzero. Pairwise distance between X
and Z is zero because their weighted majority relations are identical. O

Nonetheless, having many equivalence classes does not automatically make a metric desirable. For
example, the discrete isomorphic metric is as fine as the swap one, but has many unappealing properties.

Let us now move to the problem of deciding if a given matrix/vector indeed represents some election.
For position matrices, Boehmer et al. [6] have shown this to be easy: If a matrix M has nonnegative
entries and its rows and columns sum up to the same value, then there is a polynomial-time computable
election ¥ with M = Pg. Hence, one can work directly on the matrices and recover elections when
needed. Unfortunately, for Borda score vectors and weighted majority relations analogous problems are
NP-complete. Thus, by operating on them directly, we may leave the space of elections.

Theorem 1. Given a vector x of nonnegative integers, it is NP-complete to decide if there is an elec-
tion I with B = x.

Proof. Yu et al. [27] showed that given a sequence of positive integers ay, ..., a,, such that a; >
ag > -+ > am, yortya; = m(m + 1), and for each ¢ € [m] we have 2 < a; < 2m, it is NP-
complete to decide if there are two permutations ¢, ¢’ € Sy, such that for all i € [m] it holds that
¢(i) + ¢'(i) = a;. We reduce this problem to the one from the statement of the theorem by forming a
vector x = (a1 — 2, ..., G, — 2).

If there are two permutations ¢ and ¢’ that satisfy the conditions of Yu et al.’s problem, then we
form a two-voter election F = (C, V) as follows: We let C' = [m] and we form two votes, v and v'. For
each candidate i € C, the first (the second) voter ranks 7 on position m — ¢(i) + 1 (m — ¢/ (i) + 1); note
that the produced votes rank exactly one candidate in each position because ¢ and ¢’ are permutations.
Then, the Borda score of each i € C'is ¢(1) — 1+ ¢/(i) — 1 = a; — 2.

For the other direction, assume that there is an election £ = (C, V') with Borda score vector x.
Then, EZ must contain exactly two voters because otherwise the sum of the candidates’ scores would
either be too large or too small. W.l.o.g., we assume that C' = [m] and that each candidate i € C' has
Borda score a; — 2. Let v and v’ be the two votes in E. We form a permutation ¢ so that for each i € C'
we have ¢(i) = m — pos, (i) + 1, We form ¢’ analogously, but using v instead of v. It follows that for
each i € [m] we have ¢(i) + ¢/(i) = (a; — 2) + 2 = a;. This completes the proof. O

On the positive side, there is an FPT-algorithm for the above problem, parameterized by the number
of candidates (note that we take the number n as part of the input for simplicity; it can always be
concluded from the sum of the required Borda scores).

Proposition 2. There is an algorithm that given a vector y = (y1, . . . , Ym) of nonnegative integers and
a number n, decides if there is an election E with m candidates and n voters in time O(m?™ ! . n).

Proof. We construct an Integer Linear Program (ILP) to solve the problem. Let C' = [m] be a set of m
candidates. For each v € £(C'), we introduce a variable z,, that denotes the number of copies of v in the



election to be constructed. For each candidate ¢+ € C, y; is the Borda score that ¢ should end up with.
Our ILP consists of the following constraints, one for each candidate ¢ € C:

ZUGL(C) Ty - (M — pos, (1)) = yi-

It is immediate that each solution to the ILP corresponds to an election realizing the given score vector
and the other way around. Concerning the running time, Eisenbrand and Weismantel [10] proved that an
ILP with ¢ constraints, where each entry in the constraint matrix is upper bounded by A and each entry
of the vector on the right hand side is upper bounded by I can be solved in time O((¢ - A)! - I'2). Thus,
our problem is solvable in O(m?m*! . n). O

The hardness of deciding whether there is an election with a given Borda score vector is not too
surprising because it is closely related to strategic voting under the Borda rule, which is also NP-
complete [3, 8]. The case of weighted majority relation is more intriguing because the classic McGar-
vey’s theorem [22] gives a polynomial-time algorithm for recovering an election with a given relative
weighted majority relation (but see also the work of Bachmeier et al. [1]).

Theorem 2. Given an m x m matrix M, it is NP-complete to decide if there is an election £ with
Mg =M.

Proof. We reduce from the NP-complete RESTRICTED X3C problem (RX3C) [15]. Its instances con-
sist of a universe X = {x1,...,23:} and a family S = {S1,..., 53} of size-3 subsets of X, where
each z; appears in exactly three sets from S. We ask if there is a family S’ C S of ¢ sets such that
Us,es Si = X (i.e., we ask if there is an exact cover of X). Let (X, S) be an instance of RX3C. We
form a candidate set:

C:{d}UXU{Sl....,Sgt}U{bl,bg,bg}UAUF,

where A = {ay,...,a3} and F = {f1,..., f3;} are sets of “location” candidates. The candidates
S1, - - ., 83t correspond to the sets from S, by, ba, b3 will delineate blocks in the votes, and d will be used
to encode the exact cover (if one exists). For each i € [3t], by A(7) and F (i) we mean the orderings:

A(@):ap =+ > a; = 8 > Qjp1 = -+ > a3,
F(i): fi= 81> fom s> fi1 = si1
>fi>fi+1>Si+1>...f3t>83t.

For a subset C’ C C of candidates, [C’] denotes an arbitrary, fixed ordering of the candidates from C".
For every S; = {x;, x, x4} € S, let v; denote the following vote:

bi = xj = xp = xg > by = A(2) > [X \ Si] = b3 = F(3).

Let £/ = (C \ {d}, (v1,...,v3)) be an election. We form a weighted majority relation M by taking
Mg and extending it to include d as follows: We require that d is placed behind b; in exactly ¢ votes,
d is placed behind each candidate from X in exactly one vote, and d is never placed behind any other
candidate. We claim that there is an election E such that M = Mg if and only if S contains an exact
cover of X.

(=) First, let S’ C S be an exact cover of X. To construct F, for each S; € &', we include vote v; with
d inserted right in front of b, and for each S; € S\ §’, we include v; with d inserted before b;. As S’
is an exact cover, M = Mpg.

(«=) It remains to prove that if there is an election realizing M, then there is a solution to the given
X3C instance. Let E = (C, V) be an election such that M/ = Mpg. From now on, speaking of votes,
we mean the votes appearing in £. We claim the following.



Claim 1. In each vote from E, exactly one s; ranks before bs.
Proof. We make the following observations, which follow directly from the definition of M
1. Wehave by = a1 = a2 = -+ > ass = by = f1 = fo > ... f3t in each vote.

2. Each s; is placed before b3 in exactly one vote, behind f; in all but one vote, and before f;;1 in
each vote. Further, s; is placed behind «a; in all votes and before a; 1 in one.

From these observations we conclude that in one vote s; is placed before b3 and between a; and a;41,
and in all other votes s; is placed behind b3, between f; and f;4 1.

Now, for the sake of contradiction, assume that there is a vote where both s; and s;, with i < j, are
placed before b3. By the above discussion and by Item 1 from the above list, in this vote it holds that
a; > s; = -+ = a; = s; and in all other votes it holds that f; > s; > --- = f; = s;. Thus, s; is ranked
ahead of s; in all the votes. But M requires that there is one vote where s; is ranked ahead of s; (due to
vote v; in the construction of M). This proves the claim. ]

Next, we make the following observations based on M:
1. Each s; is placed behind b5 in all votes and before b3 in exactly one vote.
2. Each z, € X is placed before b3 in all votes.
3. For each xy € X and each S; € S not containing zy, x, is ranked behind s; in exactly one vote.

4. Candidate d is placed in the first position in 2¢ votes (b; is always placed before all candidates
from C'\ {d, b1} and d is placed before b; in 2¢ votes), and before b in all votes.

5. For each z, € X, there is exactly one vote where x; is placed before d.

By Items 1 to 3 from the above list and by Claim 1, we conclude that for each S; € S, in the one vote
where s; is placed before b3 (but still behind b2), s; is also placed before all candidates from X \ .S;,
implying that candidates from X \ S; are placed behind b5 in this vote.

Let V! C V be the subset of those votes where d is not in the first position. Let S’ be the family
containing those sets S; for which candidate s; is placed before b3 in a vote from V’. We claim that S’ is
an exact cover. First, by Claim 1 and by Item 4 from the above list, it follows that S’ contains exactly ¢
sets. By Claim 1, it follows that in each vote from V" there is a candidate s; corresponding to a member
of &’ ranked before bs. For the sake of contradiction, assume that there is an 2, € X such that x, is
not part of any set from S’. Then, by the preceding paragraph, it holds that z; is placed behind bs in
all votes from V’. As by Item 4 from the above list d is always placed before bs, d is placed before x
in all the votes from V. As d is placed in the first position in all other votes, d is always ahead of x,
contradicting the definition of M. O

5 Diameter and Compass Elections

In this section, we analyze the distances between four “compass” elections of Boehmer et al. [6]. These
elections capture four different types of (dis)agreement among the voters and, thus, we expect good
metrics to put them far apart. Since the smallest nonzero distances under all our metrics are either 1, 2,
or 4, the larger are the distances between the compass elections, the more space there is between them
for other elections. For technical reasons, we fix the number m of candidates to be even, and the number
of voters to be n = t - m!, where t is some positive integer (we will see ways to relax this assumption).
The compass elections are defined as follows:



| Discrete | Swap | {1 -Pair. |  £1-Pos. | EMD-Pos. | EMD-Borda.

d(ID,UN), ml!|n n% %n(mz —m) %n(mz —m) 2n(1m -1 %n(lm2 N 1) ﬁn(mi —m)
d(ID, AN), 2|n 5N sn(m? —m) sn(m? —m) snm gnm mn(m? —m)
2_ .

d(ID,ST), ((2))3|n n% Ln(m? —2m) | In(m2—2m) | 2n(m—2) | Ln(m?—4) | kn(m3+3m2—4m)
d(UN, AN), m!|n R O(nm?2)T 0 2n(m—2) | in(m?-4) 0

. 2
d(UN, ST), ml!n n% énm2 inm2 %m inm2 1—16n(m3 —m)

n2
d(AN,ST), ((2))?|n n% O(nm?2)t Lnm? 2n(m—2) | Bam? - 18) | Ln(m3+3m>—4m)

Table 2: Overview of the distances of the compass matrices for our metrics. In the leftmost column, we denote
conditions on m and n that need to hold in order for the two respective compass elections to be well-defined and
our formula to hold.  For dswap(UN, AN) and dgwap (AN, ST), we do not have a closed form formula (and we
are not sure if it exists), however it holds that /s n(m? — 3m + 2) < dswap(UN, AN) < /2 n(m? — m) and also
1/s n(m? — 2m) < dswap(AN, ST) < /2 n(m? — m). Results for EMD-positionwise come from Boehmer et al.

[6].

1. In the identity elections, denoted 1D, all voters have the same, fixed preference order.

2. In the antagonism elections, denoted AN, half of the voters rank the candidates in one way and
half of the voters rank them in the opposite way.

3. In the uniformity elections, denoted UN, each possible vote appears the same number of times.

4. In the stratification elections, denoted ST, the candidates are partitioned into two equal-sized sets
A and B. Each possible preference order where all members of A are ranked ahead of B appears
the same number of times.

The next proposition gives asymptotic distances between the compass elections (we provide exact
values in Table 2).

Proposition 3. Let X and Y be two distinct compass elections. Then, dpoaa(X,Y) = O(nm?),
dowap(X,Y) = dSY(X,Y) = dpair(X,Y) = O(nm?), diL(X,Y) = O(nm), and dgisc(X,Y) =

O(n), except that dp,ir (AN, UN) = dporda(AN, UN) = 0.

The distances between the compass elections are the largest under the swap and EMD-positionwise
metrics, followed by those under ¢;-positionwise and discrete isomorphic metrics. Pairwise and Bor-
dawise metrics perform particularly badly because they cannot distinguish between UN and AN. Yet,
except for this, the compass elections are asymptotically as distant under each of our metrics as possi-
ble. Indeed, ID and UN even form diameters of our election spaces (this also confirms a conjecture of
Boehmer et al. [6]). We present only the proof for EMD-positionwise here and defer the proofs for all
other metrics to Appendix A.

Theorem 3. Let d be one of our six metrics. For each two elections X and Y (with sizes as specified at
the beginning of this section) it holds that d(X,Y") < d(ID, UN).

Proof (EMD-positionwise). The EMD-positionwise metric can be seen as working over matrices whose
entries are nonnegative and whose rows and columns sum up to the same value. Let A and B be two
such matrices, whose rows and columns sum up to some value n’. Let A/n’ and B/n’ be the same
matrices, but with their entries divided by n/. Note that dS23(A, B) = n’ - dS23(A/n/, B/n/). From
now on, we focus on matrices whose entries are nonnegative and whose rows and columns sum up to 1
(they are called bistochastic).

Boehmer et al. [6] have shown that d°%4(ID, UN) = n(m*~1)/3. We claim that for each two m x m

pos
bistochastic matrices X and Y it holds that dgglsd (X,Y) < (m? — 1)/3. For the sake of contradiction,
assume that the opposite holds. Let 1, ..., x,, be the columns of X and ¥, ...,y be the columns

10



of Y. Without loss of generality, we assume that d°29(X,Y) = > icpm) emd (i, y;); otherwise we

pos
could reorder the columns of one of the matrices. By definition of the EMD metric, we have that

D icpm) emd(@i, i) = 3 ieqm 01(2i, ). Foreach i € [m], we write &;1, . . ., &;,n to denote the entries
of the cumulative vector &;; we use analogous notation for g;. Note that in the matrices with columns
Z1,...,Emand g1, ..., Jm, foreach j € [m], the j-th row sums up to j (we refer to this as the cumulative
rows property). Using these observations, we note that:

D ieim)emd (i, yi) = 2 iem) 1(Zi, i)
=i jeim) [Tig — Jigl
= i jem (max(i,gi;) — min(zi;, i)
=i jeim)(Eig T ig) — 222 jepm) min(Eiy, i)
=2 (Zje[m] J’) =23 jem) Min(Zi, Ji)
=m(m+1) =23 i min(Zi, Jij)-

Thus, if d®29(X,Y) > (m? — 1)/3, then it must hold that:

pos

Zi,jé[m] min(Z; 5, i j) < % (m(m +1) - m23,1)

In the following, for each i,k € [m] with ¢ + kK > m, if i + k is used as a column in-
dex, then we take it to be i + k — m (i.e., column indices “cycle”). For each k € [m], we have
dend(X,Y) < > icfm) ©md(@i, Yitx); if this were not the case, then our assumption that dend(X,Y) =
Zie[m} emd(z;, y;) would have been false. Consequently, for every k € [m], repeating the above rea-

soning, we get:
Zi,je[m] min(i’z‘,ja Qi+k,j) < (2m + 1)(m + 1)/6,
If a,b € [0,1] then a - b < min(a,b). As for each i, j € [m] we have Z; ;, 9; ; € [0, 1], for each k € [m]
we have:
ZiJE[m} i‘i,j : .@i—i—k,j < (2m + 1)(m + 1)/6

By summing this inequality sidewise for all & € [m], we get:

> ijeim) Lig * 2okeim) kg < m(2m +1)(m +1)/6.
By applying the cumulative rows property, we obtain:
S % <m(2m+1)(m+1)/6.

Since we know that 37" 32 = m(2m + 1)(m + 1) /6, this is a contradiction. Hence, for all m x m
bistochastic matrices X, Y we have dgrélsd(X ,Y) < (m?-1)/3. Thus, for all elections with m candidates
and n voters, their EMD-positionwise distance is at most n(m? — 1)/3. O

In the above proof we do not work directly with elections, but, rather, with normalized position
matrices. Viewed this way, ID is a unit diagonal matrix and UN is a matrix whose entries are all equal.
Indeed, this is how Boehmer et al. [6] defined them. In this way, the proof works for any number of voters
(this also applies to £1-positionwise and, using normalized weighted majority relations, to pairwise).

For Bordawise, the proof of Theorem 3 shows that for each election the sum of its distances from
ID and UN is the same. That is, under this metric every election lays on the diameter.
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|C| x |V] ‘EMD—POS. ¢1-Pos. | ¢1-Pair. | Bordawise | Discrete

3x3 0.942 0.748 | 0.860 0.587 0.614
3 x4 0.900 0.697 | 0.860 0.659 0.636
3Xd 0.920 0.759 | 0.843 0.606 0.680
4x3 0.850 0.577 | 0.735 0.442 0.402
4 x4 0.782 0.561 0.689 0.415 0.434
4x5 0.772 0.567 | 0.672 0.439 0.432

(340 clactions) 0.745 0.563 | 0.708 0.430 0.342

Table 3: Pearson correlation coefficients between swap distances and the other ones computed for our datasets.

6 Maps and Correlations

While in the previous section we studied distances between hand-crafted elections, now we analyze
automatically-generated ones. We test how our metrics correlate with the swap one, and we compare
their maps of elections.

We use two datasets. The first one consists of all small elections, as in Section 4. The second one
resembles those used in the maps of Szufa et al. [25] and Boehmer et al. [6], but consists of elections with
10 candidates and 50 voters,? generated according to the following statistical models (see the just-cited
papers for more details):

IC, Urn, and Mallows We generated 20 elections using the impartial culture model (IC), where each
vote is selected uniformly at random, and 60 elections for each of the classic urn and Mallows
models (we used the same sampling protocol as Boehmer et al. [6]).

SP, SC, and SPOC We generated 20 single-peaked elections (SP elections) uniformly at random (this is
known as the SP Walsh model [26]), 20 such elections using the Conitzer model [7], and 20 single-
peaked on a circle elections (SPOC elections), uniformly at random [23]. We also generated
20 single-crossing elections (SC elections) using the sampling protocol of Szufa et al. [25].

Euclidean In these elections, each candidate and voter is a point from some Euclidean space and the
voters rank the candidates with respect to their increasing distances from them. We have generated
the points uniformly at random from (i) a 1D interval, (ii) a 2D sphere, (iii) a 2D disc, and (iv) a
3D cube; in each case we generated 20 elections.

Group-Separable Group-separable elections were introduced by Inada [17, 18]. We use a definition
based on trees (see, e.g., the works of Karpov [19] and Faliszewski et al. [13] for a discussion and
motivation). Consider an ordered, rooted tree where each leaf is a unique candidate. To obtain
a vote, for each of the nodes we can choose to reverse the order of its children and, then, rank
the candidates by reading them off from left to right. Given such a tree, we sample a vote by
reversing the order of each node’s children with probability 1/2. We generated 20 elections using
complete binary trees, and 20 elections using binary caterpillar trees (a binary caterpillar tree is
defined recursively to either be a leaf, or a root whose one child is a leaf and whose other child is
aroot of a binary caterpillar tree.)

For each dataset we have computed the Pearson Correlation Coefficient (PCC) between the swap
distances and those provided by the other metrics. PCC is a classic measure of correlation that takes

3This is the largest size for which we could compute swap distances within a few weeks. Szufa et al. [25] used 100 x 100
elections, and Boehmer et al. [6] used 10 x 100 ones.
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name EMD-Pos. | ¢1-Pos. | ¢;-Pair. | EMD-Borda. | Discrete

Impartial Culture 0.481 0.114 0.525 -0.064 -0.039
SP by Conitzer 0.471 0.727 | -0.142 0.16 0.976
SP by Walsh 0.377 0.467 | -0.119 -0.073 0.7

SPOC 0.297 0.409 | -0.074 -0.065 0.622
Single-Crossing 0.252 0.248 0.123 -0.007 0.625

1D Interval 0.242 0.219 0.101 -0.08 0.606

2D Disc 0.337 0.317 0.203 -0.002 0.636

3D Cube 0.406 0.347 0.311 0.035 0.67

2D Sphere 0.406 0.329 0.335 0.039 0.651

Urn (gamma) 0.84 0.86 0.803 0.713 0.102
Norm-Mallows (uniform) 0.86 0.784 0.839 0.793 0.255
GS Balanced 0.863 0.793 0.844 0.797 0.259

GS Caterpillar 0.864 0.795 0.845 0.8 0.252

Table 4: Pearson correlation coefficients between swap distances and the other ones computed for each used
statistical culture.

values between —1 and 1; its absolute value gives the strength of the correlation and the sign indicates
its positive or negative nature. Szufa et al. [25] presented a similar experiment, but on a much smaller
scale, and on a limited set of metrics. We present our results in Table 3. We see that EMD-positionwise
is most strongly correlated with the swap metric, with a large advantage over all the metrics, except for
pairwise (where the advantage is smaller). While in Table 3, we have provided the Person correlation
coefficient between swap distances and the other ones for our 340 10 x 50 elections, in Table 4 we take a
more fine grained view: Recall that the synthetic dataset that we use consists of elections sampled from
13 synthetic models: for 11 of them we generated 20 elections and for the Urn and Mallows model we
sampled 60 elections. In Table 3, for each statistical culture, we give the correlation coefficients between
the swap distances of all pairs of elections from this culture and their distances according to our other
metrics. In Figure 1, we depict the correlation between swap distances and the other ones on the level of
election pairs for the full 340 elections dataset.

Next, we used the techniques of Szufa et al. [25] to draw the maps of elections from the 10 x 50
dataset. We show these maps in Figure 2 (we omit the discrete metric as its visualization is nearly
meaningless); each dot is an election, its color corresponds to the statistical model it comes from, and
the points are placed so that their Euclidean distances resemble those according to a given metric as
much as possible (following Szufa et al. [25], we used the algorithm of Fruchterman and Reingold [14]
to place the points). We also included the compass elections on the maps (for the swap metric, their
location is approximate).

The maps provided by the isomorphic swap distance and both positionwise metrics are remark-
ably similar, but, nonetheless, there are some differences. For example, under the swap metric group-
separable caterpillar elections are closer to the IC ones than the group-separable balanced elections (both
on the map and in terms of actual distances), whereas according to the positionwise metrics this rela-
tion is reversed. Also, ¢1-positionwise clearly distinguishes between 2D-Sphere and group-separable
balanced elections (like the swap metric), but EMD-positionwise does not. Generally, the area between
UN and AN is quite challenging for our metrics (fortunately, according to Boehmer et al. [6], only few
real-life elections land there). The maps for the pairwise and Bordawise metrics illustrate their flaws
identified in the previous sections (e.g., Bordawise and pairwise conflate UN and AN, and the former
also puts all the elections on the diameter, which explains its elongated shape; the curvature is an artifact
of the drawing algorithm).

All in all, the positionwise metrics seem to perform best in this section, with the PCC values pointing
to the EMD one.
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Figure 1: For each of our five non-swap metrics d, we show the correlation between the swap distances and
d distances in our synthetic dataset of 340 10 x 50 elections. Each point represents a pair of elections and its
z-coordinate displays the swap distance of this pair and the y-coordinate its d distance. Moreover, the Pearson
correlation coefficient and the Spearman correlation coefficient between the swap distances and d distances of all
pairs are included.

7 Metrics as Graphs

We conclude by discussing the intrinsicness of our metrics (see, e.g., the textbook of Khamsi and Kirk
[20] for more details on this notion). Consider a graph whose vertices are equivalence classes of a given
metric and where the edges connect those classes that are at minimum nonzero distance from each other.
Under the swap distance, each edge corresponds to a swap of adjacent candidates and each shortest path
corresponds to the distance between its endpoints. This means that the swap distance is intrinsic.

Definition 1. Let « > 1 be a number. A metric d is a-intrinsic if for each pair of elections X and
Y (with the same number of candidates and the same number of voters), there are elections X =
Eo,E1,Ea,...,E,_1, B, = Y such that Y% d(E;_1, E;) < - d(X,Y), and for each i € [k],
d(E;_1, E;) is the smallest nonzero distance between elections under d. If o = 1, then d is intrinsic.

An intrinsic metric can be viewed as performing a series of simple, unit operations. Among our metrics
only swap and discrete are intrinsic, but the positionwise ones are 2-intrinsic (this is, perhaps, the most
technically involved of our results). We defer the rather technically involved proof in Appendix B.

Theorem 4. The swap and discrete metrics are intrinsic, but neither of the EMD//; -positionwise, pair-
wise, and Bordawise metric is intrinsic, but the EMD- and ¢;-positionwise metrics are 2-intrinsic yet not
a-intrinsic for any a < 2.

We conjecture that pairwise is not a-intrinsic for any o > 1.
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Figure 2: Maps of elections prepared using each of our metrics.

8 Summary

We found that the EMD- and ¢;-positionwise metrics are quite similar to the swap one (which, compu-
tational issues aside, we view as ideal), but the EMD variant seems better. This justifies the choice of
the EMD-positionwise metric for the maps of Szufa et al. [25] and Boehmer et al. [6]. Yet, we ask for
a metric that would perform even better, especially on elections between the uniform and antagonism
ones. With our study of intrinsicness, we have initiated an axiomatic analysis of our metrics; it would
be interesting to extend this analysis to better understand their properties.
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A Proof of Theorem 3

In this section, we prove the following theorem:

Theorem 3. For each two elections X and Y (with an even number m of candidates and n = ¢ - m/!
voters where ¢ is some positive integer) it holds that d(X,Y") < d(ID, UN).

We do this by separately proving the statement for each of our metrics. We first prove it in Lemma 1
for the swap and discrete metric. Then, in Lemma 2 for the ¢;-positionwise metric. Subsequently,
in Lemma 3 for the EMD-positionwise metric, in Lemma 4 for the ¢;-pairwise metric, and finally in
Lemma 5 for the Bordawise metric.

A.1 Swap and Discrete Isomorphic Metrics

Lemma 1. For each two elections X and Y with m candidates and ¢ - m! voters it holds that

dswap (X, Y) < dswap(ID,UN), and
ddisc (Xv Y) < ddisc (ID7 UN)‘

Proof. Let d be either dgyap or dgisc. Consider arbitrary elections X = (C,V) and Y = (D, U) with
|C| = |D| =mand |V| =|U| =n =1t-m!forsomet € N. Let us denote V' = {vy,v2,...,0,}
and U = {uy,ug,...,u,}. From the definition of isomorphic metrics, we get for each bijection o €
I1(C, D) the following bound for the distance between X and Y:

A(X,Y) <) d(o(vi),u;)
=1

Now, if we take the right hand side of this inequality and sum it for all possible bijections o, then by
rearranging the order of summation we get:

S dlo(ui),u) = Z > do

o€ll(C,D) i=1 =1 o€ll(C,D)

Observe that for each i € [n], >, cri(c, py d(0(vi), u;) is the sum of distances between one vote and
all possible votes. Hence, it is exactly the distance between identity and uniformity elections with m
candidates and m! votes, which is ¢ times smaller than the distance between the considered elections ID
and UN with m candidates and ¢ - m! votes. Thus,

n

S S do) ) =Y % . d(ID, UN)

o€Il(C,D) i=1 1

.
I

H-\z

- d(ID, UN).

Hence, from pigeonhole principle, there exists a bijection o* € II(C, D) such that:

Z (o™ (v;), u) < m .d(ID, UN) = d(ID, UN).

Inserting this into the original bound for the distance between X and Y, we get:

d(X,Y) < d(ID, UN).
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A.2 ¢,-Positionwise Metric

Lemma 2. For each two elections X and Y with m candidates and ¢ - m! voters it holds that

da (X,Y) < d%

pos pos

(ID, UN).

Proof. The ¢1-positionwise metric can be seen as working over matrices whose entries are nonnegative
and whose rows and columns sum up to the same value. Let A and B be two such matrices, whose rows
and columns sum up to some value n’. Then, by A/n’ and B/n’ let us denote the same matrices, but
with their entries divided by n/. Note that dft, (A, B) = n’ - i\, (A/n’, B/n’). From now on, we focus
on matrices whose entries are nonnegative and whose rows and columns sum up to 1 (they are called
bistochastic).

It is easy to check that d%. . (ID, UN) = n(2m — 2). We prove that for each two m x m bistochastic

pos
matrices X and Y it holds that d°. (X, Y") < 2m — 2. For the sake of contradiction, assume otherwise,

pos
i.e., there exist matrices X and Y such that df)gs(X ,Y) > 2m — 2. Let zq, ...,z be the columns of
matrix X and y, ...,y the columns of Y. Without loss of generality, we assume that df;los (X,Y) =
> icm £1(i, y;); otherwise we could rearrange the columns of one of the matrices. For each i € [m], we
write ; 1, . . ., Z3,m to denote the entries of column x;; we use analogous notation for y;. Then, observe
that
o (X.Y) = Y g — il
i,j€[m]
= > (max(zi,4i;) — min(wij,vi;))
i,j€[m]
= > (@ijtyi)—2 Y, min(wi,vig)
i,j€[m] ,j€[m]
= Z 2—2 Z min(a:,-’j, yi,j)
j€[m] i,j€[m]
=2m —2 Z min(x; j, Yi j)- €))
i,j€[m]
Thus, if df;los (X,Y) > 2m — 2, then it must hold that:
Z min(:ﬁi,j,yi,j) < 1. 2)

i,5€[m]

In the following, for each i,k € [m|, if i + k > m and i + k is used as a column index, then
we take it to be i + k£ — m (i.e., column indices “cycle”). For each k& € [m], we have df)loS(X YY) <
> icpm) 1 (i, Yivr); if this was not the case, then our assumption that df}os(X YY) =2 ieim G (@i i)
would have been false. Consequently, for every k € [m], repeating the reasoning from Eq. (1) and
Eq. (2), we get:

Z min(x; j, Yirr,;) < 1.
i,j€[m]
Observe that if a,b € [0, 1], then it holds that a - b < min(a,b). Since for each i,j € [m], we have
zij,Yi; € [0,1], for each k € [m], it holds that:

Z Tij - Yirky < 1.

i,j€[m]
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By summing this inequality sidewise for all k£ € {1, ..., m}, we obtain:

Z Tij - Zy;w < m.

i,j€[m]

Since Y is bistochastic, we get that >;" | y; ; = 1. Thus,

E i j <m,

i,j€[m]

which contradicts the fact that X is a bistochastic matrix, as the entries of a bistochastic matrix sum
up to m. Hence, for all m x m bistochastic matrices X,Y we have dpos(X ,Y) < 2m — 2. Thus,
for all elections with m candidates and n = ¢ - m! voters, their /;-positionwise distance is at most
2n(m —1). O

A.3 EMD-Positionwise Metric

Lemma 3. For each two elections X and Y with m candidates and ¢ - m! voters it holds that

d(X V) < d*m4(ID, UN).

pos pos

Proof. The EMD-positionwise metric can be seen as working over matrices whose entries are nonnega-
tive and whose rows and columns sum up to the same value. Let A and B be two such matrices, whose
rows and columns sum up to some value n’. Let A/n’ and B/n' be the same matrices, but with their en-
tries divided by n/. Note that dS2 (A, B) = n'-dSmd(A/n/, B/n'). From now on, we focus on matrices
whose entries are nonnegative and whose rows and columns sum up to 1 (they are called bistochastic).
Boehmer et al. [6] have shown that dg‘glbd(ID UN) = n(m*-1)/3. We claim that for each two m x m

bistochastic matrices X and Y it holds that d;rgsd(X Y) < (m? — 1)/3. For the sake of contradiction,
assume that the opposite holds. Let zy,...,z,, be the columns of X and ¥, ...,y be the columns
of Y. Without loss of generality, we assume that d2nd(X,Y) = 2 icpm) emd (2, y;); otherwise we
could reorder the columns of one of the matrices. By definition of the EMD metric, we have that
Zie[m} emd(z;,y;) = Zie[m} 01(Z;,yi). Foreach i € [m], we write &; 1, . .., Z; », to denote the entries
of the cumulative vector &;; we use analogous notation for ¢;. Note that in the matrices with columns
Z1,...,Emand g1, ..., Jm, foreach j € [m], the j-th row sums up to j (we refer to this as the cumulative

rows property). Using these observations, we note that:

Z emd xwyz Z El xzayz

i€[m) i€[m]

= Y |dig — Gigl
i,j€[m]

= Z (max(a%i’j,ﬁi’j) —min(a}i7j,ﬁi,j))
i,j€[m]

= > (Eij+ i) —2 Y min(dij,gi;)
i,j€[m)] 1,j€[m]

=2( > | -2 ) min(d, ;)

J€[m] i,j€[m]
= m(m + 1) -2 Z min(fi’i,j,;ﬁi7j). 3)
i,j€[m]
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Thus, if d29(X,Y) > (m? — 1)/3, then it must hold that:

pos

2 _
Z min(z; 5, 9, j) < % (m(m—i— 1) — mn 3 1)
i.j€[m]
= ©2m?+3m+1)/6 = (2m+1)(m +1)/6. (4)

In the following, for each i,k € [m] with ¢ + kK > m, if i« + k is used as a column in-
dex, then we take it to be i + k — m (i.e., column indices “cycle”). For each k € [m], we have
dgrglsd(X Y) < 3 icpm) emd(@i, yitk); if this were not the case, then our assumption that dl‘ffgsd (X,Y) =
Zie[m} emd(x;, y;) would have been false. Consequently, repeating the reasoning from Eq. (3) and

Eq. (4) for every k € [m], we get:

2 jefm) Wi, Jitr,g) < (2m+1)(m +1)/6,

If a,b € [0,1] then a - b < min(a, b). As for each i, j € [m] we have Z; ;,7; ; € [0,1], for each k € [m]
we have:
Zz’,je[m} Tij - Yirky < (2m+1)(m +1)/6.

By summing this inequality sidewise for all & € [m], we get:
i jefm) Tig * Dpem) Urg < m(2m+1)(m +1)/6.
By applying the cumulative rows property, we obtain:
S gt <m(2m+1)(m +1)/6.

Since we know that 7", 32 = m(2m + 1)(m + 1)/6, this is a contradiction. Hence, for all m x m
bistochastic matrices X, Y we have d®4(X,Y") < (m?—1)/3. Thus, for all elections with m candidates

pos
and n voters, their EMD-positionwise distance is at most n(m? — 1)/3. O

A.4 Pairwise Metric
Lemma 4. For each two elections X and Y with m candidates and ¢ - m! voters it holds that
dpair (X, Y) < dpair(ID, UN).

Proof. The pairwise metric can be seen as working over matrices whose entries are nonnegative, the
entries on the diagonal are zero, and the sum of entries symmetrical with respect to the diagonal is
constant, i.e., there is some n’ such that T+ x5 = n’, for each i, j € [m],i # j. Let A and B be two
such matrices and by A/n’ and B/n’ we denote the same matrices but with entries divided by n’. Note
that dpair (A, B) = n'- dpair(A/n/, B/n'). From now on, we focus on matrices with nonnegative entries,
zeros on the diagonal, and s.t. entries symmetrical with respect to the diagonal sum up to 1 (let us call
them normalized pairwise matrices).

Observe that dpai (ID, UN) = n(m?—m) /2. We show that for each two m x m normalized pairwise
matrices X and Y it holds that dp,i; (X, Y) < (m? — m)/2. For the sake of contradiction, assume that
there exist two normalized pairwise matrices X and Y such that dp,i(X,Y) > (m? —m)/2. Let
Z1,..., T, be the columns of matrix X and yq, ...,y the columns of Y. Also, for each i € [m)], let
Ti1,---,Tim be the entries of column x;; we use analogous notation for y; and the columns of matrices
introduced later on. Without loss of generality, we assume that dpair (X, Y) = 3, icm) iz |ig — Yigl:
otherwise we can change the order of columns and their corresponding rows. Thus, we have:

dpair(va) = Z |xi7j - yi7j|
i,j€[m]
i#j
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- Z (max(z;j, yi;) — min(z;j, yij))

i,j€[m]
i#j
= Y (@ijtvig)—2 Y, min(wig,vij)
i,j€[m] i,j€[m]
] i#j
=m(m—1)—2 Z min(x; j, Yi j)- 5)
i,j€[m]
i#j

Hence, if dpair (X, Y) > (m? —m)/2, we get that:

S min(@ig. i) < 3 (m(m — 1) — (m? —m)/2)
2

i,j€[m]
i£]
=m(m—1)/4. (6)
Now, consider matrix Y with columns v}, .. ., ¥y;, given by y; ; = y;; (i.e., matrix Y is a transposition

of matrix Y'). Observe that Y’ is still a normalized pairwise matrix and it corresponds to the same
elections as Y, but with the ordering of candidates reversed. Hence, it must hold that dpair(X YY) <
i jelml iz |%ig — Yi ;| otherwise our assumption that dpain(X,Y) = 32, iepm) iz [%i,j — ¥i,j| would
have been false. Thus, repeating the reasoning from Eq. (5) and Eq. (6) we get:

Z min(z; j,y; ;) < m(m —1)/4.
i,j€[m]
G
Recall that y; ; = Yj,i- Thus, adding this inequality sidewise to Eq. (6) we get that:
> (min(w; 5, y5) +min(zij, 6 7)) < m(m —1)/2.
i,j€lm]
i#]
If a,b € [0,1] then a - b < min(a, b). As for each i, j € [m] we have x; j,y; ; € [0, 1], we obtain:
D @i Wi+ i) <m(m—1)/2.
i,j€lm]
i#]
Y is a normalized pairwise matrix, hence y;; + v; ; = 1 for every 7 # j and we get that:
Z xi; <m(m—1)/2.
i,j€[m]
i#j
Since X is also a normalized pairwise matrix, we know that ; .1 ;2; €i,j = m(m — 1)/2. Thus,
we arrive at a contradiction. Hence, for all m X m normalized pairwise matrices X,Y we have

dpair(X,Y) < (m? — m)/2. Therefore, for all elections with m candidates and n voters, their pair-
wise distance is at most n(m? —m)/2. O

A.5 Bordawise Distance

Lemma 5. For each two elections X and Y with m candidates and n = ¢ - m/! voters it holds that:

dBorda(Xa Y) S dBorda(ID7 UN)
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Proof. We first show that for every two elections E and E’, such that E’ can be obtained from E by a
single swap of adjacent candidates in a single vote, it holds that:

dBorda(E7 ID) + dBorda(E7 UN) =
dBorda(E’, ID) + dBorda(E’, UN). (7)

In other words, we will show that the sum of the distances of an election from ID and UN is constant
under the Bordawise metric (and equal to dporda(ID, UN) as every election can be obtained from ID by
sufficiently many swaps). Let the sorted Borda score vector of election E be z = (z1, ..., 2z, ). Without
loss of generality, we assume that there are numbers 4, j € [m], ¢ < j, such that the sorted Borda score
vector of £ is 2" = (21, ..., 2y,), where (a) 2{ = 2; + 1, (b) 2% = z; — 1, (c) for each k € [m] \ {i,j},
zj, = 2. Indeed, a single swap of adjacent candidates can only increase the score of one candidate by
one point and decrease the score of another one by the same value (note that we can swap the roles of &/
and F’, to ensure that the assumption that ¢ < j is correct). Let £ = (21,...,2y,), 2 = (21,...,2],) be
the prefix-sum variants of vectors z and z’. Foreach t € [m] \ {4,...,j — 1}, we have that Z; = %, and
foreacht € {i,...,j — 1}, we have that Z; = 2, + 1.

Let us now consider the value dpoda(E, UN) — dporda(E’, UN). The sorted Borda score vector
of UNis u = (uq,...,un), where for each t € [m], u; = $n(m —1). Let @& = (41, ...,y be its
prefix-sum variant. For each ¢ € [m], we have that 4y = 3tn(m — 1). Since vectors z, 2/, and u are
sorted non-increasingly and sum up to the same value, by a simple counting argument we see that for
each t € [m], we have 2; > 4, and 2, > 4. Using this fact, the relation between 2 and 2/, and the

definition of the EMD distance, we make the following calculations:
dBorda(E, UN) — dporda(E’, UN) = emd(z,u) — emd (2, u)
=(1(3,4) — £1(2,4)
= Zﬁl |2 — | — Z?il |2} — g
i—11s i—1 2 o«

= D0 1o — | = 3000 |2 — e

=305 (12—l = 12 — )

= 05 (12— ] — |2+ 1 — iy

> (
=i—j.
Next, we calculate dporga(E,ID) — dporaa(E’,ID). Let the sorted Borda score vector of ID be
v = (v1,...,vy) and let its prefix sum variant be & = (01,...,0,,). For each ¢ € [m], we have that
vy = n(m—t). Further, for each ¢t € [m] we have that o, > 2, and 9, > % (too see this, observe that ¥, is
a sum of the ¢ highest possible Borda scores, multiplied by n). Thus we have the following calculations
(very similar to the previous ones):
dBorda(E,ID) — dorda(E', ID) = emd(z,v) — emd(2’, v)

= El (27 {)) - El('%,? ﬁ)

= Do 18— Ol — 205 14 —

=300 (18—l — 12+ 1 — )

S

=i

(The final equality is subtle. It follows by noting that for ¢t € {i,...,j — 1}, it must be that 2, < ¥y,

which, itself, follows from the fact that 2; + 1 = 2, < ©;.) Taken together, the above calculations show
that:

dBorda<Eu ID) - dBorda(Ela ID) =
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dBorda(E/a UN) - dBorda(E7 UN)7

which is equivalent to Eq. (7), and which shows that the sum of the distances from a given election to
ID and UN is equal to dpoyda(ID, UN).

Finally, we show that this means that for every two elections X and Y we have dpoq.(X,Y) <
dBorda(ID, UN). By the previous reasoning, we have that:

dBorda(IDa X) + dBorda(X7 UN) = dBorda(IDa UN)7 and
dBorda(ID> Y) + dBorda(Y7 UN) = dBorda(IDa UN) (8)

We claim that one of the following two inequalities holds:

dBorda(ID> X) + dBorda (ID, Y) < dBorda(ID> UN)» or
dBorda(UNa X) + dBorda(UN7 Y) < dBorda(ID> UN) (9)

If both inequalities do not hold, then we can sum them up arriving at:

dBorda(ID7 X) + dBorda(IDa Y) + dBorda(UN7 X)+
dBorda(UNa Y) >2- dBorda(ID7 UN)7

which contradicts Eq. 8. Thus, one of the inequalities from Eq. 9 holds and by triangle inequality, we
have dBorda(X7 Y) < dBorda(ID7 UN). ]

From Lemmas 1 to 5, Theorem 3 follows.

B Proof of Section 7

In this section, we prove the following theorem:

Theorem 4. The swap and discrete metrics are intrinsic, but neither of the EMD//; -positionwise, pair-
wise, and Bordawise metric is intrinsic, but the EMD- and ¢;-positionwise metrics are 2-intrinsic yet not
a-intrinsic for any o < 2.

We split the proof in three sections. In Appendix B.1, we prove that swap and discrete metrics are
intrinsic. In Appendix B.2, we show that pairwise and Bordawise metrics are not intrinsic. Finally in
Appendix B.3, we prove that ¢;- and EMD-positionwise are both 2-intrinsic but not «-intrinsic for any
o < 2 (which, in particular proves that both violate intrinsicness).

B.1 Discrete and Swap

Lemma 6. Swap and discrete metrics are intrinsic.

Proof. For the swap metric, by definition of the metric, there is a sequence of k swaps of adjacent
candidates in some votes that transforms F; into an election that is isomorphic to E;. With E; being the
election that arises after performing the first ¢ swaps, intrinsicness follows.

For the discrete metric, given Es = (Cs, Vs = (v1,...v,)) and By = (Cy, Vy = (v],...v),)), leto €
I1(Cs, Ct) be the candidate and p € S, be the voter mapping witnessing the discrete distance between
E and Ey and let v;,, ..., v;, € Vi be the votes that contribute one to the discrete distance between Eg
and F; under o and p. Further, let V! := V, \ {v;,,...,v;, }. For some vote v; € V let 7(v;) be the
vote v’p (1 Where each candidate ¢ € CY is replaced by o~ 1(c) € Cs. For each j € [k — 1], to construct
Ej, we add all votes from V and v;; 11, .. .,v;, and the votes 7(v;, ), ..., 7(v;;). Note that using o and
p as the candidate and voter mapping each two subsequent elections from E, F1, Fo, ..., E,_1, Ey are
clearly at distance at most one from each other, and, in fact by triangle inequality at distance exactly 1.
Form this, intrinsicness follows. O
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B.2 Pairwise and Bordawise

Lemma 7. Pairwise and Bordawise metrics are not intrinsic.

Proof. For Bordawise, consider elections Es = ({a,b,c},(a = b = c,a = b = ¢)) and E; =
({a,b,c},(a = b = c,c = b > a)). We have here that dgoqa(Fs, Er) = 2 which is two times
the smallest nonzero distance between two elections under Bordawise; however no 3 x 2 election is at
distance 1 from both E and F:

* By =({a,b,c},(a>=b>c,a>=b>c)): dporda(E1, Ey

{a,b,c},(a=b>c,a=c>b

gj

. dBorda El )

Eﬁ

oy

{a,b,c},(a>b>c,b>c>a)): dporda(Er, Es

( ( ) ( ) =2
= ( ( ) ( ) =3.
. = ({a,b,c},(a>=b>c,b>=a > c)): dporda(Er, Et) = 3.
= ( ( ) ( ) =
* B =( ( ) ( ) =2

{a,b,c},(a > b>c,c=b>a)): dporda(E1, Es

However, by intrinsicness, such an election needs to exist, a contradiction to Bordawise being intrinsic.

For pairwise, consider elections Es = ({a,b,c,d,e, f,g},(a =b>=c>d>=e > f > g,e = b >
g=d>=a> f>c)and Ey = ({a,b,c,d,e, f,gt,(a=b=c>=g>=d=e>= fe-b>=d>a>
f > g > ¢)). It holds that dpair(Es, E;) = 4, which is two times the smallest nonzero distance between
two elections under pairwise; however we have verified using exhaustive search that no election is at
distance 2 from both F; and E; under pairwise (see our code appendix). O

B.3 ¢;-Positionwise and EMD-Positionwise

We start by considering ¢;-positionwise and afterwards examine EMD-positionwise. However, first let
us prove a useful lemma that allows us to consider only paths on elections with the same matching of
candidates.

Lemma 8. Let d be one of our six metrics. For any sequence of elections Ey, F1, ..., E, there exists a
sequence of elections E), B, ..., E} such that Ey = E, and for every i € [k] we have that d(E], E;) =
0, d(E!_,,E!) = d(E;_1,E;), and an optimal matching between candidates in E, and E/_; is the
identity.

Proof. Let us show the statement by the induction on k. For & = 0 the statement is trivial. Thus, assume
that £ > 0 and that the statement holds for £ — 1.

Fix an arbitrary sequence of elections Ey, E1, ..., Fx. By the induction assumption, there exists
a sequence of elections E{), EY, ..., E;_, such that Ey = E, and for every ¢ € [k — 1] we have that
d(El,E;) = 0, d(E/_{,E]) = d( i—1,E;), and an optimal matching between candidates in E; and
E!_, is the identity. Since d(E;_,,Ey—1) = 0, we have that d(Ey_1, E;) = d(E;_,,E)). Let o
be an optimal matching of candidates between E;_, and Ej. Then, let us construct election E; from
Ej, = (Ck, Vi) by exchanging each vote v € Vj, by vote o(v), i.e., B}, = (Ck,0(V})). In this way,
d(E, Ey) =0,

d(EI,c—l’El::) = d(Ellc—la Ey) = d(Ek—1, Ey,),

and the optimal matching between ;. and Ej_, is identity. This concludes the proof. O
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B.3.1 £;-Positionwise

Lemma 9. The /;-positionwise metric is 2-intrinsic.

Proof. We need to show that for every two elections E; and FE; there exist elections F; =
Ey, Ev,...,E,_1,E, = E; such that Zl 1 pOS(Ei,l,Ei) < 2.d% (E,, Ey), and for each i €

pos
[k], dit (Ei—1,E;) = 4, which is the smallest nonzero distance under the /1-positionwise met-
ric. We prove this by induction on dpos(ES, E,). Fix arbitrary elections Es and E; with n vot-

ers and m candidates. If d% (Es,Ey) = 0or s (Es, Ey) = 4, the statement trivially follows.

pos pos

Thus, assume that d% (Es, Ey) > 4 and that the statement holds for all elections ES and Et with

pos
df;%(Es, Et) < df)%(ES, E;). Let X with columns x1,...,x,, be the position matrix of Fs and Y
with columns ¥, ...,y be the position matrix of F,. Without loss of generality, let us assume that

df;os(Es, Et) =3 icpm) (1 (4, yi); otherwise we could reorder the columns of one of the matrices.

Intuitively, in what follows, we examine matrix X and consider two columns ¢, ¢ from X, two rows
r,r’ from X, and matrix X’ that results from X by, in column ¢, subtracting 1 from row r and adding
1 to row 7’ and, in column ¢/, adding 1 to row 7 and subtracting 1 from row /. As we will show later
there always exist such ¢, ¢/, r, 7’ that X' is a position matrix of some election F’, and it holds that
d (Bl Ey) < diL (Es, Et) — 2 and dfL (Es, E) = 4. Using this, our statement will then follow by
induction. As an illustration of our approach, see the following example:

Example 7. Let the first two of the following matrices be example position matrices X and Y of some
elections E and E, respectively (we have n = 5 voters and m = 4 candidates). Then, the third matrix

is a constructed position matrix X’ created following our above described approach of some election

1 2 11 12 2 0 1 2 11
{31 01 122 01 121 11
12 20 11 2 1 12 20
710 0 2 3 11 0 1 3 1 0 1 3
X Y ¢
Observe that df;los(Es,Et) = 8. Hence, indeed, we get that dpos( JE) =6 < d,pos(Es,Et) —
Moreover, we have deS(ES, E!) = 4. This concludes the example.
For each i € [m] we write x; 1, ..., ; n to the denote the entries of z;; we use analogous notation
for y; and the columns of matrices 1ntroduced later on. Since df;os(Es, E;) > 4, there must exist a

column, ¢ € [m], such that ¢1(z.,y.) > 0. Moreover, the sums of entries in both x. and y. are equal (to
n), hence there is an r € [m] such that z., > y., and also 7’ € [m] such that z.,» < v, . Furthermore,
the sums of entries in row 7’ in both matrices are equal (to n), thus the fact that Zepr < Yoo implies that
there exists column ¢’ € [m] such that Tt > Yo - Building upon this, let us construct matrix X " with
columns 2, ...,z defined as follows:

zij— 1 it (i,7) € {(¢,r), (¢, )},
iy = %ig+ L i (6,4) € {(e,r), (¢, )},

Tij, otherwise.
Observe that for (7, j) € {(c,7),(c/,r")} we have that 2} ; = x;; — 1 > y; ; > 0. Thus, z ; > 0 for
every i,j € [m]. Moreover, the sums of entries of each row and column of matrix X' are st111 equal to

n. Thus, as proven by Boehmer et al. [6], X' is a position matrix of some election— which we denote
by E..
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Observe that X and X’ differ only on columns ¢ and ¢/. Also, for column ¢ we have ¢1 (2., y.) =
01(zc,ye) — 2. Moreover, for column ¢ we get ¢1(z),,y) = li(xe,Ye) — 2, if 2oy < Yo, and
ti(z,,ye) = i (zer, yer), otherwise. Since other columns of X and X' are identical, we get that

> () = 2iepm) Q@i yi) =4 i 2o, <yo
i) J) .

] ’ > ieim) O1(@i, i) — 2, otherwise.

Hence, df){js(Eg, E;) < df,{)s(ES, E;) — 2. By the induction assumption, this means that there exist

elections E, = Ey, E1, ..., Ex_1, Ex, = E} such that

k
> db(Bi1,By) <2-db (Bl By) <2-d5 (Bl Ey) — 4 (10)

pos
i=1

and for each i € [k], we have that d’

pos

On the other hand, observe that

(Eio1, E;) = 4.

Z O (2, 25) = 1 (zey 2h) + 01 (T, 2ls) = 4.

1€[m]

Since E, is closer to E; than Ej, it is not possible that d\ (E;, E) = 0. Thus, diL (Es, E}) = 4.
Building upon this, let us denote .1y = FE;. Then, by Eq. (10) elections E; =
FE_1,Ey, Ey,...,E;_1, By = E; are such that
k
Y doos(Bio1, Bi) < 2 dio(BL Be) — 4+ dit (B, Bo)
i=0

=2.d% (E, E).

pos

Moreover, for each i € {0, 1,...,k}, we have that d’L .(E;_1, E;) = 4, which concludes the proof. [J

pos
Lemma 10. The ¢;-positionwise metric is not a-intrinsic for any o < 2.
Proof. Let us consider an identity election, ID over candidates cy, ..., ¢y, with n > m > 2 votes:

€1 > €2 > -+ > cmy. Also, let us consider election E that is obtained from ID by exchanging one of the
votes by vote co > c3 > -+ > ¢, > c1. Observe that position matrix of E is:

n—1 1 0 0 0
0 n-1 1 0 0
0 0 n-—1 0 0

0 0 n—1 1

|1 0 0 0 n-—1

Thus, it is optimal to match ¢; in ID to ¢; in E for every i € [m] and we get that d°L .(F, ID) = 2m.

pos

Let A be an m x m matrix. Let a1, ..., a,, be the columns of matrix A and for each i € [m], let
a1,-..,aim be the entries of a;. We will say that matrix A is atomic, if there exist ¢, ¢, r,r" € [m]
such that

1, if(i,5) € {(ce,r), (")},
aij =4 -1, if (i,5) € {(c,;7'), (¢, )},
0, otherwise.
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Observe that for every two elections F, F’ with position matrices X, X’ having columns 1, . . . , ., and

i, ...}, such that d’L (F, F') = > ieim) 01(@i, 77) = 4, it holds that there exists an atomic matrix A
such that X = X’ 4+ A. Hence, by Lemma 8, finding an intrinsic path of length & between elections ID
and F is equivalent to finding atomic matrices Ay, ..., Ay such that their sum is equal to
-1 1 0 - 0 0]
0 -1 1 0 O
0 0 -1 0 O
0 0 O -1 1
|1 0 0 0 —1j

Observe that the rank of this matrix is equal to m — 1. Also, the rank of each atomic matrix is equal to 1.
Since the rank of a matrix is subadditive, we get that £ > m — 1. From the definition of the intrinsicness
degree we obtain that o > k - dypin /d’L (E, ID). Thus,

pos
a> M -9 _ 3
2m m

Since m can be arbitrarily large, we get that o > 2. 0

B.3.2 EMD-Positionwise

Lemma 11. EMD-positionwise metric is 2-intrinsic.

Proof. We need to show that for every two elections E and F; there exist elections F, =
Eo,E1,...,Ex_1,Ey = E; such that 3% | AN (Ei_1, E;) < 2 - dSY(E,, Ey), and for each
i € [k], d223(E;_1, E;) = 2, which is the smallest nonzero distance of two elections under the EMD-
positionwise metric. We prove this by induction on dg‘élsd (Es, Ey). For this fix two arbitrary elections Fj
and E; with n voters and m candidates. If dgrgsd(Es, E;) =0or dg‘glsd(Es, E;) = 2, the statement triv-
ially follows. Thus, assume that d"4(E,, F;) > 2 and that the statement holds for all elections £ and

pos
E, with dg‘élsd (ES, Et) < d;‘glsd(ES, Ey). Let X with columns z1, ..., x,, be the position matrix of Fj
and Y with columns y1, . . ., ¥, the position matrix of E;. Without loss of generality, let us assume that
d;‘glsd(ES, Et) = > iepm) emd(zi, y;); otherwise we could reorder columns of one of the matrices. For
each column ¢ € [m] we write ; 1, ..., Z; », to the denote the entries of x;; we use analogous notation
for y; and the columns of matrices introduced later on. Recall also that for any vector v, by © we denote
the vector of its prefix sums.

Intuitively, in what follows, as in proof of Lemma 9, we examine matrix X and consider two columns
¢, from X, two rows 7,7’ from X, and matrix X' that results from X by, in column ¢, subtracting 1
from row r and adding 1 to row 7’ and, in column ¢, adding 1 to row r and subtracting 1 from row 7’.
As we will show, it is always possible to choose such rows and columns that X" is still a position matrix
of some elections, E/, and d224(E/, E;) < d224(Eq, ;) — 2 - |r — +/|. Furthermore, we will prove
that between F; and E! we can find a path of at most 2 - |r — /| elections such that each consecutive
two are at EMD-positionwise distance 2. Using this, by induction, we will obtain the statement. See the

following example:

Example 8. Let the first two of the following matrices be example position matrices X and Y of some
elections E and E, respectively (we have n = 6 voters and m = 4 candidates). Then, the third matrix
is a constructed position matrix X’ created following our above described approach of some election
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#1112 2 71 2 2 1 711 2 2 1
3030 3030 3030
{0 4 0 2 r{1 3 0 2 [0 3 0 3
211 2 1113 211 2
X Y X'
Observe that we have dSa(Es, By) = 1+2+0+3 =6, d22d(E,, E;) =1+0+0+1 = 2, and
r —r’ = 2. So, indeed, dg‘glsd (EL, Ey) = dg‘glsd(Es, E;) — 2(r — r’). This concludes the example.

We begin by finding the correct columns ¢, ¢’ and rows r,7’. Our goal is to find them such that
r > 7, Zeyp > Yer and x> Yo .o, but at the same time x.; = yo; and v ; = yo; for every
ie{r+1,7+2,...,r —1}. In this way, when we subtract 1 from z., and z. ,» and add 1 to =,/
and x ,, then both emd(z., y.) and emd(z., y.-) decrease by exactly r — r’ (we will prove it in more
detail later on). Thus, the EMD-positionwise distance to election F; decreases by at least 2(r — 7).

We want to take ¢, € [m] such that zc, > yer, Zer—1 < Yer—1, and 7 is minimal. But first, let us
prove that there always exists at least one pair ¢, € [m] such that z., > y., and Z.; < . ;. To this
end, observe that since d(E, Ey) > 2, there exists a column, ¢ € [m], such that emd(z., y.) > 0.
Since the sums of entries of column c in both matrices X and Y are equal (to n), there exists a row,
p € [m], such that z.), < yp. Letus fix ¢,p € [m] such that ., < y., and p is minimal, i.e., for
every i,j € [m] such that ; ; < y; ; we have j > p. Then, in particular, we have z.; > y. j, for each
J € [p—1]. Assume that there exists j € [p — 1] such that z. ; > y. ;. Since the sums of entries in row j
in matrices X and Y are equal (to n), there exists column i € [m] such that x;; < y; j. However, since
J < p, this contradicts the assumption that p is minimal. Therefore, we get that z.; = y. ;, for each
Jj € [p—1]. Thus, Zcp < Jep, @8 Tep < Yep- Since the sums of entries in column ¢ in both matrices
are equal (to n), there exists such r that x., > y.,. Let us take the minimal such r. Then, for every
je{p+1,p+2,...,7r—1} wehave that z. ; < y. ;. Thus, Z.r—1 < Jcr—1. This means that we have
found ¢, r such that w.; > ye, and Ze -1 < Yo /1.

Therefore, let us take ¢, € [m] such that xc, > Yer, Ter—1 < Yer—1, and there is no 4, j € [m]
such that j < 7, x;; > v;j, Tij—1 < i j—1, 1.e., 7 is minimal with respect to this property. Observe
from the fact that Z.,_1 < g.,,—1 implies that there exists row ¢ € [r — 1] such that z. 4 < y. 4. Let us
take such ¢ € [r — 1] that is minimal with such property. Then, forevery j € {¢+ 1,¢+2,...,r — 1}
we have 2.4 = Yc q-

Now, let us take ¢,7’ € [m] such that x> Yo, ¢ < ' < 7, ¢ # ¢, and 1’ is maximal
with respect to this property. To see that there exists at least one pair i, j € [m] such that x; ; > v; j,
qg < j<r,and i # c, observe that the sums of entries in row ¢ in matrices X and Y are equal. Hence,
since Zc, < Ye,q. there exists column ¢ € [m] such that z; , > y; 4. Taking j = ¢, we get that indeed
q < j < randi # c. Hence, there exists ¢/, € [m] such that zo,» > yo,r, g <1 < r,d # ¢,
and r’ is maximal. Observe that this means that in every row j € {r' + 1,7/ + 2,...,r — 1} we have
Ty j = Yo ;3 otherwise if o j > ye j, then 7/ is not maximal as we assumed (' < j < rand ¢ # ¢),
and if z» ; < z j, then there exists column ¢ € [m] such that z; ; > x; j, thus r’ is also not maximal
(r' < j <randi # csince ¢ < r’ < j). Furthermore, since we took minimal r, the fact that ' < r and
T g0 > Yo o implies that either Zo v > G v—1 or ' = 1. In both cases, we get that £/, > Gor .
Thus, the fact that z» ; = yo ;, foreach j € {r' +1,7" +2,...,r — 1}, implies that

Terj > G g, forevery je {r',r'+1,...,r—1} (11)

Similarly, since ¢ < 7’ we get that . j = y. j, foreach j € {r' + 1,7" +2,...,r — 1}. Combining
it with the fact that Z., 1 < ¥c,—1 We get

Zej < Yej, foreveryje {r',r'+1,...,r—1} (12)
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Building upon this, let us now construct matrix X’ with columns , . .., 2], defined as follows:

zij =1, i (6,5) € {(e;r), (¢, )],
Tig = T+ 1 i (4 ) € {(e ), (¢ )},
Tij, otherwise.

Since z¢p > Yo, > 0and zp v > ye, > 0 we get that x;] > 0 for every i,j € [m]. Moreover, the
sums of entries in each row and column of X’ are still equal to n. Thus, X" is a position matrix of some
election F..
Let us now estimate df}élsd(Eg, E,). Observe that we have
& ;—1, if (i, ) €{(r"), (' +1), ... (e;r—1)},
N A~ . ..
& =19 T+ 1, if (i, ) € {(cr”),(e,r" +1), ... (e,r—1)},
Zij, otherwise.

Thus, we get that emd(z),,y,) = emd(zy,yrs) — (r — ') from Eq. (11) and emd(z),y,) =
emd(xc,y.) — (r — r’) from Eq. (12). Since EMD of other columns do not change, we get
demd(E/

pos R

Ey) < dS8(Es, Ey) — 2(r —1').
Therefore, by the induction assumption, we get that there exists a sequence of elections E! =
Ey, Eq,...,Ex_1, E;, = E; such that

k
> (B, By <2 d3N (B By) <

pos pos
=1

<2-dYE, E) —4(r—71") (13)

pos

and for each i € [k], we have d(E;_y, E;) = 2.

pos

Hence, it remains to show that there exist elections Fs = E_j/, E_j/11,...,E_1, Ey = E. such
that k' < 2(r — r') and for every i € {—k/,...,—2, —1}, we have d%2(E;, E;11) = 2. With this and

Eq. (13), the induction hypothesis will follow. To this end, we prove the following claim:
Claim 2. For every pair of elections Es and E! such that df;los(Es,Eg) = 4 it holds that there
exist elections Es = E_j,E_j1,...,E,Ey = E such that k < d°*Y(E,, E.) and for each

pos
ie{-FK,...,—2,—1}, we have dg‘gsd(Ei, Eiiq) =2
Proof. We will prove this claim by induction on dg‘glsd(ES, El). If dg’glsd (Es, EL) = 2, the statement
follows trivially. Hence, let us assume that dm (E, EY) > 2.
Take two arbitrary elections F and E’ and let X and X’ be their position matrices respectively.
Let x1,..., Ty, be columns of X and ..., 2], columns of X’. Without loss of generality, let us
assume that dffg{sd (Es, ) = > _cpm) emd(;, 7); otherwise we could rearrange the column order. First,

observe that df}os(ES, E!) = 4 if and only if there exist columns ¢, ¢’ € [m] and rows 7,7’ € [m] such
that

zi;— 1, if (i,7) € {(e,7), (¢, )},
vig =g+ 1, if (i,5) € {(c',r), (¢,7)},

Tijs otherwise.

Without loss of generality assume that 7 > 7. Then, observe that d%3(E, E') = 2(r —1'). Thus, since

pos

we assumed df};‘sd(Es, El) > 2, we get that " < r — 1. In what follows we construct elections F and
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F' such that d224(E,, F) < 2, dS2(F', E]) < 2, d224(F, F') = 2(r — ¢/ — 1), and d'L (F, F') = 4.
Then, the statement will follow from the inductive assumption.
Observe that there exists a column ¢” such that z.v,_; > 1. If ¢/ # ¢, let Z be a matrix with

columns 271, . .., 2, defined as follows:

zi;—1, if (4,5) € {(¢,7), (", r = 1)},
zij = xij;+1, if(4,75) € {(c,r —1),(",r)},
Tij, otherwise.

If " = c, let us simply denote Z = X. If ¢ # ¢, then z.,, = e — 1 = 2, > 0. Also, 2,1 =
xen p—1 — 1 > 0. Hence, z;; > 0, for every i, j € [m]. Moreover, sums of entries in every row and
column of Z are still equal n. Thus, Z is a position matrix of some elections, let us denote them by F'.
If ¢ = ¢, then let us simply denote F' = Fj.

If " # ¢, then emd(z, z.) = emd(zy7, xr) = 1. Other columns are the same in both Z and X,
hence

Ao (B, F) < 2.

Now, let us follow a similar construction for election F”. If ¢’ # ¢/, let Z’ be a matrix with columns

2y, ..., 2, defined as follows:

z;— 1, if(i,5) € {(<,r),(",r = 1},

Zy =S ah+ 1, if (4,5) € {(¢,r — 1), (", )},
x; i otherwise.
If " = ¢/, let us simply denote Z' = X'. If ¢’ ;é d,then 2, = xv, —1 =z > 0. Also,

2Ly —1 = T, r—1 — 1 =aey1 —120. Hence, z >0, for every i,j € [m]. Moreover, sums of

entries in every row and column of Z’ are still equal n. Thus 7' is a position matrix of some elections,
let us denote them by F”. If ¢ = ¢/, then let us simply denote F' = E.

If " # ¢, then emd(z.,, z/,) = emd(z_., ) = 1. Other columns are the same in both Z’ and X',
hence

Rty L
d
@Bl F) <2
Now, observe that matrices Z and Z’ can possibly differ only on entries in columns ¢, ¢/, and ¢’ and
rows r, 7 — 1, and r’. Specifically,

/ _ _ . 17
Z/ _ xc,r _$C,T_1 = Z¢,r lfC#C s
c,r T / ) M
7 mc,r—i_l:mc,rzzc,r, ifc=1c".
! = — : "
/ Teop_1=TLer—1 _Zc,r—l_l, ifc 75 c’,
Zer—1 = ,7 ) "
, xC,T‘—l_]‘:xC,T—l_lzch—l_l, lfC = C' .
/ /
Zegpt = Lo gt = Ty +1= Ze! + 1.
/ — — e ) /"
Z/ = :BC/’T - 1 - xclvr - chf’" 1fC # c 9
e / e /"
' ‘/L‘C/T:xclﬂ’—’_l:zd’r, lfc = C .
b
/
! a,  Hl=re, g +l=2), 41, ifd#E
cr—1 — ’
’ xc/ o1 =T 1 :chvr_l—l—l, ifd=¢".
b
/
ZC/J,/ = .T = = T N 1= Zc/,r’ —1.

For column ¢” it suffices to consider the case where ¢’ # ¢ and ¢’ # ¢ since other cases has been
considered above. In such case,

!/ /
ZC”,T = xc“,r + 1= xc”,r =+ 1= ZCIIJ..
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=1 1= Lt p—1 — 1= Zer—1-

;) = :EC//’T/ = chly,r,l.

All in all, we get that
zij—1, if(i,7) € {(e,7 = 1),(c, ")},
Zij =% +1 if(6,5) € {(¢,r = 1), (c,r")},
Zi otherwise.

Hence, we get that ¢y (2, 2.,) = ¢1(2¢, 2.,) = 2. Since other columns of Z and Z’ are identical, we get
di (F,F') < 4. If d%L (F, F') = 0, then also dSm4(F, F') = 0. Then, since d24(E,, E') > 2, we

pos pos pos pos
get that d4(E,, E') = 4 and d®Y(E,, F) = dS™4(F, E) = 2. Hence, we can denote £_5 = E,

pos pos pos

E_1 = F, and Ey = E/ and the induction hypothesis follows.
Thus, assume that dL (F, F’) = 4. Then, observe that emd(z, 2.) = emd(z»,2.,) = r — 1’ — 1.

oS
Since other columns ol; Z and Z' are identical, we get d2nd(F,F') < 2(r — 1" — 1). Recall
that dg‘gsd(Es,E;) = 2(r — r'). Therefore, from the inductive assumption there exist elections
F=F F yu1,....,E,E = F’ such that k < dgrélsd(Es, E;) — 2 and for each 7 € {—k}, ceey 2, 1},
we have 224 (E;, E;11) = 2. Since d254(E,, F) < 2 and d353(EY, F') < 2, the induction hypothesis
follows. =

Finally, observe that dfl (z., 2},) = d5., (z¢,2,) = 2. Other columns of X and X' are identical,

thus d’L (Es, %) < 4. If d% (B, E.) = 0, then also d°24(E,, E') = 0, from which the thesis follows

pos pos pos
by Eq. (13). Hence, let us assume that df;los(Es, El) =4.

Then, observe that emd(z.,z,) = emd(z,2!,) = r — r’. Other columns of X and X' are
identical, thus dgglsd(Es,E;) < 2(r — r’). Hence, from Claim 2, we get that there exist elections
Es=FE_j,E_jy1,...,E_1,FEy = E. suchthat ¥’ < 2(r —r') and for every i € {—Fk/,...,—2,—1},
we have ngélSd(Ei, E;+1) = 2. Combined with Eq. (13) this concludes the proof. O

Lemma 12. EMD-positionwise metric is not a-intrinsic for any o < 2.

Proof. Let us consider an identity election, ID over candidates cy, ..., ¢y, with n > m > 2 votes:
€1 > ca2 > -+ > cm. Also, let us consider election E that is obtained from ID by exchanging one of the
votes by vote ¢, = ca2 > c3 > -+ = cpp—1 > c1. Observe that position matrix of F is:

n-1 0 0 --- 0 1
0O n 0 --- 0 O
0 0n -~ 0 O
0 00 -~ n O
11 0 0 -+ 0 n-1]
Thus, it is optimal to match ¢; in ID to ¢; in E for every i € [m] and we get that d;%gd(E ,ID) = 2m — 2.
Let k£ be the minimum number such that there are elections £ = FEy, Fy,...,Ex_1,Fr = ID
such that for each i € [k], df}os(Ei_l, E;) = 2. Let us denote the position matrix of E by X°
(with columns 29,...,29) and the position matrix of ID by X* (with columns ¥, ... 2F). By
Lemma 8, the existence of elections Ey, F1, ..., Er_1, E} is equivalent to the existence of position
matrices X9, X1, ..., X*=1 X* such that for each s € [k] the columns of matrix X* are =7, ..., x5,
and
> emd(af ! f) = 2.
i€[m]
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In what follows, we will prove that £ > 2m — 3.

To this end, for every matrix X, let us denote the position of the last nonzero entry in the first column
of X by F'(X) and by G(X) the position of the first nonzero entry in the last column. In particular, we
have that F(X°) = m and F(X*) = 1 while G(X°) = 1 and G(X*) = m. We continue by proving
the following claim:

Claim 3. For every s € [k], it holds that |F(X*~!) — F(X®)| < 1land |G(X*™!) — G(X?®)| < 1L

Proof. Assume otherwise, i.e., there exists s € [k] such that |F(X*™!) — F(X®)| > 1 (or |G(X*71) —
G(X?®)] > 1). Observe that in such a case the EMD distance between the first (or last) columns of
X°~1and X is at least two, i.e., emd(z" ', 25) > 2 (or emd(z5, !, 25,) > 2). On the other hand,

two position matrices cannot differ on only one column. In other words, there exists column ¢ # 1 (or

i # m) such that emd(2~ ", %) > 0. Thus, 3", epm) emd(z ! x%) > 2, which is a contradiction.  [J

Note that by Claim 3 for each j € {2,3,...,m} there needs to be a matrix X* for some s €
{0,1,...,k — 1} with F/(X®) = j. Thus, there exists a function, f, that for every j € {2,3,...,m}
returns the maximal index s of a matrix, X*, in which the position of the last nonzero entry in the first
column is j. Formally, let f : {2,3,...,m} — {0,1,...,k — 1} such that F(X/()) = j and for every
s€{0,1,...,k — 1} s.t. F(X?®) = j it holds that f(j) > s. Since F(X*) = 1, applying Claim 3, we
get that:

F(X®) <j, foreverys> f(j). (%)

Similarly, Claim 3 implies that for each j € [m — 1] there is a matrix X* for some s € {0,1,...,k— 1}
with G(X?®) = j. Hence, there exists a function, g, that for every j € [m — 1] returns the maximal
index s of a matrix, X ®, in which the position of the first nonzero entry in the last column is j. Formally,
letg:[m—1] = {0,1,...,k — 1} such that G(X9U)) = j and for every s € {0,1,...,k — 1} s.t.
G(X?) = j it holds that g(j ) > s. Since G(X*) = m, applying Claim 3, we get that:

G(X?®) > j, forevery s> g(j). (%)

Next, by Iy and I, let us denote the images of the functions f and g, respectively. As f and g are
injective, |If| = |I;| = m — 1. On the other hand, as we show in the next claim the intersection of I
and I is limited.

Claim 4. If s € I; N I, then F(X*) — G(X*®) = 1

Proof. Let us take an arbitrary s € Iy N I, and denote j = F(X®) and j' = G(X?). Since s € Iy,
this means that f(j) = s. Thus, from (*) we get that F(X**1) < 4, which implies that xSH =0
(the last nonzero entry in the first column must be at position smaller than 7). On the other hand, since
F(X*®) = j, we have 27 ; > 0. Hence, emd(xl,x‘iﬂ) > 1. Similarly, the fact that s € I, implies

g(j') = s. Thus, from (xx) we get G(X**1) > 5/, which implies that a:S+J1, =0 (the first nonzero entry
in the first column must be at position greater than j'). However, since G(X*®) = j/, we have 2%, i > 0.
Hence, emd(z5,, 25F1) > 1.

Now, observe that the fact that 3, emd (7, z$t1) = 2 implies that there exist columns ¢, ¢’ and
row 7 such that
wls,j _1) if (Zvj) € {(C,T),(CI,T‘—I)},
5t = zi;+ 1, if (i,7) € {(<,7), (c,m = D)},

S

PR otherwise.

Hence, it must hold that c = 1, ¢ = m, r = j,and r — 1 = j'. Thus,

FIX)-GX*)=j—j=r—(r—1)=1.
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From (x) we get that the sequence f(2), f(3),..., f(m) is strictly decreasing. On the other hand,
(=) implies that g(1), g(2), ..., g(m — 1) is strictly increasing. Therefore, there can exists at most one
J and one j' such that f(j) = g(j’ — 1). Combining this with Claim 4, we get that |I; N I,| < 1. Thus,
by the inclusion—exclusion principle, we get

I UI,| > 2m - 3.

Clearly, k > |I; U I,], hence
k> 2m — 3.
Finally, from the definition of the level of intrinsicness, we get that o > k- dyin/ d;@f(E, ID). Thus,
a22'2m—3: _i.
2m — 2 m—1
Since m can be arbitrarily large, we get that o > 2. O

Theorem 4 directly follows from Lemmas 6, 7 and 9 to 12.
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