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Abstract
A preference profile with m alternatives and n voters is 2-dimensional Euclidean if both the alternatives and the voters can be placed into a 2-dimensional space such that for each pair of alternatives, every
voter prefers the one which has a shorter Euclidean distance to the voter. We study how 2-dimensional
Euclidean preference profiles depend on the values m and n. We find that any profile with at most
two voters or at most three alternatives is 2-dimensional Euclidean while for three voters, we can show
this property for up to seven alternatives. The results are tight in terms of Bogomolnaia and Laslier [2,
Proposition 15(1)].
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Introduction

Using spatial models to analyze a preference profile (i.e., voters’ preferences over alternatives) is a popular
approach in political and social sciences, economics, and psychology. Here, the idea is to consider the voters
and alternatives as points in a d-dimensional Euclidean space such that a voter prefers one alternative x over
the other alternative y if and only if her Euclidean distance to x is smaller than to y. Such preference profiles
are referred to as d-Euclidean preference profiles [6, 2]. Clearly, not every preference profile is Euclidean. For
d = 1, checking whether a given preference profile is Euclidean can be done in polynomial time [7, 9, 8], while
it is beyond NP for every fixed d ≥ 2 [10]. In terms of characterization using forbidden subprofiles, Chen et
al. [5] show that 1-Euclidean preference profiles cannot be characterized via finitely many finite forbidden
subprofiles. Nevertheless, Chen and Grottke [4] show that for two voters, a preference profile is 1-Euclidean
if and only if it is single-peaked, and for five voters, single-peakedness and single-crossing are equivalent
to 1-Euclideanness. Since single-peaked and single-crossing preferences can be characterized via forbidden
subprofiles [1, 3], 1-Euclidean preference profiles with up to five voters as well. Bogomolnaia and Laslier show
that a preference profile is d-Euclidean if the number of voters is at most d or the number of alternatives is at
most d + 1. Moreover, they provide a preference profile with d + 1 voters and 2d+1 alternatives which is not
d-Euclidean and show that every preference profile with d + 1 voters and d + 2 alternatives is d-Euclidean.
Notice that there is a gap in the size of d-Euclidean and non-d-Euclidean preference profiles. Aiming to close
this gap, we search for minimally non-2-Euclidean profiles. We obtain that a preference profile with n voters
and m alternatives is always 2-Euclidean if and only if n ≤ 2, or n ≤ 3 and m ≤ 7. See Figure 1 for an
overview.
The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces necessary definitions and notations. In Section 3,
we give explicit embeddings (i.e., points for the voters and the alternatives) for showing that any preference
profile with 2 voters or 3 alternatives is 2-Euclidean; note that this result has already been obtained by
Bogomolnaia and Laslier [2]. In Section 4, we run our own heuristic and show that any preference profile
with three voters and six alternatives is 2-Euclidean. We conclude with future research directions in Section 5.
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Definitions and notations

Given a non-negative integer t, we use [t] to denote the set {1, . . . , t}. Let A := {a1 , . . . , am } be a set of
m alternatives and let V := {v1 , . . . , vn } be a set of n voters. A preference profile P := (A, V, R = (≻1
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Figure 1: Boundaries of non-d-Euclidean profiles with a given number of voters and alternatives. Each
colored bullet point denotes the existence of such a non-Euclidean profile for the corresponding dimension.
, . . . , ≻n )) specifies the preference order s of the voters in V, where voter vi ranks the alternatives according
to a strict linear order ≻i over A. For alternatives a and b, the relation a ≻i b means that voter vi strictly
prefers a to b. {a, b} ≻i c means that voter vi strictly prefers a and b to c, but the preference relation
between alternatives a and b is arbitrary but unique. We also assume that all voters in a preference profile
have pairwise different preference orders.
For three distinct real values x, y, z, by x < {y, z} we mean that x < y and x < z, and by {x, y} < z we
mean that x < z and y < z.
By convention, we use bold x to denote a vector or a point in a Euclidean space, and we use x[i] to refer
d
to the ith value in x. Given two points p, q in a d-dimensional
qP space R , we write kp − qk2 to denote the
2
Euclidean distance between p and q, that is, kp − qk2 :=
i∈[d] (p[i] − q[i]) .
d-dimensional Euclidean embeddings. Generally speaking, the Euclidean representation models the
preferences of voters over the alternatives using the Euclidean distance between an alternative and a voter.
A shorter distance indicates a stronger preference.
Definition 1 (d-dimensional Euclidean embeddings). Let P := (A := {a1 , . . . , am }, V := {v1 , . . . , vn },
R := (≻1 , . . . , ≻n )) be a preference profile. Let E := A ∪ V → Rd be a function. A voter vi ∈ V is
d-dimensional Euclidean with respect to E if for any two distinct alternatives a, b ∈ A, it holds that
a ≻i b if and only if kE(a) − E(vi )k2 < kE(b) − E(vi )k2 .
Function E is a d-dimensional Euclidean embedding of profile P if each voter of V is d-dimensional
Euclidean with respect to E. A profile is d-Euclidean if it admits a d-dimensional Euclidean embedding.
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Small 2-Euclidean preference profiles

In this section, we show two positive results, namely that any preference profile with at most two voters or
three alternatives is 2-Euclidean.
Theorem 1. Any preference profile with two voters is 2-dimensional Euclidean.
Proof. Let P := (A := {a1 , . . . , am }, V := {v1 , v2 }, R := (≻1 , ≻2 )) be a preference profile with two voters.
We define an embedding as follows: Let E(v1 ) := (−m2 , 0), E(v2 ) := (0, −m2 ). For each alternative a ∈ A,
let rk1 (a) (resp. rk2 (a)) be the position of a for voter v1 (resp. v2 ), i.e., rki (a) := |{b | b ≻i a}| for i ∈ [2].
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Define E(a) := (rk1 (a), rk2 (a)). We now show that E is a 2-dimensional Euclidean embedding of P. To
this end, we prove that for voter v1 and an arbitrary alternative a ∈ A, we have
m2 + rk1 (a) ≤ kE(a) − E(v1 )k2 < m2 + rk1 (a) + 1.
The lower bound is directly obtained by construction. For the upper bound, we infer:
(m2 + rk1 (a) + 1)2 − kE(a) − E(v1 )k2 = (m2 + rk1 (a) + 1)2 − (m2 + rk1 (a))2 + (rk2 (a))2
= 2(m2 + rk1 (a)) + 1 − (rk2 (a))2
> 0.



The last inequality holds since rk2 (a) ≤ m. Hence for each two alternatives a and b with a ≻1 b, we have
kE(a) − E(v1 )k2 < m2 + rk1 (a) + 1 ≤ m2 + rk1 (b) ≤ kE(b) − E(v1 )k2 .
Thus v1 is 2-dimensional Euclidean wrt. E. By symmetry of the construction, v2 is also 2-dimensional
Euclidean wrt. E.
Theorem 2. Any profile with at most three alternatives is 2-dimensional Euclidean.
Proof. In fact, any set of non-degenerated coordinates assigned to the alternatives yields a feasible solution
for the voters. Assume that A = {a, b, c}. Let E(a) = (0, 2), E(b) = (2, −1) and E(c) = (−2, −1). Then
consider each voter vi and assign vi to a point E(vi ) according to its preference order:
– If a ≻i b ≻i c, then let E(vi ) := (2, 2).
– If b ≻i a ≻i c, then let E(vi ) := (2, 0).
– If b ≻i c ≻i a, then let E(vi ) := (1, −1).
– If c ≻i b ≻i a, then let E(vi ) := (−1, −1).
– If c ≻i a ≻i b, then let E(vi ) := (−2, 0).
– If a ≻i c ≻i b, then let E(vi ) := (−2, 2).
It is a simple matter of computation to verify that this is indeed a 2-dimensional Euclidean embedding. For
example, with vi : a ≻i b ≻i c, i.e., E(vi ) = (2, 2), we have kE(a)−E(vi )k2 = 2, then kE(b)−E(vi )k2 = 3 > 2,
and finally kE(c) − E(vi )k2 = 5 > 3.
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Existence of 2-Euclidean profiles by experiments

In this section, we show the following positive result by empirical study.
Theorem 3. Any profile with at most three voters and at most seven alternatives is 2-dimensional Euclidean.
Proof. We present a greedy heuristic algorithm used to determine that all profiles with at most 3 voters and
at most 7 alternatives are 2-Euclidean. Given a profile as input, the algorithm tries to create a 2-dimensional
embedding of this profile. However, it may fail even when the input profile is actually 2-Euclidean. Following
a similar line as in the work of Chen and Grottke [4], we did some optimization to significantly shrink the
search space on all profiles: We only consider profiles with exactly three distinct preference orders over exactly
seven alternatives since the Euclidean property is monotone, and we assume that one of the preference orders
is 1 ≻ · · · ≻ 7. The number of relevant profiles with 3 voters and 7 alternatives is 12693241.
The heuristic is particularly simple: We first place the three voters randomly in a 2-dimensional space.
Then, we pick each alternative successively (in random order), and compute the “free area”, that is the set of
points at which this alternative may be placed in order to satisfy the ranking of each voter with respect to
3

earlier alternatives. If the free area is non-empty, then we randomly choose a point inside it to embed this
alternative. Otherwise, we quit this branch and start over until a maximum number of iterations is reached.
The free area itself is computed as an intersection of n annuli: each voter indeed has a lower- and
upper-bound on the distance to each new alternative. It is straightforward to decide, given any point,
whether it belongs to the free area or not. Also, the intersection points of the different circles, creating
the “corners” of the free area, can easily be computed. Hence we choose a random point in the free area
by trying successive points in the smallest disk containing the corner points. All generated profiles, together with their 2-Euclidean embeddings and the distances used for the verification, are available online at
https://owncloud.tuwien.ac.at/index.php/s/DqjD6OxQFpI6S0u.
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Conclusion

This work opens up several future research directions. First, it would be interesting to have a combinatorial
algorithm for finding a 2-Euclidean embedding for any profile with 3 voters and 7 alternatives. Second,
following the research question by Chen and Grottke [4] for the one-dimensional case, it would be interesting
to characterize 2-Euclidean preference profiles with up to 3 voters. Last, it remains to close the gap for
the 3-dimensional case, i.e., determining the minimum number m of alternatives for which there is a non-3Euclidean preference profiles with 4 voters.
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