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Abstract

We introduce a voting model and discuss the scale invariance in the mixing of candidates. The

Candidates are classified into two categories µ ∈ {0, 1} and are called as ‘binary’ candidates. There

are in total N = N0 +N1 candidates, and voters vote for them one by one. The probability that a

candidate gets a vote is proportional to the number of votes. The initial number of votes (‘seed’)

of a candidate µ is set to be sµ. After infinite counts of voting, the probability function of the

share of votes of the candidate µ obeys gamma distributions with the shape exponent sµ in the

thermodynamic limit Z0 = N1s1 + N0s0 → ∞. Between the cumulative functions {xµ} of binary

candidates, the power-law relation 1 − x1 ∼ (1 − x0)
α with the critical exponent α = s1/s0 holds

in the region 1 − x0, 1 − x1 << 1. In the double scaling limit (s1, s0) → (0, 0) and Z0 → ∞ with

s1/s0 = α fixed, the relation 1− x1 = (1− x0)
α holds exactly over the entire range 0 ≤ x0, x1 ≤ 1.

We study the data on horse races obtained from the Japan Racing Association for the period 1986

to 2006 and confirm scale invariance.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Scale-invariant behaviour has attracted considerable attention on account of its ubiquity

in natural and man-made phenomena [1]. Many possible candidate mechanisms that gives

rise to power-law distributions have been proposed thus far. The Yule process is a widely

applicable mechanism for generating power-law distributions [2]. Originally, it has been

proposed to explain why the distribution of the number of species in a genus, a family, or

any other taxonomic group follows a power law [3]. Now, it has found wide applications in

other areas [1, 4].

Consider the distribution of the number of species in a genus. We assume that a genus

with k species will gain new species at a rate proportional to k, since each of the k species

has the same chance per unit time of dividing into two. In addition, suppose that a new

species that belongs to a new genus is added once every m speciation events. We denote the

fraction of genera that has k species by pk,n, where n denotes the total number of genera.

By solving the master equation for pk,n in the limit n → ∞, pk ≡ limn→∞ pk,n behaves as

pk ∼ k2+ 1

m . The Yule process has been adopted and generalized to explain power laws in

many other systems. An important feature of this process is that the probability that a

genus with k species will gain new species is proportional to k. This ‘rich-get-richer’ process

is the most important factor in exhibiting power-law behaviour.

In this study, we introduce a voting model and discuss the scale invariance in the mixing

of candidates. The candidates are classified into two categories µ ∈ {0, 1} and are called

as ‘binary’ candidates. The probability that a candidate get a vote is proportional to the

number of votes, which is the same as the relation in the Yule process. The main difference

between our model and the Yule process is that the number of candidates is fixed in our

model. In the Yule process, n increases and in the limit n → ∞, power-law behaviour is

observed. In our model, the distribution of the number of votes does not show the power-

law behaviour. However, our model exhibits scale-invariant behaviour. This behaviour is

observed in the mixing of the binary candidates. Furthermore, the power law holds over the

entire range in a double scaling limit.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In section II, we introduce the voting model.

We select a candidate (initial score sµ) and show that the probability density function of

the share of votes ,u, of the candidate obeys a gamma distribution function with the shape
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exponent sµ in the thermodynamic limit Z0 = N1s1 + N0s0 → ∞. We also show that the

joint probability density function of u for any k candidates is given by the direct product of

the gamma distributions in the same limit. We discuss the scale invariance in the mixing

of the binary candidates in section III. The cumulative function 1 − xµ of candidates µ is

given by the incomplete gamma function. The power-law relation 1 − x1 ∼ (1 − x0)
α with

the exponent α = s1/s0 holds in the region 1− x0, 1− x1 << 1. Furthermore, in the double

scaling limit {sµ} → 0 and Z0 → ∞ with α = s1/s0 fixed, the relation 1 − x1 = (1 − x0)
α

holds exactly over the entire range 0 ≤ x0, x1 ≤ 1. Using the data on horse races, we

verify these results in section IV. We show that scale invariance holds over the wide range

of cumulative functions. In addition, we show that the probability distribution functions

of u are well described by gamma distributions. Section V is dedicated to the summary

and concluding remarks. Appendix A is devoted to the derivation of the joint probability

distribution function of u for any k candidates. In Appendix B, we map the voting model

to a branching process and easily derive the gamma distribution function.

II. VOTING MODEL FOR BINARY CANDIDATES

Consider a voting model for N candidates. Voters vote for them one by one, and the

result of each voting is announced promptly. The time variable t ∈ {0, 1, 2 · · · , T} counts

the number of the votes. The candidates are classified into two categories µ ∈ {0, 1} and are

called as binary candidates. There are Nµ candidates in each category and N0 +N1 = N .

We denote the number of votes of ith candidate µ ∈ {0, 1} at time t as {Xµ
i,t}i∈{1,··· ,Nµ}.

At t = 0, Xµ
i,t takes the initial value Xµ

i,0 = sµ > 0. If ith candidate µ gets a vote at t, Xµ
i,t

increases by one unit.

Xµ
i,t+1 = Xµ

i,t + 1.

A voter casts a vote for the total N candidates at a rate proportional to Xµ
i,t. The probability

P µ
i,t that the ith candidate µ gets a vote at t is

P µ
i,t =

Xµ
i,t

Zt

(1)

Zt =

1
∑

µ=0

Nµ
∑

i=1

Xµ
i,t = N1s1 +N0s0 + t. (2)
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The problem of determining the probability of the ith candidates µ getting n votes up to

T is equivalent to the famous Pólya’s urn problem [5, 6, 7]. If the change in Xµ
i,t is given by

∆Xµ
i,t ≡ Xµ

i,t −Xµ
i,t−1,

the sequence (∆Xµ
i,1, · · · ,∆Xµ

i,T ) is called Pólya’s urn sequence. This sequence is an ex-

changeable stochastic process, and the joint distribution of (Xµ
i,1 · · · , X

µ
i,T ) is given by

Prob(∆Xµ
i,1 = x1, · · · ,∆Xµ

i,T = xT ) =
(sµ)k(Z0 − sµ)T−k

(Z0)T
.

Here, k =
∑T

t=1 xt and (a)n ≡ a·(a+1)·(a+2) · · · (a+n−1) is the rising factorial. This distri-

bution depends only on k, and not on the particular order of (x1, · · · , xT ). This distribution

is invariant under the permutations of the entries and hence, it is called exchangeable.

Furthermore, the expectation value of ∆Xµ
i,t, denoted by pµ, does not depend on t.

pµ ≡< ∆Xµ
i,t >=

sµ
Z0

. (3)

The correlation function ρµ between ∆Xµ
i,t and ∆Xµ

i,t′ (t′ 6= t) is also constant [7]. as ρµ.

ρµ ≡ Corr(∆Xµ
i,t,∆Xµ

i,t′) ≡
< ∆Xµ

i,t∆Xµ

i,t′ > −p2

p(1− p)
=

1

Z0 + 1
, t 6= t′. (4)

The probability that the ith candidate µ gets n votes up to T is given by the beta binomial

distribution

Prob(Xµ
i,T − sµ = n) = TCn ·

(sµ)n(Z0 − sµ)T−n

(Z0)T
. (5)

This relation can also be written as

Prob(Xµ
i,T − sµ = n) = TCn ·

∫ 1

0

pn(1− p)T−np
sµ−1(1− p)Z0−sµ

B(sµ, Z0 − sµ)
. (6)

Here, B(a, b) ≡ Γ(a)Γ(b)
Γ(a+b)

is a beta function. After infinite counts of voting, i.e. T → ∞,

the share of votes xµ
i ≡ limT→∞

X
µ
i,T

−sµ

T
, becomes the beta distributed random variable

(sµ, Z0 − sµ) on [0, 1].

p(x) ≡ lim
T→∞

Prob(Xµ
i,T − sµ = Tx) · T =

xsµ−1(1− x)Z0−sµ−1

B(sµ, Z0 − sµ)
. (7)

This result has been derived by Pólya [5].
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Next, we focus on the thermodynamic limit N0, N1 → ∞ and Z0 = N0s0 + N1s1 → ∞.

The expectation value of xµ
i is < xµ

i >= pµ = sµ

Z0
. We introduce a variable uµ

i ≡ (Z0 − sµ −

1)xµ
i . The distribution function psµ(u) in the thermodynamic limit is given as

psµ(u) ≡ lim
Z0→∞

p(x =
u

Z0 − sµ − 1
) =

1

Γ(sµ)
e−uusµ−1. (8)

The share of votes, u, of a candidate µ obeys a gamma distribution function with sµ.

In general, the joint probability distribution function of the scaled share of votes of k

different candidates becomes the direct product of k gamma distribution functions in the

limit Z0 → ∞. We denote the k candidates as {(µj, ij)}j=1,··· ,k and denote the scaled share

of votes as {uj}j=1,··· ,k. The joint probability distribution function is given as

p(u1, · · · , uk) =
k
∏

j=1

psµj (uj). (9)

The derivation of the result is given in Appendix A. It should be noted that in the thermo-

dynamic limit, the correlation among {uj}j=1,··· ,k vanishes. Hence, by mapping the voting

problem to a continuous time branching process, we can derive the gamma distribution

function psµ(u) easily (refer Appendix B). In the branching process, the stochastic processes

of the increase in {Xµ
i,t} are independent of each other.

III. SCALE INVARIANCE IN THE MIXING OF BINARY CANDIDATES

In this section, we discuss the mixing of the binary candidates. After many counts of

voting, the binary candidates are distributed in the space of u according to the gamma

distribution. If s1 > s0, a candidate belonging to category µ = 1 has a higher probability

of getting many votes than a candidate belonging to category µ = 0. Even the latter can

obtain many votes. It is also possible that the former may get few votes. Thus, there is a

mixing of the binary candidates.

In order to study the mixing configuration, we arrange the N candidates according to

the size of uµ
i as

uµ1

i1
> uµ2

i2
> · · · > uµN

iN
, µk ∈ {0, 1}. (10)

Using the ranking information {µk}k=1,··· ,N , we draw a path {(x0,k, x1,k)}k=0,··· ,N in two-
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dimensional space (x0, x1) from (x0,0, x1,0) = (0, 0) to (x0,N , x1,N) = (1, 1) as

xµ,k =
1

Nµ

k
∑

j=1

δµk ,µ. (11)

If µk = µ, the path extends in xµ direction. The pictorial representation of the mixing of

binary objects is known as a receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve [8]. If s1 >> s0,

the binary candidates are well separated on the axis of u, and the first N1 candidates belong

to category µ = 1 and the last N0 candidates belong to category µ = 0. The path goes

straight from (0, 0) to (0, 1) and then turns right to the end point (1, 1). If s1 = s0, the

path almost runs diagonally to the end point. If s1 > s0 holds, the path resembles a upward

convex curve from (0, 0) to (1, 1).

FIG. 1: ROC curve of mixing configuration. © represents candidate belonging to category µ = 1.

× represents candidate belonging to category µ = 0. At the top of the figure, the order of three

candidates from category µ = 1 and five candidates from category µ = 0 is shown.

The distribution function of the candidate µ on the axis of u is given by the gamma

distribution with the shape exponent sµ. The ROC curve (x0(t), x1(t)) of the parameter

t ∈ [0,∞] is given by its cumulative function as

xµ(t) =

∫ ∞

t

psµ(u)du. (12)
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Using the incomplete gamma function of the first kind γ(s, t) ≡
∫ t

0
e−u ·us−1du [9], the ROC

curve is given as

1− xµ(t) =
1

Γ(µ)
· γ(sµ, t). (13)

Near the end point, (x0, x1) ≃ (1, 1), in other words, in the small u region (t ≃ 0), the

incomplete gamma function γ(sµ, t) behaves as

γ(sµ, t) ∼ tsµ. (14)

As 1− xsµ(t) ∝ tsµ , the following relation holds:

1− x1 ∼ (1− x0)
α with α =

s1
s0
. (15)

The density of good candidates, ρ1, in terms of the cumulative function of bad candidates,

1− x0, is given as

ρ1 =
d(1− x1)

d(1− x0)
∝ (1− x0)

α−1. (16)

ρ1 obeys the power law with the exponent α− 1.

Furthermore, in the limit (s1, s0) → (0, 0) with α = s1/s0 fixed, the relation 1 − x1 =

(1−x0)
α holds. The proof is given as follows. γ(s, t) is expressed using Kummer’s confluent

hypergeometric function M(a, b, t) [9] as

γ(s, t) =
1

s
ts ·M(s, s+ 1,−t). (17)

The cumulative function 1− xµ(t) is then given as

1− xµ(t) =
tsµ

Γ(sµ + 1)
·M(sµ, sµ + 1,−t). (18)

Thus, we obtain

(1− x0)
α = (1− x1)

Γ(s1 + 1)

M(s1, s1 + 1,−t)

(

M(s0, s0 + 1,−t)

Γ(s0 + 1)

)α

. (19)

In the limit sµ → 0, both Γ(sµ + 1) and M(sµ, sµ + 1,−t) becomes equal to 1 and the

following relation holds.

1− x1 = (1− x0)
α , 0 ≤ x0, x1 ≤ 1. (20)

Thus, the scale-invariant relation holds over the entire range 0 ≤ x0, x1 ≤ 1.
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The relative probability that a candidate gets the first vote (t = 0) is given by the score

sµ. If the candidate get the first vote, his/her score increases by 1 and the relative probability

becomes sµ + 1. In the limit sµ → 0, the additional score +1 or the weight of a single vote

becomes crucially important. The probability that the candidate gets the next vote becomes

equal to 1, which is exemplified by the behaviour of ρµ, given by (4).

ρµ =
1

Z0 + 1
=

1

N0s0 +N1s1 + 1
→ 1 if {sµ} → 0. (21)

After infinite counts of voting, the candidate occupies the first position in the order of

candidates according to the number of votes. Then, we neglect this candidates in the

voting problem and consider the remaining N − 1 candidates. Similarly, if a candidate

is selected randomly with the relative probability sµ, he./she occupies order becomes the

second position. Thus, the voting problem reduces to a random choice problem with the

relative probability sµ in the limit {sµ} → 0. At (x0, x1) on the ROC curve, the probability

that the next candidate belong category µ is proportional to (1 − xµ)sµ . The coordinates

of the ROC curve (x0, x1) grow according to the following relation:

dxµ ∝ (1− xµ) · sµ.

Solving this relation, we get (20).

Finally, we discuss the limit in the derivation of the exact scale invariance. In the deriva-

tion of the gamma distribution, we take the thermodynamic limit Z0 = N1s1 +N0s0 → ∞.

With the gamma distribution, (20) holds in the zero score limit {sµ} → 0. In order that

(20) holds, these two limits, Z0 → ∞ and {sµ} → 0, should go together. {sµ} approaches to

zero more slowly than {Nµ} approaches infinity. In other words, in the double scaling limit

Z0 → ∞ and {sµ} → 0 with α = s1/s0 fixed, (20) holds. So the above intuitive explanation

of the exact scale invariance may be too naive.

IV. DATA ANALYSIS OF HORSE RACES

We verify the results of the voting model, particularly the scale invariance in the mixing

of binary candidates. We study all the data on horse race betting obtained from the Japan

Racing Association (JRA) for the period 1986 to 2006. There have been 71549 races and in

which a total of 901366 horses have participated. We select the winning horses as candidate
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belonging to category µ = 1. For candidate belonging to category µ = 0, we consider two

cases; losing horses and horses finishing second. In a race, no one knows which horse will win.

Betters only have partial information on the horses, which is embedded in the initial values

{sµ}. The results of betting are announced at short intervals. Betters usually presume that

the horses which get many votes are strong. They come to know which horses are considered

to be strong by other betters. These features are incorporated in the voting model. Betters

do not always bet to strong horses. Some betters may prefer betting to a horse that can coin

more money even if it is considered to be ‘weaker’ than a horse that can coin less money.

pays less. However, in the bet to win, only the better who bets to the winning horse coin

the bet. Hence, the assumption is not so realistic.

Next, we explain the meaning of the initial values {sµ}. The probability that a candidate

µ is selected is proportional to sµ as < ∆Xµ
i,t >= sµ/Z0. The ratio s1/s0 is a measure of the

accuracy of the knowledge of betters. On the other hand, ρµ is given by (4). If the scale of

{sµ} is small, the decisions of betters are crucially affected by the choices of other betters.

In the limit {sµ} → ∞, their decisions are not affected by the choices of other betters. The

scale of {sµ} is a measure of the degree of similarity (’copycat’) of the choices of betters.

In the early stage of voting, {sµ} is the only available information. Voters decide on

horses on the basis of {sµ} and they are ‘intelligent’, because their decisions are not affected

by the choices of other betters. As the voting process proceeds, the importance of the

cumulative number of votes exceeds that of the initial scores and voters become ‘copycat’.

If one control the scale of {sµ} (or the weight of a single vote), the passage timing from the

initial ‘intelligent’ stage to the late ‘copycat’ stage should change.

TABLE I:

Category ν Nν vν [%] vν/c sν

Win 71650 21.23 1.769 1.659

2nd 71590 15.40 1.283 1.258

Lose 829716 6.80 0.567 0.529

We denote the three categories of horses as ν ∈ {Win, 2nd, Lose} and the number of

horses in each category as Nν . vνi denotes the share of votes of the ith horse in the category

ν, and vν denotes the average value of vνi . In Table I, we summarize the data on horse races.
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A difference between NWin and N2nd indicates that there is a tie in the race.

 0.01

 0.1
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 100

 0  0.1  0.2  0.3  0.4  0.5  0.6  0.7  0.8

p(
v)

v

Win
2nd

Lose
sWin=1.659
s2nd=1.258

sLose=0.529

FIG. 2: Logarithmic plot of probability distribution functions of shares of votes. The curves from

the top to bottom indicate the data for ν =Win, 2nd and Lose. The gamma distribution functions

with c = 0.12 and sν are also plotted.

We have shown that the share of votes, u, obeys a gamma distribution function with sµ.

In order to check whether vνi obeys a according to the gamma distribution function, we have

to set the scale c between vνi and u as follows:

vνi = c · u.

The same c should be used for all categories. Assuming that u obeys the gamma probability

distribution with sν , v
ν
i obeys the following probability distribution function:

p(vνi = v) = psν (v) =
1

c · Γ(sν)
(
v

c
)sν−1 exp(−

v

c
).

The expectation value of vνi is

vν =< vνi >µ=

∫ ∞

0

psν (v)vdv = c · sν .

If we set c, it is possible to estimate sν of the horses in category ν as sν = vν/c.
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Figure 2 shows the probability distribution functions of vµi . In the same figure, we show

the result of fitting with the gamma probability functions. Using the least square method in

the range v ∈ [0.01, 1.0], we set c = 0.12 and sWin = 1.659, s2nd = 1.258 and sLose = 0.529.

From Table I, it is observed the values of sν and vν/c are close to each other in all categories

implying that the bulk shapes of the probability functions of vνi are well described by the

gamma distributions.

 1e-05

 1e-04

 0.001

 0.01

 0.1

 1

 1e-05  1e-04  0.001  0.01  0.1  1

1-
x 1

1-x0

Win vs Lose
Win vs 2nd

α=1.81
α=1.12

FIG. 3: Double-logarithmic plot of ROC curves (1 − x0, 1 − x1). The curves of the Win-Lose

pair (solid line) and the Win-2nd pair (dashed line) are plotted. The fitting curves given by

1− x1 = a · (1− x0)
α (dash-dotted line) are also plotted.

TABLE II:

Pair s1 s0 α s1/s0

Win vs Lose 1.659 0.529 1.81 3.134

Win vs 2nd 1.659 1.258 1.12 1.318

We study the mixing properties of the binary horses by employing the method explained

in the text. We adopt the Win-Lose pair and Win-2nd pair as the binary pairs. Figure

3 shows the double-logarithmic plot of the ROC curve (1 − x0, 1 − x1) for the two pairs.
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The plots show scale-invariant behaviour over the wide range of 1 − x1. In the case of the

Win-2nd pair, scale invariance holds over the range 10−5 < 1 − x1 < 10−1. Using the least

square method in the range 0 ≤ 1 − x0 ≤ 0.1, we estimate the critical exponent α. The

values of the parameters and other data are summarized in Table II. The estimated values

of α are considerably different from those predicted by the model; i.e. s1/s0.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this study, we have introduced a simple voting model in order to discuss the mixing of

binary candidates with scores s0 and s1. As the voting process proceeds, the candidates are

mixed in the space of the share of votes, u. We have shown that the probability distribution

of u of a candidate µ obeys a gamma distribution function with the shape exponent sµ in the

thermodynamic limit Z0 → 0. The joint probability distribution of k different candidates

is given as the direct product of the gamma distributions. The mixing configuration of the

binary candidates exhibits scale invariance in the small u region. In particular, in the double

scaling limit Z0 → ∞ and {sµ} → 0 with α = s1/s0 fixed, the scale invariance holds over

the entire range. The cumulative function of the binary candidates obeys 1−x1 = (1−x0)
α

for 0 ≤ x0, x1 ≤ 1.

FIG. 4: Voting model and Random Young diagram model. As the voting process proceeds, the

order of the binary candidates and the Young diagram change. The complementary space of the

ROC curve corresponds the Young diagram.

The data on horse races obtained from JRA also show that scale invariance holds over the

wide range of cumulative functions. The distribution functions of the share of votes, u, are

12



well described by the gamma distribution functions, implying that the behaviour of betters

is well described by the voting model. However a clear discrepancy is observed in the critical

behaviour. Although our voting model describes the mechanism of scale invariance in the

mixing of binary candidates, it may be too simple to describe the behaviour of betters in

real cases. Thus far, dividends have been reported to exhibit power-law behaviour. Another

betting model has been proposed in [10]. A detailed study of real data, in particular the time

series of the number of votes, should clarify the mechanism of scale invariance in betting

systems.

We also note that our model is related to the random Young diagram problem [11]. This

problem pertains to the probabilistic growth of a Young diagram. A parabolic shape [12] and

a quadrant shape [13] have been obtained for the asymptotic shape. The complementary

part of the ROC curve, which is embedded in the fourth quadrant, corresponds the Young

diagram. In our model, the ROC curve (x0(t), x1(t)) given by (13) describes the asymptotic

shape of the Young diagram. In particular, it is described by the relation 1−x1 = (1−x0)
α

in the double scaling limit. Figure 4 shows the correspondence between the voting model

and the random Young diagram problem. As the voting process proceeds, the order of the

binary candidates and the Young diagram change.

 1e-05
 1e-04

 0.001
 0.01

 0.1
 1

 1e-05 1e-04 0.001 0.01 0.1 1 1e-05

 1e-04

 0.001

 0.01

 0.1

 1

1-x3rd

1st vs 2nd vs 3rd

1-x1st

1-x2nd

1-x3rd

FIG. 5: Triple-logarithmic plot of ROC curve (1−x1st, 1−x2nd, 1−x3rd). xν denotes the cumulative

function of the horses finishing 1st, 2nd and 3rd.

It is also possible to study the voting model with many categories of candidates with the
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usage of many different initial values {sµ}. u of the candidates in each category becomes

a gamma distributed random variable. Scale invariance does hold between any pair of

categories. Figure 5 shows the triple-logarithmic plot of the cumulative functions of the

winning (x1st), finishing second (x2nd) and finishing third (x3rd) horses. In the linear part of

the curve, scale invariance holds between any pair of categories.
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APPENDIX A: JOINT PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTION FUNCTION

We start from the expression of the joint probability function given by

Prob({X
µj

ij ,T
− sµj

= nj}j=1,··· ,k) =
T !

(Z0)T

k+1
∏

j=1

[

(sµj
)nj

nj !

]

. (A1)

Here, sµk+1
≡ Z0 −

∑k

j=1 sµj
and nk+1 ≡ T −

∑k

j=1 nj . Using the Dirichlet distribution

function, we can rewrite the expression as

Prob({X
µj

ij ,T
− sµj

= nj}j=1,··· ,k) =
T !

∏k+1
i=1 ni!

k
∏

i=1

[

∫ 1−
Pi−1

j=1
pj

0

dpi

]

k+1
∏

i=1

[

pni+sµi−1

Γ(sµi
)

]

Γ(Z0).

(A2)

The expectation value of ∆X
µj

ij ,t
= X

µj

ij ,t+1 −X
µj

ij ,t
is given by

pµj
=< ∆X

µj

ij ,t
>=

sµj

Z0

. (A3)

The correlation between ∆X
µj

ij ,t
and ∆Xµk

ik ,t
(k 6= j) is given as

ρµj ,µk
= −

√

sµj
sµk

(1−
sµj
Z0

)(1−
sµk
Z0

)

1

Z0(1 + Z0)
. (A4)

By changing the integral variables from {pi}i=1,··· ,k to {hi}i=1,··· ,k as pi = (1−
∑i−1

j=1 pj)hi =
∏i−1

j=1(1− hj)hi, we obtain

Prob({X
µj

ij ,T
− sµj

= nj}j=1,··· ,k)

=
Γ(Z0)

Γ(sµk+1
)

∏

[

1

Γ(sµi
)

(

T−
Pi−1

j=1
nj
Cni

·

∫ 1

0

dhih
ni+sµi−1

i (1− h)T−
Pi

j=1
nj+Z0−

Pi
j=1

sµj−1

)]

.

(A5)

We focus on the share of votes of candidates in the limit T → ∞. In the limit T → ∞,

we are interested in the share of the votes. We introduce yi as ni = (T −
∑i−1

j=1 nj)yi =

T
∏i−1

j=1(1− yj)yi and define the joint distribution function as

P ({yj}j=1,···k) ≡ lim
T→∞

Prob.({X
µj

ij ,T
− sµj

= T

j−1
∏

l=1

(1− yl)yj}j=1···k) ·
k
∏

i=1

(T −
i−1
∑

j=1

nj). (A6)
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The joint function P ({yj}j=1,··· ,k) is given by

P ({yj}j=1,··· ,k) =
Γ(Z0)

Γ(sµk+1
)

k
∏

i=1

[

1

Γ(sµi
)
y
sµi−1

i (1− yi)
Z0−

Pi
j=1 sµj−1

]

. (A7)

We introduce the variable xi as xi = (1 −
∑i−1

j=1 xj)yi, which is related to ni as ni = T · xi.

The joint probability function P ({xj}j=1,··· ,k) is then given as

P ({xj}j=1,··· ,k) =
Γ(Z0)

Γ(sµk+1
)

k
∏

i=1

[

1

Γ(sµi
)
x
sµi−1

i

]

(1−

k
∑

j=1

xj)
sµk+1

−1. (A8)

Finally, we introduce the variable {ui} as ui ≡ (sµk+1
− 1)xi. In the thermodynamic limit

Z0, sµk+1
→ ∞, we obtain

P ({uj}j=1,··· ,k) =

k
∏

j=1

[

e−uj

Γ(sµj
)
u
sµj−1

j

]

=

k
∏

j=1

psµj (uj). (A9)

APPENDIX B: CONTINUOUS TIME BRANCHING PROCESS

We translate the discrete time voting problem {Xµ
i,t}i=1,··· ,Nµ

to a continuous time branch-

ing process {Xµ
i (t)}i=1,··· ,Nµ

[14], because the latter is more tractable than the former [15].

Figure 6 shows the mapping process. Let Xµ
i (t) denote the number of offspring of sµ indi-

viduals. Each individual is substituted by two offspring at its death (branching) and the

probability that an individual dies during time dt is given by dt. The number of offspring

of each individual, Xµ
i (t), is denoted as {xµ

i,k(t)}k=1,··· ,sµ.

Xµ
i (t) =

sµ
∑

k=1

xµ
i,k(t) , xµ

i,k(0) = 1. (B1)

The substitution of the individuals by two offspring corresponds to the process of getting a

vote. The frequency of deaths or the probability of getting another vote is proportional to

Xµ
i (t). This relation is the same as that in the discrete time voting model. The counts of

voting,t, corresponds to the counts of branchings. If branching takes place t times up to t′,

the following relation holds.

Xµ
i (t

′) = Xµ
i,t

The expectation values < xµ
i,k(t) > and < Xµ

i (t) > increase with et. Next, we introduce

the scaled variables Uµ
i (t) and uµ

i,k(t) as

Uµ
i (t) ≡ e−tXµ

i (t) and uµ
i,k(t) ≡ e−txµ

i,k(t). (B2)
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FIG. 6: Mapping voting model to branching process. The left-hand side figure shows a voting

process with N1 = N0 = 2. © represents candidate belonging to category µ = 1 and × represents

candidate belonging to categoryµ = 0. The right-hand side figure shows the corresponding branch-

ing process. • represents the initial individual and offspring. Candidate belonging to category

µ = 1(0) is composed of two individuals (one individual).

We focus on the following probability distributions:

psµ(u)du ≡ lim
t→∞

Prob(u ≤ Uµ
i (t) ≤ u+ du) (B3)

p(u)du ≡ lim
t→∞

Prob(u ≤ uµ
i,k(t) ≤ u+ du). (B4)

In order to obtain p(u), we consider the situation in which an individual splits at t = τ

for the first time. The resulting two offspring continue the branching process. The scaled

number of offspring of the individual is denoted as u. Those of the two offspring are denoted

as u1 and u2. Figure 7 gives a pictorial representation of the relation among u, u1 and u2.

We observe that these variables satisfy the following relation:

u = (u1 + u2)e
−τ .

Furthermore, u1 and u2 obey the same probability distribution as that obeyed by u, and the

probability that an individual splits for the first time during τ ≤ tτ + dτ is e−τdτ . Thus,

we obtain

p(u) =

∫ ∞

0

e−τdτ

∫ ∞

0

du1

∫ ∞

0

du2p(u1)p(u2)δ(u− (u1 + u2)e
−τ ). (B5)
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FIG. 7: Pictorial representation of self-consistent relation among u, u1 and u2. An individual splits

at t = τ for the first time producing two offspring appears.Because of the time lag τ , the relation

u = (u1 + u2)e
−τ holds.

Introducing X = e−τ , the relation is rewritten as

p(u) =

∫ 1

0

dX

∫ ∞

0

du1

∫ ∞

0

du2p(u1)p(u2)δ(u− (u1 + u2)X). (B6)

Using the Laplace transform of p(u), p̂(s) ≡
∫∞

0
p(u)e−sudu, it can be shown that p̂(s)

satisfies the integral equation:

p̂(s) =
1

s

∫ s

0

p̂(v)dv. (B7)

Differentiating (B7) with respect to s, we obtain the following differential equation.

s
dp̂(s)

ds
= p̂2(s)− p̂(s). (B8)

(B8) can be solved easily to obtain

p̂(s) =
1

1 + as
. (B9)

Using the normalization condition < u >= 1 and the inverse Laplace transform, we get

p(u) = e−u. (B10)
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We obtain psµ(u) by convolution as

psµ =

sµ
∏

i=1

[
∫ ∞

0

duip(ui)

]

δ(u−

sµ
∑

i=1

ui)

=
1

Γ(µ)
uµ−1e−u. (B11)

Uµ
i obeys a gamma distribution with the shape exponent sµ given by (8). We note that the

result (8) is derived in the thermodynamic limit, where the correlation among {uj}j=1,···k

vanishes. On the other hand, in the continuous branching process, the splitting processes of

each individual and offspring are independent of each other. As a result, we obtain a gamma

distribution in the voting problem in the thermodynamic limit.
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