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Abstract— Preferences, fundamental in all forms of strategic
behavior and collective decision-making, in their raw form,
are an abstract ordering on a set of alternatives. Agents, we
assume, revise their preferences as they gain more information
about other agents. Exploiting the ordered algebraic structure
of preferences, we introduce a message-passing algorithm for
heterogeneous agents distributed over a network to update
their preferences based on aggregations of the preferences of
their neighbors in a graph. We demonstrate the existence of
equilibrium points of the resulting global dynamical system
of local preference updates and provide a sufficient condition
for trajectories to converge to equilibria: stable preferences.
Finally, we present numerical simulations demonstrating our
preliminary results.

I. INTRODUCTION

When agents or teams of agents in multi-agent systems
are responsible for unilateral decision making, a number of
feasible options are ranked based on independent information
sources as well as the biases of agents. When there is
not enough information or time to adequately compare all
feasible options, a decision dilemma ensues [1]. In this
paper, we design a decentralized mechanism for multi-agent
systems to locally share preferences in order to augment
each agent’s independent decision-making capabilities and,
when possible, avoid operational paralysis. As our main
contribution, we introduce and offer a qualified solution to
the preference dynamics problem which asks how preferences
of agents evolve as they gather information and interact with
other agents. This challenge is distinguished from the social
choice problem, to design (centralized) preference-aggregation
mechanisms that satisfy criteria such as fairness or resistance
to strategic manipulation (for instance, see [2]).

In their traditional use in economics and social science,
preferences are commonly associated with subjective taste.
Here, we take the liberty to extend the notion of prefer-
ence to arbitrary decision-making contexts, ranging from
reinforcement learning (RL) [3] to games [4] to language
models [5]. Formally, a preference relation is a relative
ordering on a set of alternatives (i.e. possible choices or
options). While preference relations represented by utility
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functions1(which is in itself a strong assumption since even
complete preferences can be unrepresentable [6]) come with
a slew of analytical techniques and computational algorithms,
e.g. a Nash equilibrium, raw preference relations have no such
exploitable analytical structure. To analyze raw preference
relations, in this paper we resort to algebraic techniques,
rather than analytic, posing a new set of challenges. However,
our primary motivation for avoiding utility theory is that time-
variant utility functions cannot capture preference formation
since cardinal or ordinal utilities necessarily compare every
alternative. Moreover, the distinction between indifference
and indecisiveness, i.e., the agent has not made up its mind or
faced a choice [7], is captured by incomplete preference rela-
tions and not utility functions, although extended preferences
are another approach here [8].

We propose an entirely new methodology that relies
on imposing an information order on preference relations
(Section III) to reason about incomplete preferences which,
also, is capable of modeling preference change (Section IV).
Mechanisms of preference change include revision, contradic-
tion, as well as addition and subtraction of alternatives [9]. Our
message-passing model of preference dynamics, based on the
algebraic lattice structure of preference relations, incorporates
elements of both revision (the join operation) and contra-
dictions (the meet operation). Avoiding the philosophical
question as to whether preference can in fact change (see
[10]), our preference dynamics model can be viewed as a
process for how preferences are formed in the first place as
new information is revealed. The “true” preferences of agents,
then, are, perhaps, those that are stable: they are equilibrium
points in a preference dynamical system. We characterize the
stable preferences and discuss sufficient conditions for when
they are computable (Section V).

Closely related to the preference dynamics problem
considered here are recent efforts on consensus [11] and
synchronization [12] using lattice orders. Other works have
used lattice theory to model preferences [13], although the
lattice structure they introduce is different from ours. Several
authors have studied aggregation or consensus on lattices
[14], [15], and there is a corpus of literature addressing the
design of preference-aggregation mechanisms, originating
with [16], but, to our knowledge, none of these works have
approached the problem of preference dynamics from either
a decentralized or algebraic point-of-view, both of which we
do here. The several efforts to formalize classical consensus

1A preference relation ≿ is representable by a utility function u if u(a) ⩾
u(b) if and only if a ≿ b.
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algorithms with lattice theory [17], motivated by data science
[18] and distributed systems [19], are restricted to interaction
graphs with a complete or star topology.

Our treatment of preference dynamics is also closely related
to opinion dynamics (see [20] for a survey), originating
with [21]. Opinions are typically framed as numeric rep-
resentations of likes or dislikes, versus preferences which
depict comparisons. Several of the mechanisms for preference
change we discuss (Section IV) have analogues in opinion
dynamics including lying, exaggerating, or downplaying [22],
stubbornness [23], incorporating a notion of confidence in
other agents’ opinions [24], [25], and confirmation bias [26].

II. PROBLEM DEFINITION

Suppose agents are collected in a finite set N =
{1, 2, . . . , N} and interact with other agents through a fixed
undirected graph G = (N , E). The set E ⊆ N × N is the
set of edges of the graph, (i, j) ∈ E if Agent i and Agent j
interact. For i ∈ N , let Ni = {j : (i, j) ∈ E} denote the
set of neighbors. Agents form preferences over a fixed set of
alternatives, denoted by A. The set of all feasible preference
relations over a fixed set of alternatives A is denoted by
Pre(A). Preference relations (elements) in the set Pre(A) are
denoted by a ≿i b (instead of as an ordered pair) and indexed
by each agent i ∈ N . Thus, the expression a ≿i b conveys
the meaning that Agent i prefers Alternative a to Alternative
b. We say that an agent is indifferent between two alternatives,
written a ∼i b, if both a ≿i b and b ≿i a hold. We assume
that agents’ preferences satisfy the following minimal axioms.

Assumption 1 (Reflexivity): The preference ≿i satisfies
a ≿i a for all a ∈ A and for all i ∈ N .

Assumption 2 (Transitivity): For all i ∈ N and for all
a, b, c ∈ A such that a ≿i b and b ≿i c, it is necessarily true
that also a ≿i c.

Irreflexive preferences are said to be strict while reflex-
ive preferences are weak. One can always obtain a strict
preference from a weak preference by defining a ≻i b if
and only a ≽i b and b ̸≽i a. Intransitive preferences are
inconsistent. We recall from the introduction that we do not
assume preferences are complete, i.e., we do not assume
for all a, b ∈ A, a ≿i b or b ≿i a. Thus, an agent may be
indecisive, perhaps making comparisons between alternatives
with limited information.

A. Preference Dynamics

Let π = (≿1,≿2, . . . ,≿N ) be a tuple of preference rela-
tions indexed by each agent, called a preference profile. We
study how a preference profile changes based on interactions
between agents. If J ⊆ N is a group of agents, we let πJ be
the preference profile restricted the indices in J ; in particular,
if J = {j}, πj is simply ≿j . Agents update their preferences
iteratively at discrete time instants t = 0, 1, 2, . . . according
to coupled dynamics

πi(t+ 1) = Fi

(
π(t)

)
πi(0) = πi,0

, i ∈ N (1)

where Fi :
∏

i∈N Pre(A) → Pre(A).

The first problem we address in this paper is modeling
preference dynamics over a graph. Unlike opinion dynamics,
in which standard dynamical systems theory can model how
likes and dislikes on topics change over time, preference
dynamics requires some level of algebraic sophistication.
Thus, notions of structure-preserving maps as well as binary
operations on preference relations are introduced with no
assumed background (Section III). At the same time, if we
suppose that agents update their preferences according to the
dynamics in (1), we also study the class of maps Fi that
preserve the structure of preferences and model the process of
preference revision. Specifically, in designing Fi, we focus on
several aspects of preference change including agents having
different “personalities” informing how they communicate,
aggregate, and update preferences, agents fairly incorporating
new comparisons into their preferences given a high enough
level of consensus, all the while maintaining the consistency
(transitivity) of their own preferences.

The second problem we address is a computational one.
Specifically, assuming that preferences evolve according to
the coupled dynamical system (1) and the iterative maps
Fi are known, we analyze the existence of equilibrium
points and discuss ways to compute them. Moreover, we
provide sufficient conditions for the dynamics to converge to
an equilibrium point. We interpret these equilibrium points
as stable preference profiles under a model of preference
dynamics.

III. PREFERENCE LATTICES

In this section, we show that the set of preferences on
a fixed set of alternatives satisfying Assumption 1-2 is an
algebraic structure known as a lattice (e.g. see [27]). We, then,
interpret the meaning of the binary operations of the lattice,
called meet and join, as two ways for agents to amalgamate
preferences. But first, we present some rudimentary material
about lattices, starting with even more general binary relations.

A. Preorders & Partial Orders

A preorder is a set P with a relation ≾ satisfying the
axioms of transitivity and reflexivity. Preferences, we assume,
are preorders, and we will use both terms interchangeably
throughout this paper. A partial order is a preorder, with
the order relation usually written ≼, satisfying a third axiom:
if π1 ≼ π2 and π2 ≼ π1, then π1 = π2. Note, we do not
assume preferences satisfy this third axiom, because agents
can be indifferent between two alternatives. In partial orders,
however, we conveniently write π1 ≺ π2 whenever π1 ≼ π2,
but π2 ̸≼ π1.

We consider several types of maps between ordered sets.
A map f : P → Q between partial orders is monotone if
π1 ≼P π2 implies f(π1) ≼Q f(π2). A map f : P → P is
inflationary if f(π) ≽ π for all π ∈ P , and deflationary if
f(π) ≼ π for all π ∈ P . Note, inflationary or deflationary
functions are not necessarily monotone. Cartesian products of
partial orders P1×P2×· · ·×PN yield a partial order called
the product order: (π1, π2, . . . , πN ) ≼ (π′

1, π
′
2, . . . , π

′
N ) if

and only if πi ≼ π′
i for all i = 1, 2, . . . , N .



B. Lattices
Lattices are partial orders with a rich algebraic structure

given by two merging operations called “meet” and “join.”
Definition 1 (Lattices): A lattice is a partial order (L,≼)

such that, for any two elements π1, π2 ∈ L, the operations

π1 ∧ π2 = max{π ∈ L : π ≼ π1, π ≼ π2},
π1 ∨ π2 = min{π ∈ L : π ≽ π1, π ≽ π2},

called meet (greatest lower bound) and join (least upper
bound), exist.

We recall a set of properties that characterize lattices as
ordered algebraic structures.

Lemma 1: Suppose (L,≼) is a lattice. Then, ∧,∨ : L ×
L → L satisfy the following:

(i) commutativity, i.e., π1∧π2 = π2∧π1, π1∨π2 = π2∨π1;
(ii) associativity, i.e., π1 ∧ (π2 ∧ π3) = (π1 ∧ π2) ∧ π3, etc.;

(iii) idempotence, i.e., π ∧ π = π ∨ π = π;
(iv) absorption, i.e., π1 ∨ (π1 ∧ π2) = π1 ∧ (π1 ∨ π2) = π1;
(v) monotonicity, i.e., ∨ and ∧ are monotone in both

arguments.
Proof: See [28, §I.5 Lemma 1, §I.5 Lemma 3].

For lattices that are not finite, there is a distinction between
the existence of binary meets and joins versus arbitrary
meets and joins. Given {xj}j∈J ⊆ L, a lattice is complete
if

∧
j∈J πj = max{π ∈ L : π ≼ πj ∀j ∈ J} and∨

j∈J πj = min{π ∈ L : π ≽ πj ∀j ∈ J} exist. In particular,∧
∅ = ⊤, the maximum element, and

∨
∅ = ⊥, the minimum

element. By the obvious induction argument, finite lattices
are complete.

C. The Information Order
As discussed in Section II, let Pre(A) denote the set of

preorders over a ground set A, called preference relations.
We equip Pre(A) with the partial order inherited from the
inclusion order on the powerset of A×A, which we call the
information order. Let π1, π2 ∈ Pre(A). We write π1 ≼ π2
if π1 is contained in π2 as subsets of A×A. The minimum
element in the information order is the preference relation,
written ϵ, defined a ≿ a for all a ∈ A. An agent with
this preference relation has not compared any alternatives.
The maximum element, written ι, in the information order
satisfies a ≿ b for all pairs (a, b) ∈ A×A. An agent with this
preference relation is indifferent between any two alternatives.
The information order extends to preference profiles via the
product. Suppose π,π′ ∈

∏
i∈N Pre(A). Then, in abuse of

notation, we write π ≼ π′ if πi ≼ π′
i for every i ∈ N .

Preference relations satisfying Assumption 1 and 2 can be
obtained from arbitrary binary relations via a unary operation.
Suppose π1, π2 ⊆ A×A are arbitrary binary relations. Then,
π2 ◦ π1 = {(a, b) ∈ A×A : ∃c, (a, c) ∈ π1, (c, b) ∈ π2} is
a preference relation that is the composition of π1 and π2.

Definition 2 (Transitive Closure): Suppose π ⊆ A × A.
The transitive closure of π is the preference relation π⋆ =⋃∞

p=1 π
◦k, where π◦k =

k︷ ︸︸ ︷
π ◦ π · · · ◦ π. The transitive-reflexive

closure of π is the preference relation π+ = (π ∪ ϵ)⋆.

It follows that if π is an arbitrary binary relation on A, then
π+ is the smallest (transitive-reflexive) preference relation
on A containing π; see, for instance, [27, Theorem 1.17].

D. Meets & Joins of Preferences

The transitive closure as well as the union and intersection
of preference relations are enough to specify the structure of
a lattice.

Theorem 1: (Pre(A),≽) is a complete lattice with meets
and joins given by the following∧

j∈J

πj =
⋂
j∈J

πj ,
∨
j∈J

πj =

(⋃
j∈J

πj

)+

. (2)

Proof: See Appendix.
We now interpret the meet and join operations of the

information order. A preference a ≿ b is in the meet π1 ∧ π2
if and only if it is in both π1 and π2. Thus, the meet of two
preference relations constitutes a consensus between them.
The join is somewhat more subtle. For one, π1 ∨ π2 is the
smallest transitive-reflexive relation containing π1 ∪ π2. In
case that A is finite, another interpretation exacts what it
means for a pair-wise comparison to be in the join of two
preference relations.

Proposition 1: Suppose A is finite, and suppose π1, π2 ∈
Pre(A). Then, (a ≿ b) ∈ π1 ∨ π2 if and only if either, (i)
(a ≿ b) ∈ π1 ∪ π2, or, (ii) there exist a chain

a = c0 ≿j1 c1 ≿j2 · · · ≿ℓ−1 cjℓ−1
≿jℓ cℓ = b (3)

such that (cm−1 ≿jm cm) ∈ π1∆π2, the symmetric differ-
ence of π1 and π2.

Proof: Follows from Definition 2 and Theorem 1.

IV. PREFERENCE DYNAMICS
In this section, we introduce a preference dynamics

model in a general message-passing framework and discuss
particular cases that exploit the meet and join operation of
the information order. We demonstrate a specific case of our
model in Section VI.

A. A Message-Passing Model
We model how agents update their preferences during

every round of interactions via a message-passing algorithm.
The algorithm follows a familiar gather-scatter paradigm,
commonly seen in graph machine learning [29], [30]. Agents
send messages (also preference relations) to their neighbors
in each round. Messages are generated by applying a function
ψi(πi, π̂) to the preference relation πi of the sending agent
and an estimate π̂ of the receiving agent’s preference relation.
Agents collect the messages (preference relations) that they
have received and aggregate them into a single preference
relation with a function Aggregatei(·). Finally, the agents
update their preference (Line 9) as a result of the aggregation
and their prior-held preference via a function φi(πi, ·). If
agents update preferences with full synchrony, the algorithm
is succinctly summarized by a map Fi in (1) of the form

Fi(π) = φi

(
πi,Aggregatei [ψj(πj , πi)]j∈Ni

)
. (4)



B. Discussion
For the remainder of this section, we discuss candidates

for the functions ψ,Aggregate(·), and φ, noting how various
personalities of agents affect the choice of functions. In
particular, we discuss functions that utilize the lattice structure
of the information order.

a) Messages: Message-passing algorithms (at least in
the context of graph neural networks [31]) have been com-
pared to diffusion processes. Message functions ψi(πi, πj)
that are invariant to the second argument are said to be
isotropic, otherwise anisotropic. In the isotropic case, if
ψi(πi) = πi, Agent i represents their preference faithfully
and communicates it to Agent j. Such agents can be
thought of as being honest. Dishonest isotropic agents may
misrepresent their true preferences with a non-trivial map
ψi : Pre(A) → Pre(A). In the opinion dynamics literature
[22], behaviors such as exaggerating opinions, restricting
the topics of discussion, or lying can be represented by
similar maps, e.g. a map ψi which reverses the relative
ordering of every pair of alternatives. In the anisotropic case,
agents represent their preferences as a result of feedback. For
instance, Agent i could mimic the preference of Agent j,
i.e. ψi(πi, πj) = πj , but more complex feedback mechanisms
are possible.

b) Aggregation: Aggregating preference relations ac-
curately is a significant challenge. Fortunately, the lattice
structure of the information order provides some reason-
able choices. In our message-passing framework, we sub-
index the neighbor set, i.e., Ni = {j1, j2, . . . , jn}. We
first consider some favorable properties of aggregation
functions. Suppose Aggregate(·) :

⋃N
n=1

∏
i∈N Pre(A) →

Pre(A) is an aggregation function sending an n-tuple of
preference relations to an aggregate preference relation,
Aggregate(πj1 , πj2 , . . . , πjn). We say Aggregate(·) satisfies
anonymity if for all n-tuples, Aggregate (πj1 , . . . , πjn) =
Aggregate

(
πσ(j1), . . . , πσ(jn)

)
for all permutations σ ∈ Σn,

unanimity if πj = πj′ = π for all j, j′ ∈ {j1, j2, . . . , jn}
implies Aggregate (πj1 , πj2 , . . . , πjn) = π, and r-middle if,
given 1 ⩽ r ⩽ n, the ordering πj1 ≼ · · · ≼ πjr ≼ · · · ≼
· · · ≼ πjn implies Aggregate (πj1 , . . . , πjn) = πjr .

We now propose a family of aggregation functions that
satisfies all three properties. We suppose agents have different
aggregation functions in this family, depending on the
characteristics of the agent.

Definition 3: Suppose r ⩾ 0. The r-median is the aggre-
gation function

Medianr (πj1 , πj2, . . . , πjn) =
∨

J⊆{1,2,...,n}
|J|⩾r

( ∧
m∈J

πjm

)
.

Proposition 2: Medianr(·) satisfies the axioms of
anonymity, unanimity, and r-middle.

Proof: For the first, the set {I ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , n} : |I| ⩾
r} is invariant under permutation. For the second, use the
idempotence property (Lemma 1). For the third, by anonymity,
we can, without loss of generality, write each J in the set
{I ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , n} : |I| ⩾ r} as {jm, jm+1, . . . , jm+r+1}.

Anonymity implies the order messages are received or
the identity of the sender has no bearing on the aggregate
preference, a notion of privacy and fairness, respectively.
Unanimity implies that if every agent has the same preference,
the aggregate should, surely, reflect this. Finally, the r-
middle condition implies, if a series of agents contain each
others preferences, meaning agents’ preferences differ only by
adding comparisons to the preference relation of an existing
agent, the aggregate preference will be the r-th preference.
In the following observation, the r-median can be interpreted
as a coalition-formation mechanism.

Proposition 3: Suppose A is finite. Then, a ≿ b is in
Medianr(πNi

) if and only if there exist a chain a = c0 ≿j1

c1 ≿j2 · · · ≿ℓ−1 cjℓ−1
≿jℓ cℓ = b and a federation of

neighbors into coalitions {Jm : |Jm| ⩾ r}ℓm=1 ⊆ Ni such
that (cm−1 ≿j cm) ∈ πj for all j ∈ Jm.

Proof: Follows from Proposition 1.
Thus, among agents in the neighbor set Ni, coalitions of

agents, which agree on a particular comparison, incorporate
that comparison into the aggregate preference relation. The
value of r is the threshold for constituting a “majority rule,”
the minimum number of agents needed to form a coalition.
If r is small, only a few agents need to come to a consensus
on a particular comparison. Similarly, an agent with large
r, requires a larger coalition of agents to reach consensus.
Agents, thus, have different values of r, depending on their
level of stubbornness. In the extremal cases, if r = n, then
the median is the join projection

∨n
m=1 πjm . On the other

hand, if r = 1, the median is the meet projection
∧n

m=1 πjm .
c) Updates: We examine four update functions which,

along with the a choice of ψ and Aggregate(·), re-
flect the personality of an agent. Suppose πagg =
Aggregatei [ψj(πj , πi)]j∈Ni

is the result of aggregating
messages. Then, an agent that is single-minded will not take
into account the preferences of neighbors, i.e., φi(πi, πagg) =
πi, the prior update rule. On the other hand, an agent
who is unusually open-minded might ignore their prior
preferences, i.e., φi(πi, πagg) = πagg, the posterior update
rule. The choice of meet or join for φ has interesting
implications as well. Suppose an agent is examining the
validity of a prior a ≿ b. If that comparison is in π, then
the meet update, i.e., φi(πi, πagg) = πi ∧ πagg, reflects a
confirmation bias. On the other hand, if an agent is to learn
new comparisons by observing other agents’ preferences, the
join, i.e., φi(πi, πagg) = πi ∨ πagg, models the process of
integrating a prior-held preference with new observations.

V. STABLE PREFERENCE PROFILES

Stable preference profiles are those fixed in the preference
dynamical system, e.g., the message-passing model in Section
IV. In this section, we study the structure of stable preferences
as well as provide sufficient conditions for when an initial
preference profile will converge to a stable preference profile.

Suppose F = (F1, F2, . . . , FN ) is given, i.e., F :∏
i∈N Pre(A) →

∏
i∈N Pre(A) is an arbitrary iterative map

sending preference profiles to preference profiles. The equi-
librium points of the resulting global preference dynamical



system

π(t+ 1) = F (π(t))

π(0) = π0

(5)

are collected in the following set SS = {π ∈
∏

i∈N Pre(A) :
F (π) = π}, precisely the fixed points of F .

A. Existence & Structure of Equilibrium Points
We constrain the function class of iterative maps F in

(5) to the class of monotone maps which, we argue, lend
themselves to modeling preference updates. Monotone maps
preserve the product information order on preference profiles.
A counterfactual interpretation is in order. If an agent were
to reveal more preferences not contradicting existing ones,
then the preference relation held in the next round would
only contain more comparisons than if the agent decided to
not reveal the additional preferences. The following lemma
discusses conditions under which the iterative maps F defined
in Section IV are monotone.

Lemma 2: Suppose, for each i ∈ N , the message-passing
map ψi is isotropic and monotone, and suppose the aggrega-
tion function Aggregatei(·) as well as the update function
φi are (evaluations of) lattice polynomials (see Appendix).
Then, the iterative map F = (F1, F2, . . . , FN ) defined by the
composition of these maps (4) is monotone.

Proof: Application of Lemma 4 (see Appendix) and the
fact that the composition and product of monotone functions
is monotone.

The usual approach to guarantee the existence of equi-
librium points in discrete-time systems is to guarantee the
existence of fixed points of the iterative map. However,
standard approaches to proving the existence of fixed points,
e.g., Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem, require, at a minimum,
continuity of the iterative map, which we do not have here.
The following fixed point theorem, due to Tarski [32] and
Knaster [33], guarantees the existence of fixed points without
continuity.

Lemma 3 (Tarski Fixed Point Theorem [34]): Suppose L
is a complete lattice and f : L → L is monotone. Then, the
fixed point set Fix(f) is a complete lattice.

Proof: See [27, Theorem 12.2].
The Tarski Fixed Point Theorem does more than guarantee

the existence of fixed points, including a minimum and
maximum fixed point which coincide precisely when there is
exactly one fixed point. It also sheds light on the structure of
the fixed points. We apply the Tarski Fixed Point Theorem to
characterize the equilibrium points of the preference dynamics
(5) with a monotone iterative map.

Theorem 2: Suppose π(t) evolves according to (5) with
iterative map F , and suppose F is monotone. Then, the
solutions SS form a complete lattice.

Proof: By Theorem 1, Pre(A) is complete. It follows
that

∏
i∈N Pre(A) is complete: the finite product of complete

lattices is complete. Apply Lemma 3.
In particular, Theorem 2, together with Lemma 2, implies

that the message-passing preference mechanisms discussed in
Section IV have stable preference profiles. Thus, equilibrium

points of preference dynamics exist, although are not, in gen-
eral, unique. However, by virtue of the fixed points forming
a lattice, there exist unique greatest and least equilibrium
points with respect to the product information order. The
greatest (resp. least) equilibrium point is the stable preference
profile with the most (resp. least) alternatives compared. More
generally, the meet and join of stable preference profiles exist:
if π,π′ are stable preference profiles, there is a largest stable
preference profile π ∧SS π′ contained by both π and π′.
There also exists a smallest stable preference profile π∨SSπ

′

containing both π and π′.

B. Convergence to Equilibrium Points
It is well-known that the standard proof of the Tarski Fixed

Point Theorem is “non-constructive” [35] in that it does not
explicitly produce a fixed point, only guarantees the existence
of a fixed point. Thus, Theorem 2 is only a result about the
existence and structure of stable preferences, not a method to
compute them. In the remainder of this section, we consider
iterative maps F which guarantee the convergence of π(0)
to some stable preference profile π ∈ SS. We say π(t)
converges in finite time to π if there exists t0 ⩾ 0 such that
π(t) = π for all t ⩾ t0. In the following two results, we
make the assumption that A is finite, although it is possible
(though technical) to also reason about convergence in the
case that A is not finite (for instance, see [27, Theorem 12.9]).

Theorem 3: Suppose π(t) evolves according to (5) with
iterative map F , suppose A is finite, and suppose F is
inflationary. Given an initial preference profile π(0) ∈∏

i∈N Pre(A), let π∗ =
∨

t⩾0 π(t). Then, π∗ ∈ SS, and
π(t) converges to π∗ in finite time.

Proof: Let π(0) ∈
∏

i∈N Pre(A), and suppose F (π) ≽
π for all π. In particular, F (π(0)) ≽ π(0), F (F (π(0))) ≽
F (π(0)), and so on. Thus, trajectories form an ascending
chain · · · ≽ F t (π(0)) ≽ · · · ≽ F (π(0)) ≽ π(0). Because∏

i∈N Pre(A) is a complete lattice, the quantity π∗ =∨
t⩾0 F

t (π(0)) exists. Because A is finite, and, thus, the
lattice

∏
i∈N Pre(A) is finite, π∗ ∈ {F t (π(0))}∞t=0, i.e., the

chain eventually terminates at π∗. Therefore, there exist
t0 ⩾ 0 such that F t0 (π(0)) = F t0+t (π(0)) = π∗ for all
t ⩾ t0 in the ascending chain above.

A similar argument and result holds for F deflationary.
In particular, the join (resp. meet) update, φ(π, πagg) =
π∨πagg (resp. φ(π, πagg) = π∧πagg) satisfies the inflationary
(resp. deflationary) condition locally. In general, if F is
inflationary, then, for all i ∈ N , πi(t + 1) contains every
comparison in πi(t). Thus, comparisons are added to each
agent’s preferences each round, but never removed. On the
other hand, if F is deflationary, comparisons are removed
from each agent’s preferences each round, but never added.
In future work, we want to relax the assumptions of Theorem
3 to encompass preference dynamics in which some agents
may add comparisons each round, while others may remove
them. VI. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we perform a simulation of the preference
dynamics model proposed in Section IV and validate our
theoretical findings in Section V. We measure the convergence



of preference profiles to equilibria using the Kendall tau
[36] (also known as the Kemeny-Snell-Bogart [37]) metric,
defined d(π1, π2) = #{(a, b) : (a ≿ b) ∈ π1, (b ≿ a) ∈ π2}
for preference relations π1, π2 ∈ Pre(A). This distance is a
measure of disagreement between two agents, where agents
are said to disagree if they hold opposite comparisons. Given
a preference profile π and a graph G = (N , E), consider the
quantity D(π) =

∑
(i,j)∈E d(πi, πj). Because the dynamical

system (5) resembles a diffusion process, we instill the term
Dirichlet energy to refer to the quantity D(·). The Dirichlet
energy quantifies the total disagreement between agents who
are connected in G.

A. Experimental Setup
Fixing the number of agents and neighbors of each

agent, we assign message ψ, aggregation Aggregate(·), and
update φ functions to every agent; we set φ and ψ to
be the same rule for every agent, but let Aggregate(·)
vary from agent to agent. We assume agents are truthful,
i.e., ψ(πi, πj) = πi, and we assume agents update via
the join operation, i.e., φ(πi, πagg) = πi ∨ πagg. We let
Aggregate(·) = Medianr(·), and, modeling agents with
different levels of stubbornness, assign different values of
r ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k} to agents randomly. Thus, the iterative
map in the global dynamics (5) is monotone and inflationary.
Next, we choose several initial preference profiles over the
alternative set A = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}. Each initial profile π(0) is
given by a choice of preference relation for each agent, which,
in turn, is produced by sampling possible edges, selecting each
a ≿ b with probability p, and discarding preference relations
that violate transitivity. Then, we randomly generate k-regular
graphs with nodes N = {1, 2, . . . , N} for several values of
k, using an algorithm introduced by [38]. We compute the
trajectories of the preference dynamics equation (5) for the
initial preference profiles we selected and, at every round
t = 0, . . . , tmax, we also compute the Kendall tau distance
d (πi(t), πj(t)) for every (i, j) ∈ E and the Dirichlet energy
D (π(t)).

B. Discussion of Results
We considered N = 20 agents and compared the con-

vergence of their preference profiles for various k-regular
graphs. As expected, every trajectory converged to a stable
preference profile (see Theorem 3). We make some addi-
tional observations. The Dirichlet energy, for each trajectory,
was non-decreasing, reflecting a greater or equal level of
disagreement each round. We were surprised that trajectories
tended to cluster into stable preference profiles with a similar
level of total disagreement. One possible explanation for
this could be that several profiles in the lattice of stable
profiles (see Theorem 1) have similar levels of Dirichlet
energy. We examine the emergent behavior of disagreement
more closely by comparing the Kendall tau distances between
connected agents in the initial profile π(0) versus the final
stable profile π(tmax). We display our results with a heat
map over the network (see Fig. 1). We observe, at least in this
example, that agents, who initially have some disagreement,
end up disagreeing more, while agents who don’t disagree

initially, never disagree. Hence, it appears, the dynamics make
disagreements more pronounced.

VII. CONCLUSION

We introduced a mathematical framework of lattice dynam-
ical systems on networks and used it to design and analyze a
preference dynamics model in which agents reject or accept
comparisons between alternatives in a majoritarian fashion.
The mechanism we introduced can lead to either dissensus or
consensus in the steady-state, depending on the distribution of
the r-values of agents which reflect their level of stubbornness.
In the future, we want to incorporate control inputs, e.g. agents
whose preferences can be controlled, into our model.
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APPENDIX

A. Lattice Polynomials
Given variables π1, π2, . . . , πn, a lattice polynomial p is a

term in the language π1, π2, . . . , πn | π ∧ π′ | π ∨ π′, i.e., an
expression formed by finite application of these symbols and
parentheses. Suppose L is lattice. Then, a lattice polynomial
p defines an evaluation map evp : Ln → L by substituting
an element of L into each variable of p.

Lemma 4: Suppose p is a lattice polynomial. Then,
evp(π1, π2, . . . , πn) is monotone in the product lattice Ln.

Proof: See [28, §II.5 Lemma 4].

B. Closure Operators & Systems
Suppose X is a set. A closure operator is a monotone,

inflationary map cl : 2X → 2X satisfying the additional
property: cl(cl(S)) = cl(S) for all S ⊆ X . A closure system
is a collection F = {Sα}α∈I of subsets of X such that⋂

α∈I′ Sα ∈ F for every subcollection F ′ = {Sα}α∈I′⊆I . It
follows that a closure system is a complete lattice, and there
is a correspondence between closure operators and closure
systems given by

cl 7→ Cl(X ) ≜ {S ⊆ X : cl(S) = S},

F 7→
(
cl : S 7→

⋂
{S′ ∈ F : S ⊆ S′}

)
.

(6)

Lemma 5: The correspondence in (6) are inverse bijections.
Furthermore, Cl(X ) is a complete lattice with the join and
meet operations for an arbitrary collection of subsets U ⊆
Cl(X ), ∨

Cl(X )

U = cl

(⋃
{S : S ∈ U}

)
,

∧
Cl(X )

U =
⋂

{S : S ∈ U}.
(7)

Proof: See [27, Theorem 3.7-3.8].

C. Proof of Theorem 1
We first show that the transitive-reflexive closure is a

closure operator on the set X = A×A.
Lemma 6: Suppose A is an arbitrary set. The transitive-

reflexive closure (Definition 2) of binary relations on A is a
closure operator.

Proof: Suppose π ⊆ A×A. Then, it is straightforward
to check π++ = π+, i.e., the transitive-reflexive closure of a
transitive-reflexive relation is transitive-reflexive, and π+ ⊇ π,
i.e., the transitive-reflexive closure of a relation contains the
relation. For monotonicity, it suffices to check that π1 ⊆ π2
implies π1 ◦ π1 ⊆ π2 ◦ π2.

Applying Lemma 5 and Lemma 6 yields our result.
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