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Abstract

Liquid democracy is a voting system that allows citizens to vote directly, or to
delegate their votes to a trusted individual. If delegations occur, the preferences
of the electorate (set of voters choosing to vote directly) can exhibit different
properties than the preferences of the entire society. One well-studied property
of particular interest is single-peakedness since it guarantees problem-free aggre-
gation of preferences into a collective choice. We investigate conditions under
which delegations generate single-peaked electorates out of non-single-peaked
societies. We find that the willingness of voters to delegate is critical for the
existence of single-peaked electorates.



Chapter 1

Introduction

Democratic decision-making has a long history but its story has not been told
to the end. Two forms of democratic voting systems prevailed, representative
and direct democracy, but recently a contender has entered the stage: liquid
democracy (Brill, 2021). In liquid democracy the ability to cast a vote directly,
like in a direct democracy, is extended by delegations allowing for political rep-
resentation, like in a representative democracy. Voters can choose to delegate
their vote to somebody they trust, or vote directly. The voters deciding not to
delegate are often referred to as gurus, and the set of gurus is called the elec-
torate. Generally seen as a hybrid between representative and direct democracy,
liquid democracy sets out to bring together the best of both worlds (Blum and
Zuber, 2015).

One main advantage of representative democracy is that voters can choose
a representative, who is arguably an expert, or a trusted individual. At the
same time, representative democracy is confronted with a democratic deficit.
Voters can only choose representatives every couple of years, which then might
not serve the public’s best interest. A state of (political) lethargy can be the
consequence. On the other hand, direct democracy improves democratic par-
ticipation. Everyone is treated equally in every vote. However, it is caught up
in a dilemma: Either voters need immense effort to understand underlying is-
sues, or voters are, potentially, uneducated with respect to these issues. Liquid
democracy, arguably, alleviates these shortcomings and improves democratic
participation, giving everyone the chance to vote, while it furthermore allows
representation through delegations in case voters do not feel confident enough
to submit an own ballot.

Arguably, liquid democracy brings benefits along but, like any other system,
it is nonetheless confronted with a classical problem in social choice theory: the



(fair) aggregation of individual preferences into a collective choice. Citizens
rank alternatives to their liking, and collectively decide on a best alternative,
or possibly best ranking of alternatives. Finding an agreement is not only hard
in real life, it poses mathematical problems and even leads to paradoxes. One
fundamental paradox concerns the (ir)rationality of preferences. Consider three
friends, Alice, Bob, and Charlie, who have to decide on a vacation destination.
Alice, an environmentalist who dislikes aviation, suggests the Ijsselmeer, Bob
loves the urban life and wants to go to Berlin, and Charlie prefers beaches as
they have them in Cuba. They rank their friends’ suggestions with the following
result.

Alice ‘ Bob ‘ Charlie

I jsselmeer Berlin Cuba
Berlin Cuba I jsselmeer
Cuba I jsselmeer Berlin

While each of the three friends have acyclic preferences (arguably a minimal
requirement for rationality), the majority preferences are not acyclic. A major-
ity of voters (Alice and Charlie) prefer the |jsselmeer to Berlin, a majority
of voters prefers Berlin over Cuba (Alice and Bob), and yet a majority prefers
Cuba over the I jsselmeer (Bob and Charlie). The fact that individually ratio-
nal preferences do not necessarily result in rational societal preferences is called
Condorcet’s Paradoz (Brandt et al., 2016). A further classical problem has been
advanced in a seminal work by Arrow (1950) who showed that, under reasonable
assumptions for fairness, any fair voting rule is a dictatorship. In a dictator-
ship a single voter decides over the collective outcome. Gibbard (1973) and
Satterthwaite (1975) seem to bury the hopes for good voting rules by showing
that the only voting rule that cannot be manipulated must be a dictatorship.
A manipulation occurs when voters do not submit their actual preferences, but
can affect the collective outcome to their advantage by submitting a manipu-
lated ballot. Naturally, the question arises how individual preferences can be
aggregated into a collective choice, while avoiding Condorcet’s Paradox, and the
threat of dictatorship and manipulation. We call this the aggregation problem.

A mathematically elegant solution to the aggregation problem are restricted
preferences: If certain preferences are not admitted, and thus restricted, then the
aggregation problem does not arise. The restriction discussed in Black (1948)
and shown to avoid the aggregation problem is single-peakedness. A society
is called single-peaked, if its citizens can agree on an order of the alternatives
such that each voter prefers alternatives less, if they are further away in this
order from their most preferred preference (Brandt et al., 2016). This ordering



comes about naturally in some scenarios, for example in discussions about the
legal drinking age. If one’s preferred legal drinking age is 18, one will probably
consider 15 as a legal drinking age more inappropriate than 16, and 21 more
inappropriate than 19. However, single-peaked preferences are not generally
realistic.” This poses a problem, as voters’ preferences cannot be simply made
single-peaked if they are not. Declaring non-single-peaked preferences invalid
would be extremely undemocratic, and hardly an improvement to a dictatorship,
the very thing a democracy sets out to avoid.

Liquid democracy might come to rescue and offer a way out of this dilemma.
Starting with a non-single-peaked society, delegations can bring about single-
peaked electorates. Consider again the example of our three vacationers Alice,
Bob, and Charlie. Together they form a non-single-peaked society. However,
note that any two of them together are single-peaked. If any of them were to
delegate their vote, a single-peaked electorate can be formed. Compare this
process more generally to direct democracy. Given the same society, a single-
peaked electorate can therefore be generated through delegations from a non-
single-peaked society.

@ @ @ O

@) @) @) O

000 Qiotoo boOoooooy 000 Diooi booooooog

As we have argued above, if the electorate, which is a subset of all citizens, is
single-peaked, the results from Black (1948) apply, and the aggregation problem
is solved. Instead of undemocratically taking the voting rights away from non-
single-peaked citizens, liquid democracy could avoid the aggregation problem by
bringing about single-peakedness with democratic means, namely, delegations.
The goal of the thesis is to identify conditions under which liquid democracy
guarantees single-peaked electorates—and when it does not.
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1.1 Related Literature

Behrens (2017) traces back the origins of liquid democracy to Dodgsons (1884).
With technological advances like the internet, a revival of liquid democracy came
along (Behrens, 2017). Discussions on political and philosophical foundations
as well as implications can be found in Blum and Zuber (2015) and Valsangia-
como (2021). Furthermore, liquid democracy has become a trend in the field
of computational social choice. One standard model of liquid democracy and
some standard problems it is exposed to is provided in Brill (2019). Various
papers have analyzed and criticized liquid democracy, e.g. for its performance
in discovering an underlying ground truth (Kahng et al., 2021; Caragiannis and
Micha, 2019), a lack of individual rationality (Brill and Talmon, 2018; Christoff
and Grossi, 2017), or potential tendencies to aggregate power in the hands of
few individuals (Zhang and Grossi, 2021). Liquid democracy has been tested
in some scenarios, for example in the German Pirate party (Litvinenko, 2012),
and in Google Votes (Hardt and Lopes, 2015). However, scalability remains
a problem since, similarly to direct democracy, it is hard to implement it on
a large scale. For a more optimistic view on scalability see Brill (2021). Re-
cently, liquid democracy has been discovered in the world of blockchains, and
cryptocurrencies (Zhang et al., 2018; Fan et al., 2019).

Brandt et al. (2016) provide an excellent introduction to the field of com-
putational social choice. The chapter by Zwicker (‘Introduction to the Theory
of Voting’, Chapter 2) describes the three problems of Condorcet’s paradox,
Arrow’s Theorem, as well as the result by Gibbard and Saitherwaite, and lays
out how single-peaked domain restrictions solve these problems. Elkind et al.
(2017) discuss the relevance of domain restrictions, like single-peakedness, be-
yond the aggregation problem by laying out their benefits from an algorithmic
perspective. Essentially, single-peakedness can reduce the complexity of certain
computational problems.

The theoretical foundations of this work are largely inspired by Escoffier
et al. (2019), and Escoffier et al. (2020), who provide us with a model and
analysis of stable electorates. This thesis is, to the best of our knowledge,
the first discussion of single-peaked (stable) electorates in liquid democracy.
The idea that single-peakedness has to be in some sense ‘brought about’ also
appears in the literature on deliberative democracy (List and Dryzek, 2003;
List et al., 2013; List, 2018). List (2018) discusses whether deliberation pro-
cesses can bring about a meta-agreement between citizens. While not reaching
substantive consensus about a topic, citizens can agree on what they disagree
on (for example they ‘agree that their disagreement concerns a trade-off be-



tween the economy and the environment’, List, 2018). One interpretation of
single-peaked electorates in liquid democracy could therefore go along the lines
of meta-agreements. However, it requires a conceptual analysis what meta-
agreement in liquid democracy means which we do not provide in this thesis.

1.2 Owur Contribution

The main concern of this thesis will be to investigate the conditions under which
single-peaked electorates can be generated in liquid democracy. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first work on single-peaked electorates in liquid democ-
racy. We will, however, not analyze the whole class of single-peaked electorates,
but a subclass, the stable, single-peaked electorates. A game-theoretical notion
of stability, has been proposed by Escoffier et al. (2019), and Escoffier et al.
(2020). An electorate is stable, if every voter is happy with their final delegate
after all voters have delegated. The relevance of stability becomes clear if we
make ourselves aware of the fact, that liquid democracy allows for transitive del-
egations. If Alice delegates to Bob, and Bob delegates to Charlie, Charlie is the
guru of Alice. However, Alice might not accept Charlie as her guru, and prefers
to change her delegation. This would be a case of unstable delegations. The
concept of acceptance of a guru will be cashed out in mathematical symbolism
through two notions. First, we introduce a distance measure between voters.
While there are many distance measures on preference orders, the Kendall Tau
distance is arguably the most representative for differences in opinions repre-
sented by strict linear orders. For two preference orders, it counts the number
of adjacent swaps needed to turn one order into the other.” Besides preferences,
each citizen is associated with a delegation threshold. Intuitively, this threshold
can be seen as an indicator of how opinionated citizens are. If this threshold is
larger than the distance to another voter, the latter will not be accepted as a
guru, if it is smaller, she will be accepted. This setting including a (symmetric)
distance measure and delegation thresholds is called distance based in Escoffier
et al. (2020), and it always admits stable electorates. We will analyze what
restrictions we have to make on the delegation thresholds, in order to guarantee
that the stable electorates are furthermore single-peaked.
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1.3 Overview

In Chapter 2 we introduce the main concepts and tools of this thesis. We lay
the preliminary groundwork by introducing the standard components of prefer-
ences and profiles, the main property of single-peakedness, and some graph the-
oretical basics. Each of these are treated independently, and partially brought
together when the Kendall tau distance is defined, and some basic results are
proven.

Chapter 3 forms the theoretical core of this thesis, and proves the main re-
sult. We discuss the model of liquid democracy defined in Escoffier et al. (2020),
and connect it to single-peakedness. We prove a characterization theorem for the
existence of single-peaked, stable electorates in liquid democracy. Essentially,
we prove a lower bound on the delegation thresholds: Single-peaked, stable elec-
torates exist if and only if voters are (in a to be defined way) open-minded. The
proof is based on three assumptions: Every possible preference is submitted
once (complete preference domain), every voter has the same delegation thresh-
old (homogeneity of thresholds), and everyone is allowed to delegate to anyone
(complete social network). Analytical results are hard to obtain for relaxed
assumptions. In Chapter 4 we will computationally analyze the impact of
dropping the assumption of the complete preference domain via a Monte Carlo
simulation. We will see that the bound on the delegation threshold established
in the existence characterization extends (mostly) to the universal preference
domain. Finally, we consider real life data, and additionally drop the assump-
tion of the homogeneity of thresholds in Chapter 5. With a further Monte
Carlo simulation, we show that the bound on the delegation threshold alone
is not fine-grained enough to indicate the existence of single-peaked equilbria.
It remains, however, a crucial factor. A generalization to any social network
remains future work, which together with a summary, and discussion of the
results is provided in the conclusive Chapter 6. Furthermore, we relate the
results to the motivating aggregation problem.



Chapter 2

Preliminaries

This chapter formally introduces some of the main concepts. The thesis spans
from combinatorial arguments on preference orders, to graph theoretical notions.
Most of these notions are introduced independently here, and brought together
in Chapter 3.

2.1 Preference Orders and Profiles

We denote by A = fay;::;;amg the set of alternatives with m = jAj. A strict
linear order is a binary relation over A, satisfying the following three proper-
ties for all a;b;c 2 A: Irreflexivity (not @  a), transitivity (ifa bandb c,
thena ), and connectedness (ifa & bthena borb a). For a strict linear
order  we sometimes refer to the maximal element of  as its peak. Generally,
we denote by ~ the reverse of , that is for all distinct alternatives a;b 2 A,
we have a~ b if and only if b a. Intuitively, one can think of a strict linear
order as a ranking of alternatives. We denote by L(A) the set of all strict linear
orders over A.

If s a strict linear order on A, we say that is a suborder of  if it
is a restriction of  to a subset A" A, If is a suborder of , and only
contains the highest ranked alternatives of , we say that "is a prefiz of
Analogously, we define the suffiz if ° contains the lowest ranked alternatives
of . We define the operation + to be the concatenation of two strict linear
orders "and ¥ on disjoint sets A’ and AY, such that "+ "= where
is a strict linear order on A = A" [ A",

0



Example 1. is a strict linear order over A = (a;; az; az).

= (ag;a;83) ' = (a; as)
"=(ana) = (a)
The order ' is a suborder but neither prefix nor suffix of . While %is a
prefix, @ is a suffix of . Note furthermore that ®+ ™= . 4

Given a set of alternatives, each of a finite set of agents N = F1;:::; ng expresses a
preference j 2 L(A). This gives rise to a vector of preferences orders which we
call a preference profile P = ( 1;:: n) 2 L(A)". The domain of a preference
profile D(P) is the set D(P)  L(A) containing the orders corresponding to
each preference relation j in the profile P. In the setting of profiles we will
make use of the preference orders indexed by the agents, e.g. j, while we omit
the index when reasoning about domains.

2.2 Single-Peakedness

We begin by introducing the basic definitions of single-peakedness, and talk
through some observations. Let max( ) denote the peak of the order 2 L(A),
and min( ) the minimal element. For a domain D L(§\), we let min(D)
denote the set of all bottom alternatives, i.e. min(D) = >pmin( ). For
a preference profile P the set containing the least preferred alternatives of all
voters, is just min(D(P)), which we denote by min(P ) for short.

Definition 1. Given a designated order 2 L(A), an order ' 2 L(A) is
single-peaked with respect to  if we have for every triple of distinct alternatives
max( );a;b 2 A:

(max( ) a borb a max( %) implies a 'b:

We say a set D L(A)is -single-peaked if all its members are single-peaked
with respect to . Denote by SP  the maximal -single-peaked domain, i.e.
SP =f "2L(A)j 'is -single-peakedg.

The following observation follows from closer inspection of Definition 1:

Observation 1. An order ° 2 L(A) is -single-peaked if and only if ° is
single-peaked with respect to the reverse of

The definition of single-peakedness can be naturally expanded to preference
profiles as follows:



Definition 2. Given some order 2 L(A), a preference profile P is single-
peaked with respect to  for voter i if we have for every triple of alternatives
max( j);a;b 2 A:

(max( j) a borb a max( j)) implies a b:

A preference profile is single-peaked with respect to  if it is single-peaked with
respect to  for all voters. We then write that P is -single-peaked. Note that
the basic definition of single-peakedness is insensitive to the number of voters
as it only considers which orders are submitted.

Observation 2. A preference profile P is  -single-peaked if and only if the
domain of the profile D(P) is -single-peaked.

Instead of reasoning about different preference profiles with the same domain,
we can therefore reason about the set-based notion of domains of preference
profiles. By Proposition 2 this allows us to draw conclusions about all profiles
with the same domain.

The following theorem shows that given an order ., any -single-peaked
order can be divided into two suborders.”

Theorem 1. Let = (ai;::am), and let ° be an order with a; = max( ")
andl i m. Then Yis -single-peaked if and only if
a Yaiq, ' lag andaivr "aine Vi Yan
Proof. Let = (ai;::;am), and a; = max( 9.
(D)) For contradiction, assume °is -single-peaked, and not a; 'a; ; °
“a; or not @jx1  'ajs2:: "am. In the first case, there are a; and ax such
that j <k <1, and a; Ya. Since = (ai;:;am), we know a;  ay aj. By

the definition of single-peakedness it follows that ax @, a contradiction. The
second case works analogously.

() Again, there are two cases to consider. In the first case we have to show that
for any triple a;;aj;ax 2 Aifa; a; ax then a; Yax. Since = (ai;::;am),
we know that i > j > k. Since a; 'a; 1 ":: ay, it follows immediately
that a; " ax. For the second case consider any triple aj Ak a;. Since
j<k<i and aj+1 " aj+2:r ' am, we derive by analogous reasoning that
aj "ax which concludes the proof. O
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Given the peak of an order, Theorem 1 makes checking for -single-peaked-ness
relatively easy. Once the indexation f1;:::;mg of the alternatives in is fixed,
simply check whether alternatives with lower indexes than the peak are ranked
in descending order in °, and alternatives with a larger index than the peak

are ranked in ascending order in .

Example 2. Let = (a;;:;;a5). We want to check whether the following
orders are -single-peaked:

"= (a4; as; az; a1} as; Ag)

Y= (as; as; a; a; a2; 1)

"= (a4; as; as; az; as; 1)

The first two orders are indeed -single-peaked, since they both contain the
suborders (as; as; a,;a;1) and (as; ag). The last order however contains ag  © as
which violates Theorem 1, and is thus not -single-peaked. 4

With Theorem 1 at hand, it is easy to prove that any single-peaked profile can
have at most two different minimal alternatives.

Observation 3. If P is single-peaked, then jmin(P)j 2.

Proof. Assume for contradiction that P is single-peaked with respect to some

order = (@i;:i;am), and jmin(P)j > 2. From the latter, we deduce that
there exists an order ! with minimal element a; & a; & a,. But then ' is
not -single-peaked by Theorem 1. [

Theorem 1 furthermore motivates the partition of the single-peaked domain
according to the peaks of the orders. It provides us with structural knowledge
which we will exploit later in this thesis. Let SP# denote the set of -single-
peaked orders with peak a;.

Observation 4. The -single-peaked domain can be partitioned into disjunct
subdomains induced by the peaks a; of the orders 2 SP  as follows:

SP =SP% [ [SP®

We will show later in this chapter that each subset is non-empty (Corollary 4.1).
Furthermore, note that SP? and SP®" each contain only one element: the or-
ders ,and respectively. To give a taste of what is yet to come, Observation 4
will come in handy when measuring the distance between an order ®and a -
single-peaked domain. As this task turns out to be rather difficult, we will
instead measure the distances between ” and each of the subdomains SP? ...,
SPa" . The minimal distance of ! to any single-peaked subdomain is then the
distance to the whole single-peaked SP

10



2.3 Elements of Graph Theory

A directed graph is a pair G = (V;E) consisting of a set of vertices V and
edges E 'V V., a subset of the Cartesian product of V. A directed graph is
symmetric if for all edges u;v 2V we have (u;Vv) 2 E if and only if (v;u) 2 E.
In a symmetric graph the direction of an edge loses its significance, and we will
refer to them as undirected graphs. In a directed graph G = (V;E), a subset
of vertices SV is independent if there is no edge between any two vertices
in S. We say that S is maximal independent if no vertex can be added to S
without losing the property of independence. A subset SV is absorbing if for
every vertex U 2 S, there exists V 2 S such that (u;Vv) 2 E (then we say that v
absorbs U). A kernel of G is a subset of vertices that is both independent and
absorbing. A clique C 'V is a subset of vertices, such that all vertices in C
are adjacent. Intuitively, a clique is the opposite of an independent set. The
complement G of a graph G, is a graph on the same vertices, and contains an
edge between two vertices whenever G does not contain an edge, and vice versa.

Observation 5. In an undirected graph G, a set S is independent in G if and
only if S is a clique in the complement graph G.

Observation 5 follows directly from the definitions of independent sets and
cliques. Next, we show that a kernel is equivalent to a maximal independent
set if the graph is undirected.

Observation 6. If G = (V; E) is an undirected graph, a set K  of vertices is
a kernel if and only if it is a maximal independent set.

Proof. (): Since K is a kernel, any vertex v 2 K is absorbed by some ver-
tex U in K. Thus, (u;v) 2 E, and v cannot be added to K without losing
independence.

(Q): Assume for contradiction that there is a vertex v that is not absorbed
by K. Since G is undirected, there is no edge between vV and any element
of K, and v can be added to K without losing independence, resulting in a
contradiction. Thus, K is absorbing, and therefore a kernel. O

Notably, we only used the assumption that the graph was undirected in the
right-to-left direction. In directed graphs not every maximal independent set is
a kernel, but every kernel is a maximal independent set.

An isomorphism between two graphs G = (V1;E;) and H = (V3 Ey) is a
bijection ¥ : V; ¥ V, between the vertices such that (u;v) 2 E; if and only if
(f(u); f(v)) 2 E;. Isomorphisms will play an important role in Chapter 3 since

11



they preserve kernels. This is straightforward to see since by definition edges
are preserved in isomorphism.

Observation 7. Kernels are preserved under isomorphisms.

2.4 Kendall Tau Distance

For any two distinct alternatives a;b 2 A, two strict linear orders ; '2 L(A)
agree on the rankings of aand bifa b , a 'b, and they disagree on the
rankingsifa b , b 'a. We define ap( ; ) =0if and °agree on the
order of @ and b, and p( ; ') =1 if they disagree. The Kendall tau distance
is defined by the following formula

.o:X .0
(5 ) an( 5 )

a;h2A

In words, the Kendall tau distance between two orders equals the number of
pairs they disagree on. If two orders disagree on all pairs the Kendall tau
distance is maximal (denoted by ), and one order is the reverse of the other.
Since there are r; pairs of distinct alternatives we have that:

Observation 8. The maximal Kendall tau distance n, between any two orders

..om — m(m 1)
of length m is 7 = —5—.

A more intuitive way to think of the Kendall tau distance is as the minimum
number of adjacent swaps needed to reach an order  from ! Each swap
of adjacent alternatives changes whether two orders agree, or disagree on the
ranking of these alternatives. A swap therefore either increases or decreases the
Kendall tau distance between two orders by 1. The minimal number of swaps
is therefore equivalent to the Kendall tau distance. We will often write that

and ! are k swaps away from each other, instead of ( ; *) =k.
Example 3. Consider the orders = (a;ay;a3), and ' = (az;ay;a;). As they
disagree on the ranking of all pairs, we get ( ; ) = g = 3. In the sequence

((a1; a2; @3); (ap; a1; a3); (a2; as; a1); (as; az; ap)) three swaps are performed. First
a; and ay, then a; and az, and finally a, and az are swapped, resulting in the
same answer. 4

2.4.1 -Graph

For the pursuit of the following chapters it will prove helpful to visualize the
complete domain L(A) in terms of the Kendall tau distance. We introduce the

12



-graph G = (L(A);E ), an undirected graph consisting of all strict linear
orders on a set of alternatives A as vertices, and edges between  and ? if

( ; 9 =1, or equivalently two orders are one swap away from each other.
The d- -graph is a generalization of the -graph, where edges between  and
Yexistif (; 9 d. A pathfrom !to Xisasequence P =( ;i ¥

with k 2 such that for all j 2 f1;::;k 19 we have that J and J*! are
neighbors, i.e. ( J; 1*1) = 1.0 The length *(P) equals the number of elements
in P which are distinct from the starting order !. The Kendall tau distance
between two orders ; ?therefore corresponds to the length of a shortest path
from to 'inthe -graph.

Example 4. The -graph for A = fa;;ay;asgQ.

az;aix;as az;az;ai

ai,az;as Q O asz;az; a1

aj;az;az az;ai; az

Recall the sequence of swaps performed to reverse (ai;a,; az) in Example 3:

P = ((a1; a2; @3); (a2; a1; a3); (a2; as; a1); (8s; az; @1))
This sequence corresponds to the purple path in the -graph. 4

As can be seen in the -graph in Example 4, there are two shortest paths
(purple and orange) resulting in the reversion of ! = (a;;ay;az). Note that
the sequence P follows a specific logic. First, the top alternative in  is moved
to the bottom: The order 3 = (ay;as;a;) agrees with ~ on all pairs containing

YO0 00000 000000000 0 000000 DOOOC0 000 00000000 00 00 00 00000 O0000000 0000 00000
000 0000000 000 D0bo0oooo Do booooot 00 foiooot 00 boooo 0oo 000 0000l P00 00000 0iooo
0 00 DioCoo Dobo 000 Ooboioor O 0poooo 00 CocCooooot 0o D 0oo 00 000000 N 00000 o boo
00000000To 0oo oot oo Ooooao
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a;. Next, the same is done for a,, until the reversion is completed. The reversion
path following the same logic looks as follows for four alternatives:

P’ =((ag;'z; az; as); (az; a{;\a's; ay); (az; as; af;\al); (ag;\a's; as; ap);
(as; a2, a4; @1); (a3; aa; a2; a1); (a4; @s; az; az))

As ‘(P) =6= g , P'is a shortest reversion path. The paths induced by this
method fulfill a property which we are aiming to investigate throughout this
thesis: single-peakedness.

2.4.2 Reversion-Algorithm

We generalize the reversion approach above by defining an algorithm which
always outputs a shortest reversion path. As an auxiliary operation, we define
000000000( ;a) to output the order which is like  except it switches the
alternative a with its lower adjacent neighbor. If there is no lower adjacent
neighbor, the operation is undefined. In the definition of P® above, the JO0O0
LO0O0O-operation corresponds to the arcs.

Algorithm 1
Input: Strict linear order = (a;;::;;am) 2 L(A)
Output: Shortest reversion path P

m °

mP ()

o0 for i 2 fl;::;m 1gdo

m  while 5.4,( %7 )=0do

i 0 dooonoodo( 0;ai)
! P P+( 1"

00  end while

00 end for

0 return P =( ;7))

Algorithm 1 iteratively builds a reversion path based on an input order =
(az;::;;am). Ordered by the ranks, an alternative @; is picked, swapped with its
lower adjacent neighbor, and the resulting order °is added to the path. Since
the goal is to reach the order ~, this is repeated until the order ?and ~ agree
on the ranking of @j and ay. In practice, the while-loop (line 4) is exited once
aj and ay, have been swapped. The while-loop is then repeated with alternative
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aj+1. Intuitively, after each completed while-loop, the last element ! of the
path P can be divided into two concatenated suborders:

"= (@ unamai 1inar)
= (aj;:am) (@i 150 ar)

The first part contains elements that have not been reversed, they are ranked
according to the input order . The second suborder is reversed, and its ele-
ments are ranked such that they agree with ~ . As ay cannot swap the position
with itself, the algorithm terminates, once alternatives am, 1 and an, have been
swapped.

Correctness

We need to show that the algorithm indeed produces a shortest reversion path.
Formally, we show that for an order  of length m, Algorithm 1 produces a
path P such that (a) the final element of P is —, and (b) “(P) = 7 . Firstly,
note that it takes m 1 swaps to turn a maximal element of an order of length
m into the minimal element. Formally,

Observation 9. If = (ai;ay;:am), and "= (az;::: am; a1), then
(; H=m 1

Next, we prove the following Lemma by induction on the ranking i of the al-
ternatives. Part a: formally represents the intuition that the order ° can be
divided into two suborders, the first agreeing with | and the second agreeing
with — . Part b: establishes the amount of swaps performed—equivalently the
length of P—after i while-loops.

Lemma 2. Given = (a1;::;am) as the input for Algorithm 1, let ° be the
order such that a; has been swapped with am, and ° has been added to the path
=

)

a. the orders !

K i

and — agree on the ranking of all pairs (8j;ax), forl J<

R ]
hP)=" (M)

j=
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Proof. Let = (ai;:::;am).
Base Case: 1 = 1. Immediate from Observation 9.
Induction Step: Assume Lemma 2 holds for alternative a;j ;. We need to show
that if also holds for @j. The last element of P before entering the while-loop
for a; is therefore

"= (ay;am & 1;0na)
as otherwise part a: of the induction hypothesis would be violated. Let P™ be
the path after exiting the while loop for aj, and 7 its last element. Proving a:
is trivial, as the while-loop is exited once @; and an, are swapped. Thus,

Y= (@j+1; iam; @i @i 1500 ay)

as this amounts to turning the maximal element of subsequence (aj;:::;am) of
length m (i 1) into the minimal element, the while-loop performs m 1 swaps.
We therefore get

‘PH=*P)+(m 1)

X1
= (m j+@m i)
i=t
Xi
= (m J)
i=1
where the second step follows from the induction hypothesis. O

With Lemma 2 in hand, we continue to prove the correctness of Algorithm 1,
in words we need to prove that Algorithm 1 produces a shortest reversion path.

Theorem 3. Algorithm 1 is correct and terminates.

Proof. Consider the last iteration of the while-loop i = m 1. From Lemma 2:a
we deduce that the orders ' and ~ agree on all pairs, and therefore °=""
Furthermore, *(P) = ;n=11(m i) = 7 . This concludes the correctness of
Algorithm 1. From above considerations together with the fact that the order

is of finite length, termination of Algorithm 1 follows as well. ]

Single-Peakedness

The purpose of the—admittedly—lengthy discussion of Algorithm 1 becomes
clear when we consider its relation to the property of single-peakedness. Before
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we finally bring the three threads of kernels, single-peakedness, and the Kendall
tau distance together in the next chapter, the following paragraph is devoted
to show that all elements of the path induced by Algorithm 1 are single-peaked
with respect to its input order. For short, we say that P is single-peaked with
respect to its input.”

Lemma 4. Algorithm 1 produces an output P which is single-peaked with respect
to its input

Proof. Recall that we can test -single-peakedness of an order ° by checking
whether given a peak max( '), and -rank-indexes i 2 f1;:::; mg, alternatives
with a lower index than max( ') are ordered descendingly, while higher indexed
alternatives are ordered ascendingly. This condition is only violated if at one
point in the algorithm an alternative a; is swapped with an alternative a; such
that J < i. However, since alternatives are only swapped with lower adjacent
neighbors, i.e. higher indexed alternatives, until the adjacent neighbor is apm,
this is never the case. O

Algorithm 1 gives us some valuable insights about the single-peaked domain.
We say that a set S L(A) of strict-linear orders is minimally-rich if every
alternative a 2 A is the maximal element of at least one order 2 S. Further-
more, S is of maximal width if S contains two reversed orders.

Corollary 4.1. The single-peaked domain is minimally-rich and of mazximal
width."

Proof. Note that the set containing the elements of path P output by Algo-
rithm 1 is minimally-rich and of maximal width. As P is single-peaked with
respect to by Lemma 4, the -single-peaked domain is minimally rich and of
maximal width. O

2.4.3 An Important Lemma

We conclude this chapter by proving a more technical lemma which we will
utilise throughout the next chapter. The lemma states that the distances of an
order "to an order and its reverse ~ sum up to the maximal distance m.
We first prove an auxiliary lemma.

Y0000 0000 O0 000000 0000 00000 000 0 0000000 00 00 000000 01 0000000 O DO000 00000000
(0 OO0 Coo0OoibooD Do D 000 Oo 000000 No

Y0000 0o 000 00 0000 0000000000 0000 0000 0 0000000000000000 00 000 0000100000000 000000
0000000 0oboo
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Lemma 5. Given any order  and its reverse , it holds for every third order
" that for any two distinct alternatives a;b 2 A,

ap( 0) =1iff an( 0) =0

Proof. This follows immediately from the observation that a b whenever
b ™ a, and vice versa. Therefore, whenever —and ! agree on the order of a
and b, and ' disagree on the order of a and b. Il

Lemma 6. Let and  be two orders, one the reverse of the other. Then for
any order * we have

(: 0+ (3 N=m

Proof. We start by expanding the distances according to the definition of the
Kendall tau distance.

0 —. 0 X 0 X —. 0
(: )+ (5 )= ap( 5 )+ an( 5 )
ag2A ah2A
— .0 —. 0
- a;b( ’ + a;b( ’
ab2A { izl )g
From Lemma 5 we can straightforwardly derive that ap( ; )+ ap("; =1

for all distinct a;b 2 A. Since there are many pairs we get

m
2

(;: 9+ (: H= = m O

m
2

On an intuitive level, Lemma 6 proves a form of symmetry on the distances of
orders with respect to a designated pair of reversed orders. If an order ' is

close to , it is far away from ~—, and vice versa.
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h?2 2H2+iQ  i2 mM/2  i?2 }' bi UmMbT ®HQYt/RBRDiBQM
Elct (d) = fCharliegX aBM+2 HB+2 Bb NEQG(d#BO MD/i- F2 M2H-

M/ #v h?2Qd2Bb MQi M 2[mBHB# BmKXK ©FfAxBGX+ QMbB/2"
#bQ #b B&iMCharlie - Bb BM/2T2M/2Mi bBM+2 Bi Bb bBM;H2iQN
F2°M2HX Ai Bb BM/22/i?2 QMHV F2 "M2HX h?2d%20m+2- Mv /2H:
i? Elct (d)=K Bb M 2[mBHB# BmKX 4

b1lb+Q{2" 2kyk¥ TQBMi Qmi- i?Bb H2 /b iQ i?2 7TQHHQIBM; BN
b2'p iBQM, :Bp2M Q2 M2H+-+2Ti #BHBiv (B2 F?M 2 bBHv
+QMbi'm+i M 2[thBHBR BRltKd) = KX 1p2'v K2K#" Q7
pQi2b /B 2+iHv- M/ 2p2'K pDH2 MXDi iM?2" KQbi T 272 "2/ pQi:
BKMX *QMb2[m2MiHv- 7Q" Nl-\/i?[ZrﬁBl-B#‘l\Brﬁ[(n'd@HB?:i#\BmK
gu(i;d) = gu(i:d) 7Q° 2p2 vip@P2 2 2 +? pQi2’ /BA2+i@W2"

‘m " md3M

K]



q2 /2}M®R iQ #2 i?2 2[mBp H2M+2 +H bb +QMi BMBM; HH /2H2
® bm+? iBlct (d) = Elct (d9X AM i?2 7QHHQrBM; r2 "2 MQi BMi2 2
T "iB+mH ~/2H2; iBQM 7mM+iBQMb-#mi 2 bQM #Qmii?2B" 2]
Bb DmbiB}2/ #v i?2 Q#b2 p iBQM #Qp2X

"27Q 2 +QMiBMmMBM; iQ 2tTHQ 2 i?2 +QMM2+iBQM #2ir22M
M/ i?2 E2M/ HH i m /Bbi M+2- r2 T°2b2Mi :2M2  H "2bmHi +Q
Bbi2M+2 Q7 F2 'M2Hb BM ++2Ti #BHBjw2B2}NM2bhXRQAM .2} MBiB
bvKK2i'B+ /Bbi M+2 K2 bm 2 BM/m+2b ~ MFBM; Qp2  ++2Ti #|
i?Bb > MFBM;-iQ:2i?2 rBi?i?2/2H2; iBQMi? 2b?@H/b7Q 2 +
/2YM2/ i?2 /2H2: iBQM ++2Ti #BHBiv /B:" T?X >2°2- F2 M2H
bi #H2 /2H2: iBQM- r?B+? r2 + HH M 23 miBi2B # ?BimBK7Xi h22Q " 2K
bQ+B H M2irQ F Bb +QKTH2i2- M/ i?2 /Bbi M+2 mb2/iQ BM/m
++2Ti #H2 ;m " mb Bb bvKK2i'B+- M 2[mBHB# BmK Hr vb 2tBDi
BMi2 2biBM; bBM+2 i?2 E2M/ HH i m /Bbi M+2 Bb bvKK2i B+X

h?2Q 2KWBb+Q{2 2kyH¥K6Q" /2H2; iBQMHBiPM+inB2i?2
++2Ti #H2 :m mb "2 BM/m+2/ #v bvKK2i ' B& /BhiM+2 K2 bm
+QKTH2i2 ;" T?-i?2M M 2[mBHB# BmK Hr vb 2tBbibX

*Q ' QHH v BXRX/2H2; iBQM WG;Pm4imBZ i?2 ++2Ti #H2 ;m mb
"2 BM/m+2/ #v i?2 E2M/ HH iGnB/Bb? MHQKTMRi2 ;> T?2-i?2M M
2[mMBHB# BmK Hr vb 2tBbibX

AM i?Bb b2+iBQM r2 BMp2biB; i2/ 2Qr F2°M2Hb BM ++2Ti #BHE
iQ bi #H2 /2H2; iBQMb- HbQ + HH2/ 2[mMBHB# BjXBMKHB[mMB/ /2
r2b?2Qri? i mM/2  bQK2 bbmKTiBQMb i?2 ++2Ti #BHBiv /B;
iQ i?720:° T? BMi'Q/m+2/kB0® g2 +EB--MT " Qp2 i? i M BbQKQ T?B
2tBbi r?B+? T 2b2 p2b F2"M2Hb b r2HH b bBM:H2@T2 F2/M2
#2ir22M 2[mBHB# B M/ i?2 E2M/ HH i m /Bbi M+2- i?2 b2 “+7?
2[MBHB#'B BM HB[mMB//2KQ+" +v + Mi?2'27Q°2 #2 "2/m+2/iQ
BM i?@;" T?X

JXRXk ++2Ti #BHBiv .B; @ 2?bT®,/AbQKQ T?BbK

AM i?2 T 2pBQmb +? Ti2  r2 BMi"Q/m+2/i?2 E2M/ HHi m /Bbi N
iQBiiZ@®@; T?X 2+ HHi?2/2}MBiBQM Q7 i?2 E2M/ HH i m /Bbi
HBM2 Q' /2°bQp2 i?2b K2b2iQ7 Hi2 M iBp2b-r?B+? 2[m Hb
Q7 Hi2 M iBp2b i?2 irQ HBM2 * Q' /2 b@BbT;? 22 QBIHX2AM 2?2
T'272°2M+2 Q /2 b- M/i?2°2Bb M 2/;2 #2ir22M irQ p2 iB+2b B
/IBbi M+2 Bb RX q2 2ti@M/IRin@@&B2;" T?-r?2°2 M2/;2#2ir22M
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irQ p2 iBw2btBbibwvj dX g2 b?Qri? i mM/2  i?°22 bbmKTiBQNM
i?72 ++2Ti #BHBiv /B;" T? BM/m+2/ 7  QKhG;2Hi2BhBBEOM @i m+im
KQ ' T?B+ id@@2 T?X h?Bb 2M #H2b mb iQ bABE@ QmM?7Q+mb iQ
b F2"M2Hb "2 T°2b2 p2/ mM/2  BbQKQ T?BbKbX

6Q° /2H2; iBOQMHGiPm+#in2 2bbmK2 i?2 7TQHHQrBM:; i? 22 bbm
iBQMb 7Q " i?2 "2K BM/2 Q7 i?2 +? Ti2  mMH2bb bi i2/ Qi?2'rB

RAp2'vT 272 2M+2Q /2 Bbbm#KBii2/Pr=HARM+2- 2Mi BH

KXG Bb i?72 +QKTH2i2 ;" T?- BX2X 2p2°v pQi2  Bb HHQr2/iQ
Qi?2 pQi2 -

X Bb?QKQ:2M2Qmb- BX2X HH pQi2'b ? p2i?2b K2 ++2Ti

G2iG;P; i #2 bQK2 /2H2; iBQM bi m+im 2 b iBb7vBM; i?2 bbm
G =(N;E) i?2 bbQ+B i2/ ++2Ti #BHBiv /B;" T?XG q2 rBHH T C
Bb BbQKQ T?8@@¢Q iB2=(L(A);E)-r?2d®@= X AMrQ /b i?2

++2Ti #BHBiv /B;  T? rBi? 2QKQ;2M2Q mB bbb K] Qv B 20 ? Q|
i?72@@; T?X

"27Q° 2 T QpBM; i?72 BbQKQ T?BbK-r2 }"bi b?Qr i? ii?2 /2H:
#BHBiv /B;" T? Bb bvKK2ii;BR2-NB-XidX2 EQ, (HH2 E X
2+ HHi? 1i?2 2/;2b BM i?2 ++2Ti #BHBiv /B; T? "2 # b2/ QN
+2Ti #H2 ;m " mbX avKK2i'v Q7 i?2 ++2Ti #BHBiv /B;  T? i?2 2
Mv irQ pQiij22IN - pQi2++2Tilb ;m m-B7 Mj Q-MBRVilb7

;m - mX

G2KK NAX7Bb ?QKQ;2M2Qmb+;j22M:7Q" HH
j 2 Acdi), i2Acqj)
S'QQ72% HHi?2 /2}MBiBQM Q7 i?2 b2i Q7 ++2Ti #H2 :m mb,
8) 2 N nfig;, j 2 Acdi), dist(i;j) i

Aibm{+2biQ b2&t(ij7y i ;, dist(;i) ;X aBMBR?QKQ;2M2Qmb-
= ;X aBM+2 i?2 E2M/ HH i m /Bbi Nif2=B kj;b)WK K 2iCIB + -

8h?2 bbmKTiBQM + M #2 ;2M2° HBx2/ iQ 6 i H2 bi QM+26X A7 i?22°2 r2°
b K2 T'272°2M+2-r2rQmH/ M22/iQ ";m2 #Qmi 2[mBp H2M+2 +H bb2b Q7
T272°2M+2bX h?Bb +QKTHB+ i2b i?2 7TQHHQrBM; T QQ7b-#mir2 "2 +QM}
2bb2M+2- F2 "M@H BMi”Q2b MQi +Q "2bTQM/iQ F2'M2H BM i?2 ++2Ti #B
#mi QM2 rQmH/ M22/iQ TB+F Qmi QM2 bBM;H2 pQi2° 7°QK i?2 2[mBp H2M +:
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*Q QHH "VHIN?RRIZH?2; iBQM ++2Ti #BHBiv /B; Bb??EIKIQV@&K2i B+
2M2Qmb X

gBi? *Q "QNMR® M/ r2 T°Q+22/iQ T°Qp2 i?2 BbQKQ T?BbKX A
r2 b?Qr i? i i?72 7TmM+iBQM K TTBM; 2 +? pQi2  iQ 22  T°272°2
BbQKQ T?BbK #2ir22M i?2 /2H2; iBQM ++20d@@BHB?v /B;  T?

r?2°@ Bb 2[m HiQ i?2 U?QKQ:2M2QmbV /R H2m +BQHHI PD2 Q H/
T°QQ7 K F2b mb2 Q7 HH i?°22 bbmKTiBQMbX

h?2Q 2K RB¥2M J/2H2; i BQMGHRP mM+iM2BM/m+2/ /2H2; iBQM
++2Ti #BHBIv=,(NT?) Bb BbQKQ T dB®i;Q G?2 (L(A);E )
rBi@= X

S QQRXb?2Qr i? i

f:NIL (A)
i 70

Bb #BD2+iBp2 7TmM+iBQM i? i b iBb}2b(ii)22 ® BZM+v +QM/|
M/ QMHvV B7Z ;)2 E X "BD2+iBpBiv 7TQHHQrb 7°QK i?2 bbmKT
D(P) = L(A)X b i?2 bQ+B H M2irQ'F Bb +QKTH2i2- /2H2; iBQM
bi'B+i2/- M/ i?2°27Q°2 QMHvV # b2/ QM i?2 i? 2b?QH/b M/ /B
aBM+2i?2i? 2b?QH/ Bb ?QKQ;2M2Qmb-i?2 /D +2M+v +QM/Bi
2[mBp H2M+2bX

(i;J)2E , |2 Acc(i)
dist(i;j)
, (i) d
, (i j)2E

LQi2 i? i i?2 i?B"/ 2[mBp H2M+2 7 Q HMQRb 24 ?QK rBY QR v
bbmKTiBQdE i i O

g2 b?Qr2/ BM i?2 T'2HBKBM "B2b i? i F2’M2Hb "2 T°2b2'p2/ m
UP#b2 pdBQMM2  HHv- BbQKQ T?BbKb /Q MQi:m * Mi22i?22 T
bBM:H2 @R2M2HbX h?2 BEQKKDTBMBbKI i iDMA2 T 272 2M+2

- ?2Qr2p2 - /Q2b T 2b2 p2 bBM:H2@T2 F2/ F2°"M2HbX _2+ H
i?72 T'2HBKBM "B2b WP#D2 i® 2BRMIH2@# b2/ /2}MBiBQM Q7 |
T2 F2/M2bb +Q "2bTQM/b iQ i?2 b2i@# b2/ /2}MBiBQM, T Q}F
M/ QMHvV B7 i?2 /QK BM Q7 i?2 T°"Q}H2 Bb bBM:H2f@T2 F2/X aB
K Tb 2 +? pQi2  iQ 22" "2bT2+iBp2 T°272°2M+2 Q /2 - Mv bBM;
i?72 ++2Ti #BHBiv/B;  T? Bb bBM:H2@T2 F2/®2 M2KXBM i?2 +

ke



S'QTQbBIBOBMKN2@T2 F2/ F2°"M2Hb "2 T'2b2 p2f mM/2  i?2 B
K TTBM: MiiMi2" T 272, 2M+2

iXk *? > +i2°Bx iBQM h?2Q 2K 7Q" 1tBbi2N
aBM;H2@S2 F2/ 1[mBHB# B

> pBM; +QM+HmM/2/ bm#bi MiB HT i Q7 i?2 T'2HBKBM v rQ
M Hvx2 mM/2 r?B+? bbmKTiBQMb HB[mB/ /2KQ+  +v ;Bp2b "
Ubi #H2V 2H2+iQ i2bX AMT "iB+mH "-r2 M Hvx2i?2 +H bb Q
2H2+iQ  i2b r?2°2 ++2Ti #BHBiv /B;  T?b "2 BM/m+2/ #v i?2
i M+2X 2+ HHi? ir2 HbQ + HRRpmBEHEL2B2+iQ" i2b

"27Q 2 r2 #2;BM i?22 T°QQ7 Q7 i?2 K BMi?2Q 2K-r2 T°QpB/:
T'2pBQmb b2+iBQMbX ai "iBM; rBi? G/IRHR i BQWFBMm+im"2
Qp2° ++2Ti #H2 ;m mb 7Q" 2 +? pQi2°  Bb BM/m+2/i?"Qm;? i?
i M+2 K2 bm 2- r?B+? BM im M ;Bp2b 'Bb2 iQ b2i Q7 ++2Ti #
pQi2 X " b2/ QM i?Bb b2i-i?2 /2H2; iBQM ++2Ti #BHBiv /B;"
1b+Q{2 2KkWRNT Qp2i? i Mv F2 M2HBM i?Bb ;" T? +QMbiBim
/I2H2; iBQM U2[mBHB# BmKVX q2 "2 MQi K2'2Hv BMi2 2bi2/ BI
HB# B BM/m+2/ #v i?2 E2M/ HH i m /Bbi MotBM #hRi@7T2 FBbi2 NV
2[mMBHB#'B X AMi?Bb +? Ti2 r2T'Qp2 +? > +i2'Bx iBQM 7Q" i
T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B -# b2/ QM i?2 /2H2; iBQM MH+H@2M/ZBHBIiv i?
i?721? 22 bbmKTiBQMb,

RXp2'vT 272 2M+2 Q /2 Bb bm#KBii2/R2PyFH{(ARM+2- 2Mi BF

kXG Bb i?72 +QKTH2i2 ;> T?- BX2X 2p2°v pQi2  Bb HHQr2/iQ
Qi?2 pQi2 -
iX Bb?QKQ:2M2Qmb- BX2X HH pQi2 b ? p2i?2b K2 ++2Tj

h?2 K BM "2bmHi +H BKb i? ii?2 2 Bb + m+B H/2H2; iBQM i?
+BbBp2 7Q" i?2 2tBbi2M+2 Q7 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B X

hG;P; i r2 b vi? i pQ2N BQTBMB@W i22 /2H2; iBQM i? 2b?QH/
i Bb bi B+iHv bKbHE-2? iIR7MQ7 i?2 K tBK H E2M/ HH i m /Bbi M-
i bgc-r2bvi? ipQBRT2M@KBRNKI2/ KQ 2 BMimBiBp2 H2p2H -
QTBMBQM i2/ pQi2° QMHvV /2H2; i2b ?2° pQi2 iQ pQi2'b i? i ?

BQM-r?2°2 bBKBH "BivBb # b2/ QM i?2 E2M/ HHi m /Bbi M+2X
M QT2M@KBM/2/ pQi2° Bb rBHHBM; iQ /2H2; i2 iQ pQi2 b rBi
2Mi pB2rbX A7 2p2°v pQi2°  Bb QT2M@KBM/2/ UQTBMBQM i2/V

kd



M QT2M@KBM/2/ UQTBMBQM i2/V bQ+B2ivX AM rQ /b- i?2 K
bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B 2tBbi B7 M/ QMHEv B7 HH pQi2'b

h?2Q 2K kkBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B 2tBbi B7 M/ QMHv B7
KBM/2/X

h?Bb Bb # / M2rb 7Q° HB[mB/ /2KQ+" +v b Bi Bb ?B;?Hv mMmMHB|
"2 HHB72 Bb QT2M@KBM/2/X 6m i?2°"KQ 2-r2 rBHH b22 i? ii’
2[mBHB# B i? i 2tBbi "2 K /2 mT Q7 UT Q# #HvV i KQbiirQ p
iB+ HHv /Bz2 2Mi T 272 2M+2bX h?2 bm++2bb7mH b2 "+? 7Q"
Bbi?mb MQi QMHv mMHBF2Hv B7 Bi bm++22/b HB[mB/ /2KQ+"
2z2+ibX
h?2 T°"QQ7 Q7 i?72 K BM i?22Q 2K T°Q+22/b BM irQ T "ibX 6B’k
70° M QT2M@KBM/2/ bQ+B2iv- bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB#' B
/IB*2+iBQMVX " b2/ QM BMbB;?ib QM i?2 E2M/ HHi km /Bbi M+2r
r2z+ Mb?2Qri? i MvirQ pQi2 b rBi? 2p2 b2/ T 272 2M+2b +QM
T2 F2/2[mBH# BmKX hQ T Qp2i? i i?2£2HBd, 7TBQAM2KQH2QH/
M2+2bb 'v7Q i?22tBbi2M+2 Q7 bBM;H2@T2 F2/2[mBHB# B U
iQ MiBHBx2 bQK2 Q7 i?2 i2+?MB+ HK +?BM2°vBMi'Q/m+2/ BM
1bb2MiB HHv- r2 b?Qr i®bBMHEA@T2 F2/ /QK BM- i?2°2 Bb
pPQi2  r?Qb2 /Bbi M+2 iQ i?2 hBM;W2@TATFRY IQRIBMBb
[2H2; iBQM i? 2b?QH/blyK-HHA2 rBHM M2p2" ++2Ti MvQM2 7 Ql
@bBM;H2@T2 F2//QK BM b ;m mX h?2°27Q 2-b?2 rBHH MC(
@bBM:H2@T2 F2/ p@i2BM M2MJT 2 F2/- bi #H2 2H2+iQ" i2 + M

JXKXR PT2M@JBM/2/ aQ+B2iB2b

2+ HH G2KRB+? bi i2/i? i i?2 /IBbi M+2 #2ir22M Mv Q /2 - N\
"2p2°b2/ Q' /2 bbmKb mT iQ i?2 K, XBKB H? /IRBibMI2KK i ? M/
h?2Q REBb 2H iBp2Hv bi® B;?2i7Q'r /X q2 b?Qr i? i 7Q° bBN
/IQK BB - Mv irQ pQi2 b rBi? "2p2 b2/ T 27I2M@2KQ /2" b
F2"M2HX 6Q  i?2 bT2+B=H + BM/2Z22M/2M+2 7 BHb 7Q b B/ F2
>Qr2p2 - Mv bBM;H2iQM Bb F2 M2H- b Mv pQi2 Bb rBHHBI
Qi?2 pQi2° X

G2KK RRX pQi2'b "2 QT2M@KBM/2/-i?2M bBM;H2@ T2 F2/ 2]

EmM BM; i?22T°QQ7b r2 rBHH Q7i2Mi HF #Qmi F2"M2Hb r?BH2 r2 ;2M2" H
HB# B X _2+ HH i? i BM i?Bb i?2bBb F2"M2Hb "2 i?2 ;" T? i?2Q 2iB+ H 2
i?72Q°2iB+ HMQIiBQM Q7 2[mBHB# B X
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STQQ2R "2 "2irQ + b2bX

*b2 R,= X b Mv pQi2  Bb rBHHBM; iQ /2H2; i2iQ Mv Qi?2°
bBM;H2IiQM Bb #bQ #BM;X h BpB HHv- bBM;H2iQM Bb BM/2
F2"M2HX

* b2 Kogc < WX GRi=fi;jg7Q irQ pQji2’W rBi? 2p2 b2/
T'272°2M+2 "2HMIIBRMIM Q /2" iQ TKQB® B’Mi/22/ F2 M2H- r2
b?Qr iKiBb BM/2T2M/2Mi M/ #bQ #BHWIrX 1 M) K2GRKXi? i

Mv Q' /2" i? i Bb KQI2h? Mb r v 7 QBb H2blb§2 Mr Th

rv7 QKX aBMb2yc- Mv Q' /2  Bbi?2°27Q°2 "2 +? #H2 7 QK i?2
rBi?BM br Tb- WMBb #bQ #BM;X 6m(i,73=KRQ>03c= -

MK Bb i?mb BM/2T2M/2MiX [/IBM; KMIMQQri P2~ DIQMAH i iBM HQbb Q7
BM/2T2M/KM+2QbAx M QMHvV +QMi BMirQ pQi2 b rBi? "2p2 b2/ T
"2H iBQMbX aBM+2 2p2°'v F2 M2H BbdvKd B[m BoHBBK, HB2n@KTR2hRP2Q ~ 2
2[mBHB# BmKX O

g2 ? p2i?2°27Q°27QmM/ bm{+B2Mi +QM/BiBQM 7Q  i?2 2tBbhiz
2[MBHB#'B, M QT2M@KBM/2/ bQ+B2ivX LQi2 i? i r2 + M "2}
Q7 ?QKQ:;2M2Biv Q7 i?2 /2H2: iBQM i? 2b?QH/bX AMbi2 / Q7
bBKTHvV "2[mB 2 i? i HH pQi2'b ? p2 bZbPR/THQE7 i? M
rQ'Fb M HQ:QmbHV iQ * b2 k 7" QK i?RR M/QZtiQ W h@ 272 2 K
"2bmHIi iQ ?22i2°Q:2M2Qmb i? 2b?QH/bX

*Q QHH "v REXRX < , 7Q  iBN-i?2M bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB
2tBDbiX

jXkXk aBM;H2@S2 F2/ E2 M@ZHOTBM i?2

92 T°Q+22/iQ b?Qri? i U?QKQ;2M2QmbV /2H2p§BQM i? 2b?Q
Bb M2+2bb v 7Q  i?2 2tBbi2M+2 Q7 bBM;H2@ T2 F2/- bi #H2 2}

G2KK KkRA7 pQi2'b 2 QTBMBQM i2/- MQ bBM;:H2@T2 F2/ 2[mB

h?2 T°QQ7 Q7kGRKKQ 2 BMpQHp2/- M/ r2 rBHH M22/iQ miBHBX
i2+?MB+ HK +?BM2 v BMi Q/m+2/BM i?2 T 2pBQmMmb +? Ti2 bX
TH vb M BKTQ'i Mi "QH2X 2+RMHQ@7nm+BhQ RIPKbBQM T i? Q7
MBMTmiQ /2 X Air b QMHV@2IM2FQ@MH2Qm"™ ii2MiBQM b?B
iQ i?72 ++2Ti #BHBiv /B;" T?X >Qr2p2°-r27QmM/ M BbQKQ" T
++2Ti #BHBiv /B;" T@;MTP?2?B+? T 2b2 p2b bBM;H2@T2 F2/
U*Q QHMX W?2 T°QQ7 bi' i2; kRFQ®™DBKWib Q7 IM/BM; M Q' /2 E
i?72@;° T? Q7 K tBK H/Bbi @BBNMOQH2® T2 F2//QK BMX g2 i?2M
i? 1i?2 K tBK H /BbdzdX2hBimb- BM QTBMBQM i2/ bQ+B2iB2b p¢
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i?7 1 Q /27 "2MQirBHHBM; iQ/2H2; i2i QX Q@bn @+ B?i2/ iQ
"2 /2°6b BMimBiBQM 7Q° UbBM;H2@T2TR2/M2H2 " M2Bb?BM i?2
2t KTH2X

1t KTH2 é;x2°2 "2 }p2 F2 ' M2@h BWi?Q i? 22 HjiRCK iBp2b
2+ HHi? ii?2°2Bb M 2/;2 #2ir22M @Q Q78B8DbIRPMB?E2M/ HH

i m/Bbi M+2 Bb 2[m H iQ R- Md@@;2/T2?BW i?2 E2M/ HH i m
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S SP bm+? i8\f :G = : /Q2b MQi #bQ'# i?2)R /HMV
@bBM:H2@T2 F2/ F2'M2H KmbQi?2 87 @ H2 B Wi BMD" Mv
02SP -i?2162%g Bb MQ@bBM;H2@T2 F2/ F2 "M2HX AMT "iB+m
G /Q2b MQi #bQ #iP3)XQ B22ZN-i?2/Bbi M+Z 7 i@K
Bibyc- M/ 7 Q@K iQ i?2 /Bbi Mi¥2BHh?mb- bBMxMc2 i?2
Q' /27 ) Bb MQi #bQ #R/6#i?2 KQ 2- "2+ HH i? ii?2 /Bbi M+2
()iGBP Bbbi'B+iHv Hbg2 UiG2M KW X h?2 272QQ2b MQi
#bQ #) M2Bi?2f- °/ Bb MQI@bBM;H2@T2 F2/F2 " M2HX h?22 T
i?72 bRi®g rQ°Fb M HQ;QmbHVX h?2 QMHV bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2]

—h
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bBM;H2@T2 F2//QK BMi?2°27Q 2 +QMbBbi Q7 i?2irQ 2p2 b2

%! K Mv-i?2"2 2 ‘%t KiMv bBM;H2@T2 F2/.2BhBHB% B B7

L2ti-r2 +QMbB/2"i?2 # BE2P2MX b MQi2/ #RQp2= 12 ? p2
7Q° 2p2¥M PM2 Q7 i?2 BMimBiBp2 +QMb2[m2M+2b Bb i? ii?2 Q
i?2°Qm;? i@2H;Q Bi?K Bb 2[mB/Bbi MIMQ B idp2BIMQm2 i? i
irQ "2p2'b2/ Q' /2°b "2 MQii?2bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B X
b?Qr i? i i7@bBM;H2@T2 F2/ M2B2?1# QA) TMQQKh2 bBM;H2 @
T2 F2/ F2 ' M2H iQ;2i?2  rBX?IMBEBF22BM i?2 T QQ7997 S"QTQbE
()Bb #bQ #2/WBM+R2Bb 2[mB/Bbi Mi iIFRI™ HQ;QmbHv-
i?72 @bBM;H2@T2 F27T M2BKXMQbBOW;H2@ T2 F2/ F2 M2H iQ;2i?.
X hQ;2i?2frBg?- 1?22 "2i?mb i? 22 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ F2 M2H
bBM;H2@T2 F2//QK BMX
hQ 7 +BHBi i2 i?72 T°'QQ7 r2 }'bi b?Qr M mtBHB v H2KK A
/IBbi M+Z Q7Q i?2@bBM;H2@T2 F2/ /QK BMX LQiMI? ii?2 Q°/2
T ?2p2 QMHV@MBRM H2@T2 F2/ M2@;?#Q@- BMW/ii?2 2bT2+iBp2
/IBbi M+2 Q7 i?72 M2B )7?BHR+DX G 2KK8bi i2b i? ii?2 /Bbi M+2
Q7 Mv Qi®®BBM;H2@T2 F2/)BbB2i iM2(bi )+2 X 6Q i?2
7TQHHQrBM; b2+iBQMHK)i"? 22IVhQTi 2 bbiPBWMR2B;?#Q" Q7 M Q /2" BN
@; T?2r?B+?2r2 rBHH DbT2+B7vBMi?2 ;Bp2M +QMi2tiX

G2KK k8&2i = (agjayam)- © = (agag:an) M/ 7Tm i?2 KQ ™2
SP =SP nf ; *gX h?2M 7Q 28R -

(5 ) (5 )2

S'QQ72% HH i?2 bi'm+im BM( Q BMIRQrQ2bm#Q /2 b- /2T2M/BM
QM i?2 7mHHYV "2p2 ba/::Hi2 M/IiiRR2Zb iB HHv "2p2 b2/ Hi2 M il
a’X *H BKKk M/j7 QK@AKER/i?2(% ) (; )5-r?22

a /2bB;M i2b i?2 K tBK H SX2K MMII?Q727Q 2 i F2 p Hm2b #2ir22
2 M/ i?2° MF Q7 i?2 HiBNMWXiBpBb i?2 K tBK H2H2K2Mi- i?2
/Bbi M+2 #2if28MM( ) B ; )+ 2= (; )*L1X 6Q° Mv Qi?2°

T2 Fb-i?2 /Bbi M+2 Bb i?2(27Q+2 #H(@2;bi)+2 X O

q2 +QMiBMmM2 iQ T'Qp288vQr@uBM;QIM i 7Q° 2p2'v bBM;H2@ T
/IQK BM i?2°2 "2 i? 22 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ F2 " M2Hb- M/ i?mb i?:

bBM;H2@T2 F2/ Bgén)BIGB#rh)BZ'B@pB/Zb pBbm H 2T 2b2Mi iBQI
7Qm° Hi2 "M iBp2b M/ 2p2M K, +BK H /Bbi M+2

S QTQbBIiBR™M BXc M/, Bb 2p2M- i?2M i?2 MmK#2" Q7 bBM;H2
2[mBHB# B Bb’;—!m +iHv
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6B;m 2 jXk,@?2T?2A7Qfa;b;c;dyX G2i=(a;b;c;d- i?22M ) =
(a;d;c;) U#HmM?2 p2ri2tv=(Md;c;d X AZ3-i?2 KPi=f *;7g
#bQ #b HH Q' /2 b¢ BXM+HmM/BM;

9d



S'QQ2R T°QQ7 K F2b mb2 Q7 i#2kBAQR R TRIBihiEMP 2"

T272°2M+®M/ r2 rBHH “;m2 #Qmi /Bbi M+2b M/ b2ib Q7 Q /2"

i?72 bbQ+B i2/ pQi2 ’bX h?2 T°QQ7 T°'Q+22/b BM irQ T ibX q:

i?72°2 "2i?°22 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ F2°"M2Hb 7Q° bBM;H2@T2 F2/

b2+QM/ bi2T i? ii?2°2 "2 MQ Qi?2  bBM;H2@T2 F2/ F2 "M2HbX
G2i = (a;:sam)- * = (agagiiam)- = (8n vamiha)- M/

K=f ;g X h?2Q /2 brBi? i?2Y bmT@WHBNMBAR@T 2 F2/ M2B;?#Q

Q7 M/ "2bT2+iBp2HvVX q2KP=QpZ;ig i MK®=f ;7 g

2 @bBM;H2@T2 F2/ F2"M2HbX Db i?2 T QQ7brQ'F M HQ;Qm

KO=f *;g X "v bbmKTIiBQMX 6Q  BM/2T2MI2M+2? QB

M22/iQ T'Qp2 i?7)> 5+ X aBM+M/ * "2 M2B;?#Q b r2 ? p2

(*57)= m 1X _2+ HHi2 90U X q2 H2 p2 BiiQi?2 2 /2 iQ p2'B7

i? i

m(m 1) 1> m(m 1):

+. — m
()= 2 4 2

7°QK r?B+7? r2 +QMBMh2/122iN QENX 2

2+ HHKH2=Ff ;g Bb @bBM;H2@T2 F2/ F2 M2HX AM Q /2 iQ
KOBb#bQ #BMomK2 7Q° +QMi” /B+iBQM i? PR2ZARiBbi M Q' /2"
Bb #bQ #2 HmM QHWK °X *QMbZ[mQMi‘Biv-Tm-( 9> 2 -
M/(; 9> =X h?2°2 "2irQ + b2biQ +QMbB/2",

* b2 R( ; =2 X h?2M Hb(@:Tm- M/OBb #bQ #2X#v

*b2 k,(; 9< - X h?Bb Bb i?2 + b2 B7Y ;M%QI\@—HSI{)B?
aBM+2M/ * "2 M2B;?2#0Q HhbQ #K

b#Qi? + b2b "2bmHIi BM +QMi" /B+iBQM- MKQ £m/fi2  i? i Bb ;
MQi K¢2tBbib- M/ +QMKW2Bm 24 B V#BMKXBN? mMbBM ; H2@ T2 F2/
F2 M2H- bBM+2 Bi Bb #bQ #BM; M/ BM/2T2M/2MiX

aQ 7 "r27QmM/ M BKT Qp2/ HQr3 B ™ Mg 2ZMQ q2
+QMiBMmM2 iQ T'Qp2i? ii?2°"@bBWRA2@T2 F2/KFFEK°M2Hb i? M
MK br2? p2b22MBMi?2T QQ¥ QB SR T XPbB/id QM
MQi +QMiBM/Q2b MQi #bPX#Mv TQi2MiB HF2 M2H Kmbii?2 2
+QMi BM 2Bi?2 Q7 i?2b2 Q /2 bX

G28P = SP nf ;7; *gX *QMbB/2" i?Z Q ZB+? Bb i?2
M2B;?#Q Q@M Db?2Q i2bi TXHBIQK G2K¥2 FMQr i? ii?2
/IBbi M+2 #2(r22MEP Bb i HZ2 hi )2 X h?2 /Bbi M+2 #2ir22M
() MBP nf "gBbi?2°27Q 2(i;H2+bX aBM=+2-i?2Q /2"
()" Bbi?2°27Q 2 M2p2° #bQ #23RwWniIMYR YQMBRI[mM2MiHv-
i72 QMHV i? 22 FR-KP2HWK P2 6Q  2p2°'vbBM;H2@T2 F2//QK BM
"2 1i?mb i?°22 mMB[m2 bBM;H2@ T2 FZI%ZBIB’II\ZH-DQ(@&TBZMFI-ZH?Z‘
/IQK BMb-i?2 MmK#2 Q7 bBM;HZ@TZQEEZB?EZT’“FZM/EqZ‘MZHb Bb
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Bb 2p2MX LQi2 i? i r2 + M bBKTH\L @@ BAHAV@VQmMMiIBM; Q7 i
F2'M2Hb i F2b TH +2 b BKMK® | MX 2 MBI ; H 2 @ MHBR 2/
2bT2+iiQ i?2X°/2° O

AM S QTQBBVBEIMBQMbB/2 2/ i?2 bT2+B=H$chRM KX 22

/2i BHX q2 ? p2 b22M b2d-7iQ2 MmK#2 Q7 TaHBB #H2@ T2 F2/
2H2+iQ  i2b " 2/BMP2HiQ-QURT2M/BM; QM i22-TOMBAWQQ 7?22

B7 r2 //BiBQM HHv 2[mB 2 i?2K iQ #2 2[mBHB# B X h?Bb b?
/2}MBiBQM Q7 M 2[mBHB# BmK BbX

jXjXk ai'm+im'2 Q7 aBM;H2@S2 F2/ 1[mBHB# B

q2 #2HB2p2 i? i 7Q /2H2; iBQM i? ®2pc2QR2bbBM;B2@ T F2/
2[mBHB# B + M #2 +QMbi" m+i2/ HQM; i?2i2+?MB[m2 mb2/ BN
iB@BYM h?2 +QMb2[m2M+2b "2i? ibBM;H2@T2 F2/2[mBHB# B
pQi2 b rBi? "2H iBp2HV QTTQb2/ QTBMBQMbX >2"2r2 + M b22
i?72 T°QT2iv Q7 #bQ # M+2 M/ BBIMAT2M/2M+H2X IBbi M+2 #2(
ir22Mi?2 Q /2’ b BM TQi2MiB HF2 M2H + M BM+'2 b2- b i?2v
"2 "2H iBp2Hv 7 T r vX ii?2b K2 iBK2-i?2 /Bbi M+2 #2ir22M |
Kmbi Hr vb 2t+220Qi?2 rBb2 i?2 pQi2'b "2 MQi BM/2T2M/2MiX
g2 +QM+HmM/2 i?Bb +? Ti2 rBi? 2K "F #Qmi i?2 + '/BM HB
T2 F2/2[mBHB# BmKX g2 +QMD2+im 2i? ii?2+ /BM HBiv Q7
HB# BmK Bb #QmM/2/ 7" QK #Qp2 #virQ- M£EBi{BDYM2 B7 M/ |
H ii2>Bb 2 bviQ b22- b Mv bBM;H2iQM Bb bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2
6Q° HQr2 i?°2b?QH/b- MQ pQi2° + M #bQ # i?2 pQi2 rBi? i?:
h?mb- i H2 biirQ pQi2'b "2 "2[mB 2/iQ +?B2p2 M 2[mBHB#"
+QMD2+im 2 i? ii?2 //BiBQM Q7 Mv i?B"/ pQi2° "2bmHib BM |
/[2M+2- M/ i?mb M 2H2+iQ  i2 +QMi BMBM; i? 22 pQi2 b + MMC

*QMD2+imh2RX /BM HBiv Q7 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# BmK

A7 i?2 +QMD2+im 2 im MbQmiiQ #2 i m2- bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[m
“+v "2 '2/m+iBQM Q7 i?2 KmHiBim/2 Q7 QTBMBQMb iQ K22
"2 biBHH +QM+2[MBHBBAMBI?2 27Q°2 2 +? pQi2 Bb ++2TiBM;
*2/m+iBQM UQi?2 rBb2r2 rQmH/ MQi? p2 M 2[mBHB# BmKVX
#bi® +i/2KQ+  iB+i?2Q°2iB+ HpB2r- bBM;H2@T2 F2/2[mBH
iQ #2 /2bB" #H2 Qmi+QK2X A7 r2i"2 i HB[mB/ /2KQ+" +v b
BM+'2 b2 T 'iB+BT iBQM- i?2 "2/m+iBQM Q7 M 2H2+iQ i2 iQ
MM/2 KBM2 i?2 2MiB 2 2M/2 pQm > Q7 HB[mB/ /2KQ+" +vX h?2
BM; TQr2 BMiQ i?2 ? M/b Q7 QMHv 72r BM/BpB/m Hb Bb T?
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#22M +QM} EH/BM; AkyIR& M/ i?22Q 2iB+ HHv:PBIx+2m bl X/ #v
KkyR3X Pm™ M HvbBb Q7 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B +QM} Kb
I2M+v Q7 HB[mB/ /2KQ+" +vX

q2 rBHH b22 BM i?2 7QHHQrBM; +? Ti2 - i? i BQC bK HH2  i?
bBM;H2@T2 F2/ F2"M2Hb + M 2tBbi B7 r2 "2H ti?2 bbmKTiBQM
"2bBM;H2@T2 F2/ F2 M2Hb Q7 bBx2 H ;2 i? MirQ B7 MQi HI
g2 + M H2 /vTQBMi i M2+2bb v +QM)/BiBQND, #?2hQn #20
KBii2/- bQi?2 rBb2Bi+ MMQi #2@HBM #22 @V MF2/ pQi2 fQ /2’

8y



*?2 Ti2 9

*OQmMIBM; aBM;H2@S2 F2/
1H2+iQ i12b, aBKmH iBQMDb

AMi?2 T 2pBQmb +? Ti2 r2 BMp2biB; i2/i1?2 2tBbi2M+2 Q7 bBN
BM/2H2; iBQM MG HimMR i?72i? 22 bbmKTiBQMb

RXp2'vT 272 2M+2Q /2 Bb bm#KBii2/R2PFFH(ARPM+2- 2Mi BFH

kXG Bb i?72 +QKTH2i2 ;> T?- BX2X 2p2°v pQi2  Bb HHQr2/iQ
Qi?2 pQi2 -
iX Bb?QKQ:2M2Qmb- BX2X HH pQi2 b ? p2i?2b K2 ++2Tj

+QKTH2i2 :2M2" HBx iBQM Q7 i?2 Qawk/H D[ BB 2?2 Mi2Vl HvbBb
Q7 HH ;> T?b- 2p2°v TQbbB#H2 T ' Q}H2- M/ 2p2°v TQbbB#H?2
g2 rBHH b22- T “iHv BM i?Bb +? Ti2 - T “iHv BM i?2 M2ti- i? i
“2bmHi M HviB+ HHv Bb +QKTH2tB7 MQi BKTQbbB#H2 2M/2
Q7 "2H tBM; i?2 bbmKTiBQMb rBHH i?mb MQi #2 BMp2biB; i2/
Tmi iBQM HHvX 1bb2MiB HHv- 2 +? +QMbiBiGPMiiQ7 /2H2: il
+ M#2i°2 i2/ b > M/QKp B #H2X h?Bb +? Ti2 Bb /2/B+ i2/iQ
Q7i?2 +QKTH2i2/QK BM bbmKTiBQM- M/ r2 rBRHb?227Q 2 i
*M/QK p "B #H2X 2 ;2M2° i2 > M/QK T Q}H2b M/ M Hvx2 i?
T2 F2/ 2[mMBHB# B X8Mo?BTiDm  ii2MiBQM iQ 2 HHB72 /i -
r2i F2 7°QK i?2 S 27GBXiidBbM/U +kyRfX IM/2" i?2 b@
bmKTiBQM i? i i?2 mM/2 HvBGl BbQ-HEBKAHRIR-QOrF M/QKBx2 Qp?2
i?2 U?2i2°Q:2M2QmbV /2H2; iBQM i? 2b?QH/b Q7 2 +? pQi2 X

h?2 ;Q H Q7 i?Bb +? Ti2  Bb iQ i F2 Dbi2T 7°QK i?2 +QKTH
/QK BNP)= L(A) iQr /b i?2 mMBp2'b H T 2DZPRPM+@)YQK BM
BMr?B+? 2p2 v TQbbB#H2 /QK BM Bb /KBii2/X 6Q° bK HH Mm
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i?72 MmK#2> Q7 TQbbB#H2 T 272 ' 2M+2b Bb "2H iBp2Hv bK HH-
T'272°2M+2 Bb ?2H/ #v QM2 pQi2 X >Qr2p2 - i?2 MmK#2 Q7 T
7 +iQ°B HHv rBi? i?2 MmK#2 Q7 Hi2 "M iBp2bX 8G  i? 22 Hi2 I
6-7Q A4GME4- M/ 7Q }p2 Hi2 M iBppZIROA@RbbOBA#H2 T 272 2M+2b>
g?BH2BiK v#2 2 HBbiB+i? i7Q i? 22 Hi2 M iBp2b2 +?2Q7i?
Bb bm#KBii2/-i?Bb #2+QK2b H2bb HBF2HvV b i?2 MmK#2 Q7 H
BbBM 7 +i bmTTQ i2/ #v i?2 S'27GB# /i b2ibX AMi?2 p bi K
+QMi BMBM; i?7°22Q 7Qm° Hi2 "M iBp2b-2 +?2Q /2 Bbbm#KBi
7Q }1}p2 Q KQ 2 Hi2"M iBp2b K Mv TQbbB#H2 Q /2 b "2 MQi b1

IHIBK i2Hv- Qm ™ BMi2 2bi HB2b MQi BM i?2 /QK BMb #mi i?2
"2+ HHi? BB?PQKQ;2M2Qmb-i?2M HH pQi2 b rBi? i?2 b K2 T2
+ M#2 Tmi BMiQ i?2b K2 2[mBp H2M+2 +H bbX aBM+2 7Q MQ1
/IQK BM bbmKTiBQM Bb "2H t2/- "2bmHib #Qmi i?2 b2i Q7 H
D(P) L (A) 2ti2M/iQ i?2b2i Q7 HH TObbB¥HR T Q}H2b

AM i?22 T 2pBQmb +? Ti2 r2? p2 T Qp2M +? ~ +i2 Bx iBQM
Q7 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B B7 i?2 /QK BM Bb +QKTH2i2-
Q' /2" Bbbm#KBii2/ 2t +iHVvQM+2X g2+ MK F2mb2 Q7 i?Bb "2b
;2M2° HBx iBQM iQ i?2 mMBp2'b H/QK BM #v Bi2" iBp2Hv /2H
+QKTH2Ii2AF BiB@)=L(A)X LQi2i? ir2 bbmK2i? i2p2°vQ'/2 B
bm#KBii2/ 2t +iHvQM+2-i?mb pQi2 /2H2IBQM Bb 2[mBp H2Mi i
7°QK i?72 +QKTH2i2 /QK BMX aBM+2 Mv /QK BM Bb bm#/QK E
/IQK BM- i?Bb TT Q +? +Qp2 b HH TQbbB#H2 /QK BMbX Pm"
#2 ;2M2° HBx2/iQ HHQr 7Q°  KmHIBTH2 bm#KBbbBQM Q7 i?2 |
pQi2 b #v /2H2iBM; HH pQi2 b rBi? i?2b K2Q /2" X 6Q "2 bQM
+? Ti2 " Bb 7QHHQrBM; i?2 bbmKTiBQMb i? i Q' /2"b "2 bm#KB

b?BMi2/ i #Qp2-i?2BKT +i Q7 /2H2iBM; pQi2'b 7 QK i?2 +
M/ i?mb Q /2 b7 QK i?2/QK BM-QMi?2 2tBbi2M+2 M/ MmK#2
2[mBHB# B Bb ? /iQ ;2M2° HBx2 MXRiB+QHRVX iAM2a2+iBQ
/I2H2iIBQM Q7 pQi2 + M ? p2 irQ 2z2+ib, 1Bi?2 2[mBHB# B
I2H2i2/ Q /2" +2 b2 iQ #2 F2 M2Hb- Q i?2 /2H2IBQM "2bmHib I
IM7Q imM i2Hv-i?Bb Q#b2 p iBQM#2 bHBiIiH2BM7Q K iBQM
mbiQ T2 7Q K+QKTmi iBQM HbBKmH iBQMb i?2 K BM 2M/2 p

ReQMbB/2  i?2 + b2 r?2°2 QM2 Q /2  Bb bm#KBii2/ KmHIBTH2 iBK2bX IM/:
i? ii?72bQ+B HM2irQ ' FBb +QKTH2i2- M/i? 2b?QH/b "2 ?2QKQ;2M2Qmb- i-
pPQi2  /Q2b MQi BKT +ii?2 2tBbi2M+2 Q7 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B X h?2
2t +ib K2 /2H2; iBQM #2? pBQm", h?2v + M /2H2; i2 iQ 2p2°vQM2- ? p2i?2
M/ b K2 /2H2; iBQM i? 2b?QH/ b i?2 /2H2i2/ pQi2 X h?2 /2H2iBQM Q7 bB
“2H2p Mi QMHV QM+2 i?°2b?QH/b 2 ?22i2°Q:2M2Qmb- Q  i?2 bQ+B H M2irQ
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9XR h?2Q'2iB+ H P#b2 p iBQMb

:Bp2M /2H2; i BQM&GP;Mi+ith2B2iBQM b2fifhs2;M;isQ) Bb
b2[m2M+2 Q7 pQi2 9 2Bi? M2Mi2BBEbN nfsy;:i;s 1gi? 01 "2
bm++2bbBp2HV /2H2i2/FFTXQK2AM2IMBQVMHR2[M2M+2 i?2 27Q 2 ;Bp
iQ T"QPH2GP,- M/ +QMb2[m2MiHV iQ /2H20GiPQMibiiQm+im 2b
hGn;Pn; i 2 +?2 +QMi BMBM; QM2 pQi2° H2bb i? M Bib T 2/2+2bb
Q7 /2H2IBQM b2[m2Mm2(b Bb) i221Z2QX2"v i?2 bbmKTIiBQMb-
2 +? pQi2°  2tT 2btRPK MDOB+i HBM2 "AX /R?BIQpRp2b "Bb2
i@m!)! iQi H/BbiBM+i /2H2iBQM b2[m2M+2bX

G2hWG;P; i #2 /2H2; i BOQM bi m&imRAb2IP22+QKTH2i2 ;" T?-
Bb ?QKQ;2MPRmKA)- M3=(sy;;:5sy) Bb /2H2IBQM b2[m2M+2X 2
}bi b?2Qri? i i?2 MmK#2° Q7 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B HQb
+ MMQi 2t+22/i?2 MmK#2' Q7 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2[mBHB# B Q7 1
rb K2K#2 X

S'QTQbBIBGA #X /2H2i2/ pQi2K #2MPRMmMK#2 Q7 bBM;H2@ T2
2[mMBHB# B sQBbr?B2K#2° BM i?2 /2H2; i QR bi mgdkn 2

h?2M i?2 MmK#2" Q7 /2H2iIB;R[MBBB#@mBINM2/ 7 QK #Qp2 #v
k X

S'QQE@XK #2 bBM;H2@T2 F2/ 2fGnBPAB# BinK BT K -
i'BpBKHH2AK BMb bBM;H2@ T2 F2iG2PmBHS A R inK HBoivnK 2
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of the simulation. Furthermore, three variables need to be fixed in order to run
the simulation: (i) the number of alternatives, (ii) the delegation thresholds,
and (iii) the number of runs. The main criterion for the parameter choice has
been the running time of the resulting simulation.

4.3.1 Python Implementation

In every delegation structure hG;P; i we assume the social network G to be
complete. Delegations thus only depend on the Kendall Tau distances between
voters, and their delegation thresholds. We follow the structure of profiles pro-
vided by PrefLib (Mattei and Walsh (2013), Mattei and Walsh (2017)). For
every deletion sequence, we create the profiles resulting from that sequence.
For every profile we then create delegation acceptability digraphs based on the
Kendall Tau distance, and the delegation thresholds. We make use of the Python
package NetworkX (Hagberg et al., 2008) to analyze the graphs for kernels. Re-
call that homogeneous thresholds result in symmetric acceptability digraphs,
which we can simply reduce to undirected graphs. In the preliminaries we
proved that kernels in an undirected graph correspond to maximal indepedent
sets (Observation 6), which in turn correspond to maximal cliques in the com-
plement of that graph (Observation 5). The built-in function find _ cliques (G)
in NetworkX outputs all maximal cliques of a graph G, and thus all kernels of
G. In a final step we check which of these kernels are single-peaked, and store
the result in a Pandas Dataframe (Wes McKinney (2010)). Effectively, the
dataframe stores the output of the function h (Equation 4.1). The values of all
random variables can be derived from the dataframe, as they are based on the
function h.

We just argued that the search for kernels in a graph G can be reduced to
maximal cliques in its complement G. It is a well known result that the maximal
clique problem is NP-hard, and brute force requires exponential running times.
However, the Bron—Kerbosch algorithm improves on brute force, and can solve
the problem in O(3"?), where n is number of vertices (Bron and Kerbosch,
1973). In NetworkX the function find _ cliques (Q returns all maximal cliques
of a graph G based on the Bron-Kerbosch algorithm. Together with the function
is _single peakedS) from PrefLiib, which checks each maximal clique S of G
for single-peakedness, this builds the pipeline for our analysis of the graph.
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1 2 3 5 7 9

3 1:2s 1:2s - - - -
4 1:3s 1:5s 1:5s 2:0s - -
5 >30min | >30min 182s 2:2s 2:2s 1:8s

m

Table 4.1: Average Running times for checking the complete profiles for single-
peaked kernels. Experiments were run on a MacBook Pro with 2 GHz Quad-
Core Intel Core i5, 16Gb Ram, running MacOS Big Sur 11.6.

() : Did not terminate after 30 min.

4.3.2 Parameter Selection

As the running time grows exponentially with the number of vertices, the choice
of parameters is based on the running time. A number of test runs yield the
running times depicted in Table 4.1. As the number of alternatives, and thus
vertices in the acceptability graph grows, the number of kernels increases dras-
tically. For example, if = 3, there are 88 kernels for m = 4, and already
6899432 for m = 5. All of these then additionally have to be checked for single-
peakedness. Based on Table 4.1 we choose the following parameters. For m = 3,
and m = 4 we perform 30.000 runs with 2 f0;1;:::; ,g. In other words, we
perform a Monte Carlo simulation with a sample size of T = 30:000. As the
running times increase drastically for m = 5, we perform T = 1000 runs for

2 10;3;4;5;7;99. Additionally, we do not analyze the profiles for each dele-
tion of a deletion sequence. A complete deletion sequence is of length 5! = 120,
however we restrict the analysis to profiles after every tenth deletion. Thus, we
only analyze 12 profiles for each deletion sequence.

4.3.3 Hypotheses

Recall from Section 4.1 the impact one deletion has on the number of single-
peaked equilibria. All equilibria the deleted voter was part of are lost, and
potentially new kernels, that did not absorb the deleted voter, come into exis-
tence. On average, we expect the deletion of voters to result in a decrease of
single-peaked kernels. It is furthermore interesting whether the random variable
X is strictly decreasing.

Hypothesis 4.1. The number of single-peaked equilibria is inversely propor-
tional to the number of deletions.
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One of the main points of interests in this thesis is to explore the delegation
threshold b-g-c. In the previous chapter it was proven, that no single-peaked
equilibria exist if voters are opinionated. We expect a slightly weakened result
to hold if the domain of a profile is not complete. Generally speaking, for a -
single-peaked equilibrium in a delegation structure hG; P ; 1 to exist, all voters
with a delegation threshold smaller than must be deleted. If d is the number
of these voters, at least d many deletions need to be performed. The probability
that -single-peaked kernels exist is thus depended on the likelihood that all d
voters are deleted. As the number of deletions increases, the likelihood that all
d voters are deleted increases.

Hypothesis 4.2. If voters are opinionated, the likelihood for the existence of
single-peaked equilibria increases as the number of deletion increases.

If voters are open-minded, we expect the result from Chapter 3 to generalize to
the universal domain.

Hypothesis 4.3. If voters are open-minded, single-peaked equilibria almost
always exist.

In the previous chapter we conjectured that the size of single-peaked equilibria
in complete domains is bounded from above by two (Conjecture 1). This con-
jecture should not be impacted by voter deletion. If the upper bounds holds
for the complete domain, the bound generalizes to any domain if voters are
open-minded.

Hypothesis 4.4. If voters are open-minded, the size of a single-peaked equi-
librium is bounded from above by 2.

On the other hand, if voters are opinionated, we expect larger equilibria. In the
extreme case, where no one is willing to delegate, i.e. =0, it is possible, though
unlikely, that only a single-peaked domain remains as voters. As the size of a
single-peaked domain is 2" !, the maximal size of a single-peaked equilibrium is
2" 1 If the threshold is 1, at most every second voter of a single-peaked domain
can be in an equilibrium, reducing its size to % . If the threshold is 2, only
every third voter can be part of an equilibrium, and so on.

Hypothesis 4.5. If voters are opinionated, the size of a single-peaked equilib-

. . n 1
rium is bounded from above by 2 T

4.4 Results

We discuss the hypothesis individually and conclude this chapter with a more
general discussion of the results (Section 4.5).
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Figure 4.1: Number of deleted voters plotted against the mean of the number
of single-peaked equilibria. Each colour represents a different value for the
delegation threshold

Hypothesis 4.1

As expected, the number of single-peaked equilibria decreases as voters are
deleted. If = |, every singleton is a kernel, thus one deletion results in the
linear decrease of one kernel. As can be seen in Fig 4.1, the decay is slower than
linear if = , 1. To understand this phenomenon, it helps to take a look
at the structure of the equilibria. If = |, 1, the only voter not absorbed
by a voter with order , is the voter associated with the reversed order
Thus, a single-peaked equilibrium consists of two voters with reversed orders.
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Figure 4.2: Each cell represents a combination of the delegation threshold and
number of deletions. The colour depicts the ratio between single-peaked and
total equilibria. Since equilibria always exist (Theorem 8), this value is always
defined, and ranges from zero to one.

A deletion however does not necessarily result in the loss of an equilibrium. As
we have established in Proposition 6, an equilibrium K can be replaced by a
subset K!' K. If is the deleted order, the singleton containing the voter
with order ~ is an equilibrium, since is the only order not absorbed by .
Any single-peaked equilibrium containing two reversed orders is replaced by a
singleton subset. This is confirmed by Figure 4.4 depicting the size of the single-
peaked equilibria. For = p, 1, this number is equal for size one and two.
Only once the likelihood that two reversed orders are deleted, the decrease of
single-peaked equilibria becomes visible (Fig 4.1). If voters are opinionated,
the number of single-peaked equilibria becomes larger than zero, only after some
deletions have been performed. For m = 4, only after 71% of voters have been
deleted, there is more than one single-peaked equilibrium. For m = 5 the mean
never exceeds one.

If voters are open-minded the mean of the number of single-peaked equi-
libria decreases faster than linearly. This is unsurprising, as the same can be
observed for the number of equilibria—including non-single-peaked ones. Curi-
ously though, the latter decreases faster than the former. Figure 4.2 depicts the
ratio of single-peaked equilibria to total equilibria. For large delegation thresh-
olds, this ratio equals one: Every equilibrium is a single-peaked equilibrium.
As can be seen especially for m = 4, the ratio increases as voters are deleted.
The ratio is noticeably bigger than 0 after many deletions, even though voters
are opinionated. The absolute number of single-peaked equilibria is small, how-
ever the probability that an equilibrium is single-peaked is not negligible. We
will discuss the implication of this result in Section 4.5. The reasons for the
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Figure 4.3: Number of deleted voters plotted against the probability that single-
peaked equilibrium exists, i.e. that the number of single-peaked equilibria is
larger than 1. Each colour represents a different value for the delegation thresh-
old

increasing ratio shine a light on the role of single-peakedness in Proposition 7
which concerned how the deletion of a voter Sj results in a new single-peaked
equilibrium S. Essentially, Proposition 7 established that S; is not absorbed by
S, and the deletion then makes S a single-peaked equilibrium. The following
scenario explains the phenomenon of the increasing ratio. Assume S [ fsig
is kernel, but not single-peaked kernel due to Sj. Then if S; is the only voter
not absorbed by S, S is single-peaked kernel if s deleted. Therefore, there is
a new kernel. Disregarding the single-peakedness, this scenario cannot be the
case since S [ fsjg already is a kernel. Thus, no ‘new kernel’ is created but
only replaced with the subset S S [ fsjg. This furthermore explains, why
the number (not the mean!) of total equilibria is strictly decreasing, while the
number of single-peaked equilibria is not.

Hypotheses 4.2 & 4.3

For delegation structures with open-minded voters, there almost always exist
single-peaked equilibria, as can be seen in Figure 4.3. Only in small profiles
does the average probability drops below one. The importance of the threshold

= b-g-c can be seen in Figure 4.3. For opinionated voters, the probability that
single-peaked equilibria exists is very low. The only exception is for = 2 where
m = 4. We observe continuous increase while this increase fails to materialize
for the analogous threshold of = 4 for m = 5. One explanation can be the
difference in the number of runs performed (30,000 for m = 4, and 1,000 for
m = 5). However, the number of voters in the domains that are of maximal
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Figure 4.4: Size of single-peaked equilibria. Each colour represents a different
value of the delegation thresholds

distance to a single-peaked domain seems to be a more significant difference.
If voters are opinionated, for a -single-peaked equilibrium to exist, all voters
with a distance larger than -5 to the -single-peaked domain need to be deleted.
The number of these voters seems to grow faster than linearly with respect to
the number of alternatives. Thus, the likelihood that these voters are all deleted
decreases. If this conjecture is true, the threshold b-J-¢ becomes only more rigid,
as the number of alternatives grows.

Hypotheses 4.4 & 4.5

Figure 4.4 confirms Hypotheses 4.4, and 4.5. In open-minded societies, we do
not observe any single-peaked equilibria of size larger than two. For opinionated
voters the picture looks different. For m = 3, we observe that kernels of size
three and four occur, although less frequently than of size one or two. This

holds analogously for m = 4, where kernels of size up to seven exist if =0, up
to size four if =1, and up to size three if = 2. We take this to be evidence
2 *

for the upper bound of proposed in Hypothesis 4.5.

+1

4.5 Discussion

Before discussing the results, we devote a paragraph to analyzing the robust-
ness of the data. While the sample size of 30;000, and 1;000, for three and
four alternatives, and for five alternatives respectively, is not particularly large,
regularities in the data speak for its representativeness. For each deletion, the
number of single-peaked equilibria seem to be normally distributed around the
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mean, with relatively small standard deviation (see the Appendix (Figure A.1)
for a selection and brief discussion of graphs). We furthermore observe similar,
if not the same, results for three, four and five alternatives.” Arguably, making
similar observation counts as evidence for reliability. While each observation is
not conclusive evidence for the robustness of the data, we take the multitude of
evidence as sufficient for the robustness.

The results confirm that the distinction between opinionated voters and
open-minded voters is not only sensible, but marks a crucial threshold for the
existence of single-peaked equilibria. Although the results from Chapter 3 do not
generalize in its entirety to the universal domain, a slight weakening holds. We
have seen that single-peaked equilibria exist even though voters are opionated,
but only after a substantial amount of deletions have been performed. Recall
the main result from Chapter 3 under the assumptions of a complete social
network, homogeneous thresholds, and complete domains:

Theorem 22. Single-peaked equilibria exist if and only if voters are open-
minded.

Generalizing to the universal domain, we take the Monte Carlo simulation to
be evidence for the following weakening of Theorem 22.

o If voters are open-minded, single-peaked equilibria are “very likely” to
exist.

o If voters are opinionated, single-peaked equilibria only exist if the domain
is “small”.

However, the probability that single-peaked equilibria exist is not the only rel-
evant result. We have seen that the ratio of single-peaked equilibria to all
equilibria increases, as voters are deleted. Thus, the share of single-peaked
equilibria increases if the profile decreases in size. This is particularly interest-
ing in light of the convergence result (Theorem 23) by Escoffier et al. (2020).
Theorem 23 stated that a best response dynamic always converges to an equilib-
rium. Crucially, this is the case for both opinionated and open-minded voters.
Thus, even though the total number of single-peaked equilibria might be low,
the probability that an actual vote under the best response dynamic converges
to a single-peaked equilibrium is not negligible.

03000 000 00000 000000000 00 000 0000000000 000 000 000000000 00 0000000000 000 m = 40 000
= 2[ 0000000 0o 00booo 00 boo Co0ooobot boooooo 0o Cororo oo 0ooo booo oo booibobooo
000 DO0t boboboOooooon
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We conclude this chapter with a remark about the cardinality of single-
peaked equilibria. In open-minded societies, the maximal cardinality is two.
Furthermore, most single-peaked equilibria consist of voters with two reversed
orders. Essentially, this means that single-peaked equilibria consist of people
with opposite opinions. Delegations therefore lead to an absolute polarization
of opinions, paired with an aggregation of voting power in only two hands.
Chapter 6 concludes with a more thorough discussion of this phenomenon, and
implications for the ‘democraticity’ of liquid democracy.
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Chapter 5

Counting Single-Peaked
Electorates: Real Life Data

In the previous chapter we generalized the existence characterization from the
complete domain to the universal domain with the help of a Monte Carlo sim-
ulation. We randomly created synthetic profiles through voter deletion, and
concluded that while the delegation threshold b-3-c is no longer a logical neces-
sity, it remains a crucial factor. This chapter takes the step from theoretical
results to analyzing real life data collected in the PrefLib library (Mattei and
Walsh, 2013). Again, we assume the social network to be complete, thus the
missing constituent to form a delegation structure hG; P ; 1 is the delegation
thresholds profile . In order to make our analysis as realistic as possible, we
dismiss the assumption of homogeneity, and for the first time in this thesis
dedicate our attention to heterogeneous thresholds. Similarly to the findings in
Chapter 3, an analytical analysis is not feasible. And similarly to our proceeding
in Chapter 3, a Monte Carlo simulation offers a good computational alterna-
tive. By drawing individual delegation thresholds from a normal distribution,
we randomize over . The resulting delegation structures hG;P; i are then
analyzed for single-peaked equilibria.

We begin this chapter with a description of the Monte Carlo simulation,
and formally introduce the random variables. We proceed with a brief discus-
sion of the PrefLib data, and our choice of profiles. The parameter choice for
the simulation pose some problems (Section 5.2.3), which we will solve with a
probabilistic argument, about the likelihood that single-peaked equilibria exist,
leading us to the simulation and analysis thereof (Section 5.4).

67



5.1 Monte Carlo Simulation

Once again, we assume that voters are part of a complete social network G, and
can therefore delegate to every voter. Given a profile P, there is therefore a
function from the delegation thresholds to a delegation structure hG;P; 1.
Recall from Chapter 3 the function assigning a delegation structure to a set
K P(N) containing all single-peaked equilibria in hG;P; 1. Given a profile
P, we define the function g to map a delegation threshold = ( ¢;:::; ) 2 R"
with j 2 R for each voter i 2 N to the set of single-peaked equilibria K~ P(N)
in the delegation structure hG;P; 1i.

g:R" ¥ P(P(N))

2 K (5.1)

Based on the function g, we can define random variables analogously to Chap-
ter 4. The sample space  contains as outcomes every possible heterogeneous
delegation threshold 2 R". Defining the sample space only on the delegation
thresholds suffices since the social network G and the profile P are given. We
define the random variable X as a mapping from  to the number of single-
peaked equilibria K in hG; P ; i based on the function g (Equation 5.1).

X:R" IR
2 jg( )]

Furthermore, we let X%t be the random variable counting all equilibria, includ-
ing the ones which are not single-peaked.
In order to get a deeper understanding of the foundation of the Monte-Carlo
simulation, and to show that the random variables are well-defined, we show that
is part of a probability space ( ;F;P). For all i 2 N, we define ; to contain
all outcomes of drawing an individual delegation threshold ;2 R. Since isa

(5.2)

vector of individual delegation thresholds, let = 1 i . Furthermore, we
assume that all delegation thresholds ; are identically, independently normally
distributed. In particular, we assume j N( ; 2 for all i 2 N, where

denotes the mean and the standard deviation. Since the normal distribution is
a well-defined probability distribution, for each voter 1 2 N, so is the probability
space ( i; Fi; Pi). Since all P; are independent, and Pj( ;) =1, we have P( ) =
1, and consequently ( ;F;P) forms a probability space. We refer the reader
to Remark 1 for a more formal definition of the probability space, including a
breve exploration of the event space F.

A single run of the Monte Carlo simulation consists of drawing delegation
thresholds ; 2 R independently from the normal distribution N ( ; 2) for all
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voters 1 2 N. This gives rise to a delegation threshold = ( 1;::;; n) 2 R", on
which the random variables were defined. In the following paragraphs, first the
Python implementation, and then the choice of the parameters (mean), and

(standard deviation), as well as the choice of profiles from PrefLib, and the
number of runs is explained.

Remark 1. More formally, the probability space ( ;F;P) is defined as a fi-
nite product of probability spaces ( i;Fi;Pi). By defining a probability space
(i Fi; Pi) for each individual delegation threshold i, we can define the prob-
ability space ( ;F;P) as the product of each individual probability space as
follows.

=, n=R"
F =B(R")
\d
P(I;un )= Pi(h)
i=1
This definition can be explained straightforwardly for the sample space , as

well as the probability distribution P. However, the definition for the event
space F requires some measure theoretical, and topological work, which we will
omit diving into. FEssentially, the complexity arises due to uncountability of
the sample space. Unlike for the countable case (Chapter 4), admitting every
possible subset of an uncountable set as events, leads to paradox (Tao (2011),
Chapter 1) We refer the interested reader to Tao (2011) for an introduction to
measure theory, and reasons why the Borel -algebra B(R") represents a suitable
event space.

5.2 Experimental Planning and Setup

We discuss the Python implementation of the Monte Carlo simulation as well as
the data set selection. We choose the parameters mean and standard deviation
mainly based on the running time while a probabilistic argument will be of
further aid to justify our choice. Finally, we propose a number of hypotheses.

5.2.1 Python Implementation

Again, we assume the social network G to be complete for every delegation
structure hG; P; 1. Since the synthetic profiles constructed in Chapter 4 are of
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the same structure as the PrefLib profiles, we can follow a similar setup to Chap-
ter 4. The first difference is that profiles are not generated but given. Secondly,
we need to generate heterogeneous delegation thresholds drawn from the nor-
mal distribution instead of homogeneous thresholds. For each voter the function
randomnormal( ; ) from the NumPy package (Harris et al., 2020) generates
random delegation thresholds from the normal distribution. Since thresholds
are heterogeneous, the induced acceptability digraph is no longer symmetric.
The function list _all _cliques (G) in NetworkX, which is defined only on
symmetric graphs, is thus no longer sufficient for kernels. However, two ver-
tices are independent in a directed graph if and only if they are independent in
the underlying undirected graph. In order to list all kernels, we therefore first
list all maximally independent sets in the undirected graph of the acceptability
(di)graph. We then use a naive algorithm to check whether a maximally inde-
pendent set is absorbing in the directed graph. In a final step, each kernel is
inspected for single-peakedness, and the single-peaked kernels are stored in a
Pandas dataframe. Effectively, the dataframe stores the output of the function
g (Equation 5.1). The values of all random variables can be derived from the
dataframe, as they are based on the function g.

5.2.2 Data Set Construction

The PrefLib data set contains 315 profiles with strict linear orders, none of which
are single-peaked, making all of them in principal eligible for the investigation
of single-peaked equilibria. The main criterion, as in the previous chapter,
is the running time of the simulation. As we have seen, the running time
increases exponentially with the number of voters. Some test runs yield that
maximally 450 voters are feasible leaving us with 191 profiles. From these
profiles, there are 65 profiles in which the only possible single-peaked equilibria
are singletons, as no two voters in these profiles are single-peaked together. This
is mainly due to the fact, that these profiles contain few voters with large ballots.
We furthermore exclude all profiles contain less than 30 voters, as delegation
dynamics are limited with few voters. This leaves us with 80 profiles with
at most 450 voters with ballots of size three or four, 15 profiles with ballot size
nine to 15 and 30 voters, and two profiles with 150 voters and ballots of size
seven and nine.

We consider the last two profiles the most interesting, as they provide a rel-
atively large number of voters, with an incomplete preference domain. Further-
more, we pick two profiles with ballot sizes three and four, as their underlying
domain is complete. With these profiles we analyze the impact of heteroge-
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neous thresholds on complete domains, while the former two provide us with
data on incomplete domains. The profiles chosen are ‘ED-00004-00000005" (448
voters, ballot size 3), ‘ED-00004-00000096" (371 voters, ballot size 3), ‘ED-
00004-00000140" (352 voters, ballot size 4), ‘ED-00004-00000160" (350 voters,
ballot size 4), ‘ED-00009-00000001" (146 voters, ballot size 9), and ‘ED-00009-
00000002" (153 voters, ballot size 7).

5.2.3 Parameter Choice

Since the running times for the profiles ‘ED-00009-00000001" and ‘ED-00009-
00000002’ are relatively low, our parameter choice is liberal. We perform 500
runs for means 2 f15;::;31g, and 2 18;:::;20g respectively, with 2
10:25; 0:5; 0:75; 1:0; 1:5; 2:0; 2:5; 3:0; 3:5; 4:0; 4:5; 5:0g. The values for the mean
are mainly motivated by the distances b-2-¢c and . The maximal distance m
is 36, and b-5-c is 18 for ‘ED-00009-00000001’, and m = 21 with b-5-¢ = 10
for ‘ED-00009-00000002". Through this choice the impact of both the mean and
the standard deviation on the single-peaked equilibria can be studied.

For the profiles with ballot size three and four however, the number of voters
is with >350 relatively large, resulting in long running times. For < b-5-c
multiple runs are not feasible. However, a probabilistic argument shows that
the likelihood that single-peaked equilibria exist is low if < b-5-c. Based on
the profile P, the mean and standard deviation of the normal distribution,
we calculate a lower bound for the probability that no single-peaked equilibrium
exists. A large lower bound on the probability that no single-peaked equilibrium
exists is equivalent to a small upper bound on the probability that single-peaked
equilibria exist since they are complementary events. In cases where this bound
is sufficiently small, we can therefore refrain from running the simulations: It is
highly unlikely that we will find single-peaked equilibria. Fortunately for us, we
will see that this is exactly the case whenever running times are very large. We
present the argument in the following subsection, and then continue to apply it
to the parameter choice.

Probabilistic Argument

In the probability space ( ;F;P) we defined in Section 5.1 for the Monte Carlo
simulation, let K F be the event that no single-peaked equilibrium exists,
and E  F the event that for every order  there is a voter I with order and
threshold ; <b-g-c. We show that E K, and thus P(E) P(K). In words,
the probability of the event E constitutes a lower bound for the probability
that single-peaked equilibria do not exist. We proved in Chapter 3, if ; <b-2-c
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for all i 2 N, then no single-peaked kernels exist (Theorem 21). Recall the
foundation of the proof: The existence of an order which is ‘too far’ from
the -single-peaked domain SP for it to be absorbed by any subset S SP .
More precisely, if a voter with preference has a threshold smaller than b-3-c,

S does not absorb , and is therefore not an equilibrium. In terms of the
events E and K, this implication translates into E K, and consequently
P(E) P(K).

We can calculate the probability of event E, and thus a lower bound on
P(K), the probability that single-peaked equilibria exist. First, partition the
set of voters N according to their associated orders. Let N( ) =fi2Nj ;= ¢
contain all voters i 2 N with preference

Proposition 8. If delegation thresholds are identically and independently dis-
tributed, and every order is submitted at least once, then the probability that no
single-peaked equilibria exist P(K) is bounded from below by

Y .
P(K) 1 pNed

2L(A)
where p denotes the probability that a voter is open-minded.

Proof. Let E  be the event that for all 1 2 N( ), ; b-3-c, in words every
voter with preference  has a delegation threshold larger than b-J-c. As above,
let E denote the event that for every order  there is a voter i with order
and threshold ; <b--c. Thus, E denotes the event that for all orders , E
is not the case.

o
E = E
2L(A)

Assume that each threshold is drawn independently from the same distribution
(inour case  N( ; 2)). The probability of E is therefore the product of the
probabilities E of all 2 L(A).

Y _
P(E) = P(E)
™
= 1 P(E)
2L(A)
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For all voters, the probability that their delegation threshold is larger than
b-g-c is identical. Denote this probability by p. The event that all voters with
preference  have a delegation threshold larger than b-J-c is therefore pINC I

Y .
P(E) = 1 pNCa
2L(A)

Since E K we get
Y o
P(K) 1 pJN( )] N
2L(A)
Furthermore, note that given any distribution P of the delegation thresholds

with probability density T, the probability p that a voter 1 2 N is open-minded,
can be calculated in standard practice through the following integral.

p= P i _m
7 2
1 (5.3)
= T (x)dx
b-I-c

2

We apply Proposition 8 to support the readers intuition of its consequences.

Example 9. The profile ED-0004-0000005 contains 448 voters, where the num-
ber of voters per order are as follows: 191, 119, 41, 38, 32, 27. Note that - = 1:5
since the ballots are of size three. For N(; ?) with = b-s-c =1 we get
that p = 0:5. In the graph below, the shaded area depicts the probability p.

N Y .

P(E) = 1 0:5NC

2,0 2L(A)

® o] =@ 05"y = (1 05Y)
] 0:999999992

0.0 4

Since P(E) P(K), the probability that no single-peaked equilibrium exists is

therefore large if the mean is = 1. 4

Let us briefly discuss the limitations of Proposition 8. In Proposition 8 it is
easy to verify, that both an increase in the probability p that a voter is open-
minded, and an increase in the number of voters, result in a larger likelihood
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that a single-peaked equilibrium exists. Unfortunately, Proposition 8 only bears
informational value if p does not exceed some threshold. In case it does, the
calculated lower bound is not a good estimation for the probability of the ez-
istence of single-peaked equilibria as the following example shows. Consider
again Example 9, but this time with N (1:5; 0:25%) which yields p = 0:9772.
This results in P(K)  0:008, in words the probability that no single-peaked
equilibria exist is with 0.008 very low.” However, this does not mean that the
probability that a equilibrium actually exists is high. We can deduce that the
probability that a single-peaked kernel exists is at most 1 0:008 = 0:992.
This is not informative since the actual probability can still be any number
between 0 and 0.992. In particular, in a test simulation with 50 runs with

N (1:5; 0:25%), there were single-peaked kernels in only four runs.

Fortunately, we can run simulations for the cases in which the lower bound
calculated through Proposition 8 is not informative, while we can exclude sim-
ulations with long running times based on Proposition 8.

Running Times

Recall again the purpose of Proposition 8: Excluding certain probability distri-
butions from the simulations by showing that the probability that single-peaked
equilibria exist is small. Table 5.1 depicts the lower bound probabilities for the
non-existence of single-peaked equilibria P(K) and running times for a selec-
tion of means and standard deviations . The probability that no equilibrium
exists P(K) has been calculated analogously to Example 9. The probability p
that a voter is open-minded, is calculated according to Equation 5.3, where the
density is given by the normal distribution with mean and standard devia-
tion  stipulated in Table 5.1. The first two profiles (‘ED-...005’, ‘ED-...0096")
contain three alternatives, thus b-J-c = 1. For the means and standard devi-
ations depicted in Table 5.1, the running time is relatively large. We believe
that the large running times are due to a large number of independent sets
(for one test run there were 260,493,280 many independent sets which had to

000 00 0000 00 0000000 00000 O 000000000 00 p 000 OO0 000 000000000 0 0000000 0000000 ¢ 000
000 00000 KO 000 D000t P(K) ¢l J0 0000 00000 DO0b0innoD 000 pl 000000 00 00 DO 00000
00000 00 pl OO00C 00 0000 bI00o 00 [o0oboo boooo 0Oo tobino 0o 0ot ObooOoooid boo - 0o ooo
000000 Dioooiboootn 000 0hoOomn U 00 0000 0o 00 00O 0000 bo0o 0o fiobiniboobod 0oomoono
00000 000 P(E) = 0:991 10 000 00000 [00O DODOO0o 0o oo 0oo 00 0Doiobioooo DoOo p < 0:831
00000 000 Oiooiiooniot 0000 Dopomo [0 p < 0:837 000 0000 00 00 0I00moobiobon oomiooo 0mo o
00000I00D 0o 0o oCoo boOo 0hOoboooo 0ono boio 0oubibon 000obooo boooo Ob [0hoooooot [o0iooo0n
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Profile ‘ ‘ ‘ p ‘ P(K) ‘Running Time

1 |0.25 0.5 0:9999 >30min
ED-...005 | 1 0.5 0.5 0:9999 >30min
1.5] 0.5 0.8413 0.9844 10min
1 |0.25 0.5 0:9999 >30min
ED-...096 | 1 0.5 0.5 0:9999 >30min
1.5] 0.5 0.8413 0.9971 10min
2 1 0.25 | 3.167e-05 1 >30min
2 0.5 0.0228 0:9999 >30min
ED-...140 2.510.25 0.0228 0:9999 >30min
251 0.5 0.1587 0.9992 >30min
3 | 0.25 0.5 0.8712 14min
2 1 0.25 | 3.167e-05 0:9999 >30min
2 0.5 0.0228 0.9767 >30min
ED-...160 2.5 | 0.25 0.0228 0.9767 >30min
251 0.5 0.1587 0.8135 >30min
3 1 0.25 0.5 0.2539 11min

Table 5.1: Running times, probability p that a voter is open-minded, and P (K)
for the complete profiles depending on the mean and standard deviation. Ex-

periments were run on a MacBook Pro with 2 GHz Quad-Core Intel Core i5,
16Gb Ram, running MacOS Big Sur 11.6.

be checked for absorbance and single-peakedness for =1, = 0:5). Fortu-
nately, the probabilities P(K) are large as well, and we can discard simulations
for these values since the probability that single-peaked equilibria exist is very
small. The same argument holds for the profile ‘ED-...1407, where b-J-¢c = 3.
For the profile ‘ED-...160" the red values in Table 5.1 pose a problem, since
the running time is large while the probability P(K) is not sufficiently large
to discard this mean-standard deviation combination. We therefore exclude all
means and standard deviations with large running times based on the the large
probability that single-peaked equilibria do not exist. The parameters chosen
are as follows:

o ED-...05: 100 runs for 2 f1:75;2:0;2:5g and 2 f0:25;0:59, and = 1:5
with = 0:25

o ED-...96: 100 runs for 2 f1:75;2:0;2:59 and 2 f0:25;0:5g
o ED-...140: 100 runs for 2 ¥3:0;3:5;4:0;5:09 and 2 0:25;0:59
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e ED-...160: 100 runs for 2 f3:0;3:5;4:0;5:09 and 2 f0:25;0:5¢, and
2 13:5;4:0;5:0g with = 1:0

5.2.4 Hypotheses

We expect that the delegation threshold of b-§-¢ materializes as an important
value once again. Since in this chapter the delegation thresholds are subject to
randomness, we first formulate a probabilistic variant of previous results. Like
before, in a delegation structure hG;P; i denote by p the probability that a
voter i is open-minded, i.e. ; -, according to ; N( ; 2),

Hypothesis 5.1. As p increases, the number of single-peaked equilibria, as well
as the probability that single-peaked equilibria exist, increases.

The following two hypothesis concern the role of the mean and the standard
deviation.

Hypothesis 5.2. If b-5-c, the likelihood that single-peaked equilibria exist
is small.

For the case where > b-J-c, we expect the standard deviation to play an im-
portant role. As an elucidating example, suppose = b-2-c+1. If the standard
deviation is very small, most of the probability mass of N ( ; ?2) lies above b-2-c,
and we expect that single-peaked equilibria exist. However, if is large, a sub-
stantial part of the probability mass is located below b-3-c, resulting in a lower
likelihood for the existence of single-peaked equilibria. It will be interesting to
see if we can quantify an upper bound for based on

Hypothesis 5.3. If > b-J-c, the likelihood that single-peaked equilibria exist
depends on

o If issmall, the likelihood that single-peaked equilibria exist is large.
o If s large, likelihood that single-peaked equilibria exist is small.

Finally, we return to the question of the cardinality of single-peaked equilibria.
We expect analogous results to Chapter 4. In line with the conjecture that
for delegation structures with thresholds larger than b-J-c, the cardinality of
single-peaked equilibria is bounded from above by two (Conjecture 1), our final
hypothesis is as follows.

Hypothesis 5.4. If b-2-c, the cardinality of single-peaked equilibria is
bounded from above by two.
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Figure 5.1: Mean (top row) and existence probability (bottom row) for pro-
files ‘ED-00004-...005" (left), ‘ED-00004-...160" (middle), and ‘ED-00009-...002’
(right).

5.3 Results

Hypothesis 5.1

The hypothesis that an increase in the probability that an individual voter has a
delegation thresholds larger than b-3-c is positively correlated to (i) the number
of and (ii) existence probability for single-peaked equilibria can only be partially
confirmed. As can be seen in Figure 5.1, such a trend exists. However, only
two of the graphs are monotonically increasing (top left and bottom middle
of Figure 5.1). Especially for the profile ‘ED-00009-...002’ containing seven
alternatives, many ‘jumps’ can be observed. The probability p seems to be an
important but not decisive factor.

Hypothesis 5.2 & 5.3

Hypothesis 5.2 stated that the likelihood for single-peaked equilibria is low if
the mean is smaller than b-J-c. For the profiles containing three and four al-
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Figure 5.2: Each cell represents a combination of the mean  and standard
deviation . The colour of the cells depicts the probability that a single-peaked
equilibrium exists. The two white cells in the top row have not been calculated,
and do not contain values.

ternatives, we did not run the Monte Carlo simulation for < b-5-c. However,
as we can see in Figure 5.2.b the probability is zero for = b-g-c = 3. To-
gether with the probabilistic argument in Section 5.2.3 the evidence confirms
the hypothesis for three and four alternatives. Note that b-5-c = 18 for profile
‘ED-00009-...001", and b-3-¢ = 10 for ‘ED-00009-...002". In Figure 5.2 it can be
seen that =18, and = 10 respectively, mark crucial thresholds for the exis-
tence of single-peaked equilibria. For values smaller than these, the probability
is very low. We consider Hypothesis 5.2 therefore to be confirmed.
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Hypothesis 5.3 can also be confirmed by Figure 5.2. Consider especially
subfigures (c) and (d). If > b--c, the standard deviation plays a crucial
role. For values of close to the threshold b-5-c, a large standard deviation
impacts the probability negatively. This impact decreases as increases. For
large , it is almost always certain that single-peaked equilibria exist. This is
unsurprising, since we have seen that single-peaked equilibria exist if all voters
have a delegation threshold larger than b-3-c.

Hypothesis 5.4

We cannot confirm Hypothesis 5.4 as the cardinality of single-peaked kernels is
not bounded from above by two as we can see in Figure 5.3. Rather unsurpris-
ingly, the profiles containing three or four alternatives do not admit singletons
as single-peaked equilibria. As these profiles contain all possible strict linear
orders (complete domain), this would require delegation thresholds close to the
maximal threshold o, for many voters. As the likelihood is small for this to hap-
pen, no single-peaked equilibria of size one exist. The opposite is the cases for
the profiles containing seven and nine alternatives. The vast majority of single-
peaked equilibria are singletons (note the logarithmic scale in Figure 5.3). Since
these profiles only contain a small number of preferences with respect to the
total number of possible preferences (incomplete domain), and the maximal dis-
tance between any two preferences is with 27 and 15 respectively significantly
smaller than the maximal possible Kendall tau distance (36 and 21 respectively),
the property of independence between more than one or two voters is more eas-
ily violated. For these profiles, the maximal size of single-peaked equilibria is
indeed two, as claimed in the hypothesis.

However, this maximal size does not hold up for the profiles with three and
four alternatives (left and middle of Figure 5.3). As we draw the delegation
thresholds randomly, the possibility that voters are associated with thresholds
smaller than b-J-c remains. We checked the delegation thresholds of the voters
of all single-peaked equilibria larger than two, and found that at most one
voter has a delegation thresholds larger than b-J-c. While we cannot confirm
Hypothesis 5.3, Conjecture 1 is not affected.
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Figure 5.3: Size of single-peaked equilibria for profiles ‘ED-00004-...005’, ‘ED-
00004-...140°, ‘ED-00009-...001" (top row), and ‘ED-00004-...096’, ‘ED-00004-
...160°, ‘ED-00009-...002" (top row). The profiles underneath each other are
comparable (either same size, or similar structure).

5.4 Discussion

We have investigated the effect of heterogeneous thresholds on profiles with a
complete domain, and on profiles with relatively small domains. For all pro-
files we can establish b-5-c as an important mark for heterogeneous delegation
thresholds. The Monte Carlo simulation was based on the normal distribution,
and we found that the likelihood that single-peaked equilibria exist is strongly
dependent on the mean . Interestingly, neither the mean alone nor the proba-
bility p that an individual threshold is larger than b-3-c, are fine-grained enough
to capture the existence of single-peaked equilibria. If the probability p were
fine-grained enough, we could—arguably—extend the results to any distribu-
tion. But we have seen that the standard deviation plays a decisive role which
cannot be captured by p alone. With the following example we propose that
the likelihood that voters with particularly small delegation thresholds exist is
a critical notion.

Example 10. For the profile ‘ED-00009-...002’, the probability p equals 0.75 for
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both N (11;1:5?) and N (13; 4:5%) (colored in blue and red respectively
in the graph below). However, the likelihood that a single-peaked equilibrium
exists, is with 0.54 significantly larger for the former distribution than for the
latter, for which no single-equilibria have been observed.

— W11, 0:15
0.25 u:14, o: 4.5
0.20
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=
&
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0.05 4 j
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Rho

Our explanation for this difference is the area colored in yellow in the graph. The
likelihood that a delegation threshold is significantly smaller than b-J-¢c = 10,
is larger for the distribution with a larger standard deviation. These voters are
more likely to not delegate to anyone, and consequently prevent the existence
of single-peaked equilibria. 4

In conclusion, the delegation threshold b-J-c is important but on its own not
decisive. The binary distinction between opinionated and open-minded voters is
not sufficiently fine-grained for heterogeneous thresholds as Example 10 showed.
A further distinction within the category of opinionated voters seems to be
necessary, in order to provide a full account for the existence of single-peaked
equilibria in delegation structures with heterogenous thresholds. One may want
to introduce the notion of stubborn voters which have a very small delegation
threshold. A more precise definition, and experiments concerning the necessity
of this notion remain future work."
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

In this thesis we investigated under which conditions liquid democracy guar-
antees the existence of single-peaked electorates. Liquid democracy provides
voters with the opportunity to delegate votes. Consequently, not every voter
submits their ballot—this would be direct democracy—but only a subset of vot-
ers, those which choose not delegate their vote (the electorate). Single-peaked
electorates are particularly interesting since they guarantee problem-free ag-
gregation of individual preferences into a collective choice. In particular, the
aggregation problem (Condorcet’s paradox, and the threat of dictatorship and
manipulation) is avoided if the electorate is single-peaked. We identified con-
ditions under which liquid democracy generates single-peaked electorates out
of a non-single-peaked society, thus guaranteeing problem-free aggregation of
preferences.

To the framework of Escoffier et al. (2020) which analyzes stable electorates—
called equilibria—we added the condition of single-peakedness, and investigated
delegations induced by the Kendall tau distance. Besides a preference, each
voter is associated with a delegation threshold. Each agent is willing to delegate
to anyone closer, and not willing to delegate to anyone with a distance larger
than this threshold. Throughout the thesis one delegation threshold manifested
itself as a crucial condition for the existence of single-peaked equilibria: half of
the maximal Kendall tau distance. We called voters with a smaller threshold
opinionated, and with a larger threshold open-minded.

In Chapter 3 we formally introduced the concept of delegation structures
hG;P; 1, and proved under the assumptions of completeness of the social net-
work G, completeness of the preference domain D(P ), and homogeneity of the
delegation thresholds , that voters ought to be open-minded for single-peaked
equilibria to exist. In other words, if voters are opinionated liquid democ-
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racy never generates single-peaked equilibria under these assumptions. Unfor-
tunately, an open-minded society is a strong requirement, at least depending
on the setting and topic. In the political sphere we can readily label this re-
quirement as impossible. In more private settings, choosing a restaurant for
example, this requirement is possibly more realistic. However, not only the
open-mindedness of voters, but also the three assumptions on the delegation
structure are strong. In Chapter 4 we relaxed the complete domain assump-
tion, and established that the distinction between open-minded and opinionated
voters upholds even in small profiles. Computationally validated for profiles of
ballot size up to five, we argue that the results extend to larger ballot sizes.
Leaving the synthetic scenery of Chapters 3 and 4, we performed a Monte Carlo
simulation on real life data. To make the simulation as realistic as possible, we
dropped the assumption of the homogeneity of the delegation thresholds, and
assumed that delegation thresholds are normally distributed. In this setting the
distinction between open-minded and opionated voters once again draws the line
between the existence and non-existence of single-peaked equilibria. We have
seen, however, that this threshold is not decisive on its own, and the general
structure of the distribution plays an important role (standard deviation, pos-
sible multiple peaks).

Allin all, can liquid democracy guarantee problem-free aggregation by bring-
ing about single-peaked (stable) electorates? While the following conclusion
does not hold with absolute certainty, this work essentially provides a ‘charac-
terization’ for the existence of single-peaked, stable electorates:

Conclusion. For a delegation structure hG;P; 1, if the social network G is
complete, liquid democracy guarantees single-peaked, stable electorates if and
only if the society is (relatively) open-minded.

An open-minded society is generally a rather strong requirement, or at least
topic sensitive. The importance of topic sensitivity is exemplified in the ex-
ample of strangers discussing politic, where open-minded voters seem unlikely,
compared to friends agreeing on a restaurant, assuming the friend group is more
willing to compromise.

Besides the—arguably unrealistic—requirement of an open-minded society,
our work undermines a further point of what liquid democracy set out to do.
If liquid democracy is motivated by increasing democratic participation, the
aggregation of all voting power into the hands of only a few voters has the
contrary effect. In all chapters we have seen that an electorate size of larger
than two is either unlikely, or impossible. This underpins doubts raised against
liquid democracy by Golz et al. (2018), and empirically confirmed by Kling
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et al. (2015). This work furthermore undermines hopes that liquid democracy
increases the willingness to compromise. Not only does a single-peaked equi-
librium only contain at most two voters (in most cases), these two voters have
drastically different if not completely opposite preferences. Instead of deliber-
ating effects, liquid democracy thus seems to have polarizing effects.

There is a final remark to be made, which we did not touch on before. The
distinction between open-minded and opinionated voters only makes sense in
a society where at least some voters have different opinions. If the maximal
distance between any two voters is at most b-J-c, the distinction looses its
meaning, since an open-minded voter would be willing to delegate to any other
voter. We purposely selected the real life data in Chapter 5 to exclude this
case, however were not concerned with this in Chapter 4. A further point
of investigation would thus include the distinction between homogeneous and
heterogeneous opinions within the society.

Future Work

The most natural continuation of this work considers a generalization on the so-
cial network of a delegation structure hG; P ; 1. In Chapter 3 we made assump-
tions on all three constituents of a delegation structure, dropped the assumption
on the profiles P in Chapter 4, and finally dropped the assumption on delega-
tion thresholds in Chapter 5. Since we assumed the social network G to be
complete in all chapters, it is natural to analyze the impact of different graph
structures of the social network. If G is the delegation acceptability graph
constructed under the complete social network, and G is some restriction of
the social network, the final delegation acceptability digraph to be investigated
for single-peaked equilibria is G\ G . There are multiple ways for an analysis.
Firstly, one can look for analytical results for trees, stars, and various other
common graph structures. If this turns out to be an unfruitful investigation,
a Monte Carlo simulation once again is of help. In line with the proceeding in
Chapter 4, one could delete edges between voters, instead of vertices. The dele-
tion of an edge thus restricts the range of admissible delegations for individual
voters.

In this work we made an assumption that poses some conceptual problems:
Each voter is associated with a strict linear order. If everyone knows their
preferences, and the preferences are complete, the question arises why anyone
would delegate. Delegations are more likely to happen if voters are uncertain
about their own preferences. One way to model this scenario would be via
incomplete preferences. A voter might know that they prefer alternative a over
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b, but does not have an opinion on alternatives .

Furthermore, the Kendall tau distance is by far not the only distance mea-
sure. The Cayley distance (Diaconis, 1988), for example, is given by the min-
imum number of (not necessarily adjacent) transpositions of any pair of alter-
natives. The Hamming (Diaconis, 1988) and Duddy—Piggins distances (Duddy
and Piggins, 2011) are further examples. More creative distance measures can
be introduced. The notion of a distance measure could be furthermore extended
by sociological factors like trust. Two voters with drastically different prefer-
ences might be willing to delegate to each other since they trust each other.
This could be mathematically cashed out by introducing a factor by which, for
example, the Kendall tau distance between two voters 1; J is multiplied.

dist(i;j) = trust(i:j) (i ;)

Finally, it is worthwhile to note that single-peakedness is not the only domain
restriction that avoids the aggregation problem. While we conclude this work
with rather negative results for liquid democracy concerning single-peaked elec-
torates, different properties are possibly generated through the same delegation
mechanisms.

85



Appendix A

Graphs

A.1 Chapter 4: Robustness of Data

Figure A.1 depicts the boxplot (left) and selected distribution of number of
single-peaked kernels (right) for m = 4. Note that in subfigures (b), and (c) the
minimal and maximal values (whiskers) are spread farther apart as well as more
‘outliers’” can be noted than in subfigure (a).” This can be explained through
through the fact that there are significantly more distinct deletion sequences
if we delete 12 or 15 voters compared to 5 voters. For 12 deletions there are

2% =2,704;156, for 15 there are 3; = 1;307;504, and for 5 there are merely

24 = 42;504 distinct deletion sequences. Since distinct deletion sequences
lead to distinct profiles, it is not surprising that the larger variety in profiles
leads to a larger variety in the maximum and minimum number of single-peaked
kernels. Interestingly, the interquartile range (the ‘box’), i.e. the range between
first and third quartile, does not increase significantly. We take these boxplots
to be evidence for the robustness of the data.

In subfigures (b), (d), and (f) we additionally plotted the number of single-
peaked kernels against their occurrences. In particular, the subfigure (b) is a
closer analysis for parameter ‘Rho3’ (red box) in subfigure (a). In all subfigures
we can see that the single-peaked kernels are roughly normally distributed. We
suggest that this is further evidence for the representativeness of the data.
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