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Abstract

Dokow and Holzman determined which predicates over {0, 1} satisfy an analog of Arrow’s theorem: all
unanimous aggregators are dictatorial. Szegedy and Xu, extending earlier work of Dokow and Holzman,
extended this to predicates over arbitrary finite alphabets.

Mossel extended Arrow’s theorem in an orthogonal direction, determining all aggregators without the
assumption of unanimity. We bring together both threads of research by extending the results of Dokow—
Holzman and Szegedy—Xu to the setting of Mossel. As an application, we determine which symmetric
predicates over {0, 1} are such that all aggregators are dictatorial.

1 Introduction

Arrow’s impossibility theorem [Arr50, [Arr63] is a classical result in social choice theory. There are n voters
who rank m > 3 candidates. Their votes are aggregated by a social choice function to produce a consensus
ordering of the candidates. The theorem states that the only social choice function satisfying two natural
properties, independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA) and Pareto efficiency, is a dictatorship.

Concretely, in the case of m = 3 candidates A, B, C, we can represent voter i’s vote as a binary vector
(xi,vi,2:) € {0,1}3, where z; encodes whether the voter prefers A or B (1 or 0, respectively), y; encodes
whether they prefer B or C, and z; encodes whether they prefer C' or A. Since x;,y;, 2; correspond to an
actual ordering, they must satisfy the following property:

(xivyi; Z’L) € P3NAE = {(05 07 1)5 (07 15 0)7 (05 17 1)5 (17 05 0)7 (15 07 1)5 (17 17 0)}

The aggregated ordering should satisfy the same property. (Here NAE stands for Not-All-Equal.)

The ITA assumption states that the votes are aggregated “item by item”, using three functions f, g, h:
{0,1} — {0,1}. If z,y,2 € {0,1}" represent the individual votes, then the aggregated ordering is
(f(x),g(y),h(z)). Pareto efficiency states that if all voters agree on an item, then the aggregated order-
ing concurs. This means that f(0,...,0) = ¢(0,...,0) = h(0,...,0) = 0 and f(1,...,1) = ¢g(1,...,1) =
h(l,...,1) =1.

We can now state Arrow’s theorem in the case of three candidates:

Theorem 1.1. Suppose that f,g,h: {0,1}™ — {0,1} satisfy the following two conditions:

. Polymorphicity Whenever x,y,z € {0,1}™ — {0,1} are such that (x;,y;,2;) € Psnag for all i then
(f(@),9(y), 1(2)) € Psnap-

e Pareto efficiency® f(b,....b) = g(b,...,b) = h(b,...,b) =b for b e {0,1}.
Then there is a coordinate j such that f(x) = g(z) = h(z) = z;.

*Technion Israel Institute of Technology. Research supported by ISF grant 507/24.

n the literature on social choice theory, the functions f, g, h are considered as a single function (P3xag)™ — P3naAE called
an aggregator.

2In the literature many other names are used, such as unanimity, idempotence, constancy, faithfulness, systematicity.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2502.20428v1

Rubinstein and Fishburn [REF86] asked what happens for other predicates P, possibly over non-binary
domains. The first step in answering this question was taken by Nehring and Puppe [NP02], who determined
all binary predicates for which all monotone polymorphisms are dictatorial. Dokow and Holzman [DHI0a]
completely resolved the problem for binary predicates by determining all binary predicates for which all
Pareto efficient polymorphisms are dictatorial (they called such predicates impossibility domains). They
also made progress on the problem for predicates over arbitrary finite alphabets [DH10c]. Szegedy and
Xu [SX15] completely resolved the problem (for both supportiveness and unanimity) using methods of
universal algebra. In contrast to the work of Dokow and Holzman, which gave explicit criteria, Szegedy
and Xu showed that the case of arbitrary n follows from an appropriate base case. Other relevant results
include [Wil72] [FR86. [LP02, D107, [DH09, DHI10bL, [DL13] [Gib14].

In universal algebra [Gei68], a function f: ¥™ — ¥ is a polymorphism of a predicate P C ¥™ if when-
ever (,Tl(-l), .. ,:vl(-m)) € P for all 4, we have (f(z™),..., f(z(™)) € P. This differs from the definition in
Theorem [[1] which allows different functions for different coordinates. We can recover the more general
definition by assigning each coordinate a different sort, and asking for multi-sorted polymorphisms [BJ03].
We adopt the term polymorphism, which for us always signifies a multi-sorted polymorphism.

The universal algebra definition does not require the functions to be Pareto efficient. Mossel [Mos09,
Mos12] proved a version of Arrow’s theorem in this setting@

Theorem 1.2 (Mossel). Suppose that f,g,h: {0,1}" — {0,1} are a polymorphism of Psyag. Then one of
the following cases holds:

o There exists j such that f(z) = g(z) = h(z) = ;.
o There exists j such that f(z) = g(x) = h(x) = &; (i.e., 1 —x;).
e One of f,g,h is the constant 0 function, and another one is the constant 1 function.

In words, every polymorphism of Psxag is either dictatorial (all functions depend on a single coordinate)
or a “certificate”, meaning that the polymorphism fixes a subset of the coordinates to certain values which
guarantee that Psnap is satisfied.

In this paper, our goal is to prove an analog of the results of Dokow—Holzman and Szegedy—Xu in the
setting of Mossel’s result, that is, without assuming Pareto efficiency.
A formalization of our main results in Lean4 can be found at https://github.com/YuvalFilmus/Polymorphisms/.

Setup

Predicates We will consider predicates P C Y1 X --- X X,,, where X1,...,%,, are finite sets of size at
least 2.
We assume that P is non-degenerate:
e For each i € [m] and each o € 3; there is y € P such that y; = o.
Equivalently, the projection of P to the i’th coordinate is ¥;.

e P depends on all coordinates, meaning that for all ¢ € [m] there exist y € P and z ¢ P that differ only
in the ¢’th coordinate.

Polymorphisms Functions f;: £ — X, constitute a polymorphism of P if whenever () ¢ 37 are such
that (xg-l), . .,ng-m)) € P for all j € [n], then also (f1(z(M),..., frm(x(™)) € P.

3Mossel states his result for any number of candidates, but his more general result simply states that if we restrict attention
to any three candidates, then the corresponding social choice functions behave as in the theorem.
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Triviality Dokow and Holzman [DH10al [DHI0c] define an m-ary predicate P to be an impossibility domain
if whenever fi,..., fn, is a Pareto efficient polymorphism of P, there is a coordinate j such that f;(z) = z;
for all i € [m]. If we allow polymorphisms that are not Pareto efficient then we need to allow other “trivial”

types of polymorphisms, such as certificates.

There are many possible definitions of trivial polymorphisms. We will use the following quite general one.
Let ® be a collection of tuples (¢1, ..., ¢m), where ¢;: X; — 3;. A non-degenerate predicate P is ®-trivial
if every m-ary polymorphism f1,..., f;, of P has one of the following two types:

e Dictatorial type: There exist j € [n] and (é1,...,dm) € ® such that f;(z) = ¢;(x;).
e Certificate type: There exists a subset S C [m] and an assignment p; € ¥; for each i € S such that:

— pis a certificate for P: every y € 31 X -+ X X, which agrees with p on S belongs to P.

— f1,-.., fm conform to p: f; is the constant p; function for every i € S.
We think of p as a partial function, and so identify S with its domain dom p.
Here are several illustrative examples of the definition:
1. @ = {(idx,,...,idy,, )}, where idy is the identity function on X.
In this case, the only dictators we allow are f1(z) = -+ = fn () = ;.
For the remaining examples, we assume that all coordinates are binary: ¥; = {0,1}.

2. ® ={(id,...,id), (neg, ..., neg)}, where neg(x) = Z.

In this case, we also allow dictators of the form fi(z) =--- = fi(z) = &;.
3. ® = {id, neg}™.

In this case, we allow dictators of the form f;(z) = z; ® b; for any b € {0,1}™.
4. & ={0,1,id, neg}™.

In this case, we allow dictators of the form f;(z) € {0,1,z;,Z;}.

We say that P is ®-trivial for n = ng if the definition above holds for ng-ary polymorphisms.

Results

Our main result is a reduction to the case n = 2, which echoes one of the main results of Szegedy and
Xu [SX15].

Theorem 1.3. A non-degenerate predicate P is ®-trivial iff it is ®-trivial for n = 2.

We prove Theorem in Section 2] by a simple induction.

The case n = 2 could be hard to check by hand. In order to facilitate this, we prove a further reduction
to the case n = 1, under an additional assumption on .

Theorem 1.4. Let P C ¥y X --- X 5., be a non-degenerate predicate, where |X;| > 2 for alli. Let ® be such
that for all (¢1,...,¢m) € ® and for all i, the function ¢; is a permutation of ;.
If P is ®-trivial for n =1 then it is also ®-trivial for n = 2, unless one of the following cases holds:

1. There is a coordinate i € [m] and o € 3; such that P is closed under setting i to o, meaning that
whenever y € P then also yli—o € P, where ylio is obtained from y by changing y; to o.



2. P has a non-dictatorial AND/OR polymorphism.
An AND/OR polymorphism is a polymorphism fi,..., fm where fi: 2 — 3, is as follows. If |¥;| > 2
then fi(x) = x1. If |3;] = 2, without loss of generality 3; = {0,1}, then either f;(x) = x1 Az or
fl(l') =21V T2.

3. P has a Latin square polymorphism conforming to ®.

A Latin square polymorphism is a polymorphism fi, ..., fm where each f;: 2 — %, is a Latin square:
if we view it as a X; X X; matriz, then each row and each column is a permutation of ;.

The functions fi,..., fm conform to ® if for all y € P we have

(fl(yla ')a ct fm(ym7 ))7 (fl('vyl)a ct fm(a ym)) € (I)
Here fi(yi,-) is the function that takes o to fi(y;, o).

Furthermore, if ¥1 = -+- = 3, = {0,1} and P is not ®-trivial for n = 1 then this is witnessed either
by a polymorphism fi1,..., fm: {0,1} — {0,1} where fi(x) € {0,1,a} for all i, or by a polymorphism
fisoooy fm: {0,1} — {0,1} where fi(x) € {x,z} for alli.

Let us demystify Latin square polymorphisms. First, if ® = {(id,...,id)} then there are no Latin square
polymorphisms conforming to ®. Second, when ¥; = {0,1}, the only Latin square polymorphisms are
fi(z) € {z1 ®x2, 21 D22 ® 1}. A predicate P C {0,1}™ has such a polymorphism iff it is an affine subspace.

We prove Theorem [[.4] in Section

As an application of the previous results, we study symmetric predicates over {0, 1}. These are predicates
P C {0,1}™ such that whether y belongs to P depends only on the Hamming weight of y. We consider two
notions of triviality, corresponding to the following two collections:

e Oy ={(id,...,id)}.

o & = {id, neg}™.
Theorem 1.5. A non-degenerate symmetric predicate P C {0,1}" is ®neg-trivial if and only if P is not
one of the following predicates:

o All vectors of even parity.

o All vectors of odd parity.

o All vectors of weight at least w, for some w € {1,...,m — 1}.

o All vectors of weight at least w together with the all-zero vector, for some w € {2,...,m}.

o All vectors of weight at most w, for some w € {1,...,m — 1}.

o All vectors of weight at most w together with the all-one vector, for some w € {0,...,m — 2}.

Furthermore, if P is ®neg-trivial then all dictatorial polymorphisms fi,..., fm of P are such that fi(x) =
o= f(x) = x5 or (possibly) fi(x) =-- = fm(x) =T, for some j € [n].

The predicate P is ®ig-trivial if and only if P is not one of the predicates listed above, and also P is not
closed under complementation (i.e., flipping all bits).

We prove Theorem in Section [l Theorem [[L2] which states that the symmetric predicate P3nag is
D g-trivial, immediately follows.

Finally, we relate the notion of ®-triviality to the notion of impossibility domains studied by Dokow and
Holzman [DH10al, [DH10c].



A non-degenerate predicate P C {0,1}™ is an impossibility domain according to Dokow and Holz-
man [DHI0a] if the only Pareto efficient polymorphisms of P are dictators. Spelled out in full, P is an im-
possibility domain if whenever f1, ..., fi,: {0,1}™ — {0, 1} is a polymorphism of P satisfying f;(b,...,b) =b
for all + € [m] and all b € {0,1}, then there exists j € [n] such that fi(z) =--- = fn(z) = z;.

Dokow and Holzman [DH10c] extended this definition to arbitrary alphabets. In fact, they gave two
different definitions using two different extensions of Pareto efficiency to arbitrary alphabets, supportiveness
and unanimity, both of which we define below. They focused on supportiveness. Later, Szegedy and
Xu [SX15] studied both definitions (they used the term idempotence instead of unanimity).

A function f: X" — ¥ is unanimous if f(o,...,0) = o for all o € X. Tt is supportive if f(o1,...,0,) €
{o1,...,0,} for all 1,...,0, € 3. We can use these two notions to define two notions of impossibility
domains: impossibility domains with respect to supportiveness, and impossibility domains with respect to
unanimity. We relate the latter notion to ®-triviality.

Theorem 1.6. Let P C ¥y X --- X X, be a non-degenerate predicate, where |X;| > 2 for alli. Let ® be such
that for all (¢1,...,dm) € D, the function ¢; is a permutation of X;.

Suppose that P is ®-trivial for n = 1. Then P is ®-trivial if and only if it is an impossibility domain
with respect to unanimity.

We prove Theorem in Section

Open questions

Post [Pos20, [Pos42] classified all uni-sorted polymorphisms of predicates over {0,1}. The case of larger alpha-
bets is significantly more complicated [JM59], though some partial results were proven for {0, 1,2} [Yab54!
Zhulb|. Classifying all multi-sorted polymorphisms appears daunting even for predicates over {0, 1} [BK25].
Nevertheless, our results demonstrate that it is possible to determine which predicates support only simple
polymorphisms.

Our notion of triviality is motivated by Mossel’s extension of Arrow’s theorem for three candidates, which
shows that every polymorphism of Psxag is either of dictatorial type or of certificate type. When there are
four or more candidates, a new kind of simple polymorphism arises. Abstracting away the details, define an
n-ary polymorphism fi,..., f;, of P C X1 X --- X X, to be of dictatorial-certificate type if there exists a set
S C [m] such that:

e For eachi € S, the function f; depends on at most one coordinate (not necessarily the same coordinate
for all i € S).

e Let 2(Y) € ¥ be such that (,T;l), ... ,xg-m)) € P for all j € [n]. Then p := (fi(2))];es is a certificate
for P, meaning that if y € ¥; x --- x ¥,,, agrees with p on S then y € P.

It would be interesting to extend our results to this setting.

Another generalization is to the setting in which instead of a single predicate we have two predi-
cates P C 31 X --- X X, and Q € Ay x --- X Ay, In this case functions fi,..., fin, where f;: ¥ —

A;, are a polymorphism if whenever z(*) € ¥? are such that (xg-l), . .,:C§-m)) € P for all j € [n], then
(fr(zM), ..., fu(x(™)) € Q. This setting arose independently in universal algebra [Pip02, LPWIS], social
choice theory [DH10b], and complexity theory [AGHIT, [BG16, BG21, BBKO21].

The simplest setting is when A; = ¥; and P C @, and the notion of simplicity depends on the context.
Dokow and Holzman [DH10Db| describe a particular scenario arising from social choice theory, and determine
which predicates over {0,1} are impossibility domains in their setting. It would be interesting to extend

their results to our setting, as well as to larger alphabets.

Other interesting open questions include removing the assumption on ® from Theorems [[.4] and [[.G]
extending Theorem to supportiveness, and generalizing Theorem [I.1] to arbitrary finite alphabets.



2 Main result

In this section we prove our main result:
Theorem 1.3. A non-degenerate predicate P is ®-trivial iff it is ®-trivial for n = 2.

Let P C 31 X --- X X, be a non-degenerate predicate. If P is ®-trivial then it is clearly ®-trivial for
n=2.

For the other direction, we first observe that P is ®-trivial for n = 0 and n = 1. The case n = 0 is trivial,
since all polymorphisms are constant in this case, and so they conform to a certificate. In the case n =1, we
can extend the given unary polymorphism fi,..., f;; to a binary polymorphism Fi, ..., F,, in which each
function depends only on the first argument. Applying the case n = 2, there are three cases:

e There exists (¢1,...,¢m) € ® such that F;(x) = ¢;(x1) for all .
In this case f;(x) = ¢;(x), as needed.

e There exists (¢1,...,¢m) € @ such that F;(x) = ¢;(z2) for all 4.

Since F; doesn’t depend on xs, in this case all f; are constant, and so they conform to a certificate.

e The functions Fi, ..., F,, conform to a certificate p.

In this case f1,..., fm also conform to p.

We prove that P is ®-trivial for all n > 2 by induction. Assuming that P is ®-trivial for n = 2 and for a
given value of n > 2, we prove that it is also ®-trivial for n + 1.

From here on, we assume that we are given an (n+ 1)-ary polymorphism fi,..., fi,. Our goal is to show
that it is either of dictatorial type or of certificate type.

The idea of the proof is to consider the functions f;|, obtained by fixing the final argument to o € %;. For
each y € P, the functions fily,,..., fmly,, are an n-ary polymorphism of P, and we can apply the inductive
hypothesis to them. In order to complete the proof, we need to aggregate the structure of the f;|, to conclude
a structure of the f;. This will be accomplished by applying the ®-triviality of 2-ary polymorphisms to a
specially constructed function which abstracts the salient structure of the f;|, in a usable way, as described
by the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1. There are functions g, ..., gm, where g;: 2 — ¥, such that the following properties hold:
1. g1,...,9m s a polymorphism of P.
2. If gi(x) = ¢(z1) for some ¢: E; — X, then fi(x) = ¢p(Tnt1).
3. If( gi(z) = P(x2) for some ¢: E; — X; then there are coordinates s(i,o) € [n] such that f;|-(x) =
(@s(i,0))-

Proof. We first define for every 4 a function h; which takes as input ¢ € ¥; and returns either a function
¥, = X; or L. The definition is as follows: if f;|s(2) = ¢(zs) for some (possibly constant) ¢: ¥ — % then
h;(o) = ¢, and otherwise h;(c) = L.

We can now define g;, considering two cases:

e There exists o9 € X; such that h;(og) # L.

Let ¢: ¥, — ¥; be any non-constant function which is different from h;(cp); such a function exists
since |3;] > 2, and so there are at least two non-constant functions on ¥;.

We define g;(0,a) = hi(0)(a) if hi(o) # L, and g;(0,a) = 1(a) otherwise.
o hi(o)= 1 forall o € X;.

Let ¢/,4¢": ¥; — X; be two different non-constant functions. Single out some o¢ € X;. We let
gi(oo,a) = ¢'(a) and g;(0,a) = ¥ (a) for o # oy.



Let us now verify the stated properties one by one:

1. Suppose that y,z € P. We need to show that (g1(y1,21)-- - 9m(Ym, 2m)) € P.

Since y € P, the functions fily,, ..., fmly,. are a polymorphism of P. We now consider two cases,
according to whether this polymorphism is of dictatorial type or of certificate type.

Suppose first that fily,, ..., fmly,, is of dictatorial type: there exist j € [n] and (¢1,. .., ¢m) € ® such
that fily,(x) = ¢i(z;). Then hi(y;) = ¢;, and so gi(y;, a) = ¢i(a).

Define vectors z(V € X' as follows: :zrgi) = .. =2 = 2 and 3:5121 = 1;. By construction,

(xgl), . ,x§m)) € P for all 4, and so (f1(zM),..., fu(z(™)) € P. Now fi(zD) = fily.(zi,. .., 2) =
¢i(2i) = 9i(Yi, z:), and s0 (g1(y1,21), - - - Gm(Ym, 2m)) € P
Suppose next that fily,,..., fm|y, conform to some certificate p. For every i € dom p, the function

fily: is the constant p; function. Hence h;(y;) is the constant p; function, and so g;(yi, z;) = p;. Since
p is a certificate, this shows that (¢91(y1,21),- -, 9m(Ym, 2m)) € P.

2. Suppose that g;(x) = ¢(x1) for some ¢: ¥; — ;. We need to show that f;(x) = ¢p(znt1)-

The definition of g; shows that h;(c) # L for all o (since otherwise the function a — g¢;(o,a) would
not be constant), and so h;(o) is the constant ¢(o) function. This implies that f;|, is the constant
¢(o) function, and so f;(x) = ¢(zp41).

3. Suppose that g;(z) = ¢(x2) for some function ¢: ¥; — ¥;. We need to show that for all o we have
filo(z) = ¢(x5) for some s € [n] which could depend on o.

If hi(o) = L for some o € ¥; then the definition of g; guarantees that the functions a — g;(c, a) are not
all the same, and so it is not the case that g;(x) depends only on z5. Hence h;(c) # L for all o € &,
implying that g;(z) = h;(z1)(x2). Thus h;(c) = ¢ for all o, and so for each o we have f;|,(z) = ¢(as)
for some s € [n]. O

Since ¢1,...,gm is a polymorphism of P and P is ®-trivial for n = 2, we conclude that ¢1,...,gm is
either of dictatorial type or of certificate type. In order to complete the proof of Theorem [[L3] we consider
three cases:

1. All functions gy, ..., gm depend on 7.
2. All functions gz, ..., g, depend on xs.

3. All functions g1, ..., gm are of certificate type.

There exists (¢1,...,¢,) € ® such that g;(z) = ¢;(z1) for all i. Applying Item 2] of Lemma 2.1} we
see that f;|,(x) = ¢;(0) for all 4,0, and so f;i(x) = ¢;(xn41) for all i. Therefore fi,..., f, is of dictator
type, where the dictator is z,41.

There exists (¢1,...,¢m) € ® such that g;(z) = ¢;(z2) for all i. Applying Item B of Lemma 211 we
conclude that there are coordinates s(i,0) € [n] such that fil,(z) = ¢i(2s3i0))-

Let A C [m] consist of those coordinates for which ¢; is not constant. If there exists s € [n] such that
s(i,0) = s whenever i € A then we can set s(i,0) = s for i ¢ A to obtain that fi,..., f,, are of dictatorial
type, where the dictator is zs. So suppose that {s(i,o) : ¢ € A,0 € X;} contains at least two different
coordinates; in particular, A is non-empty.

Recall that for every y € P, the n-ary functions fily,, ..., fmly,, are a polymorphism of P. Suppose first
that there is some y € P such that s(¢’, y;) # s(i”, yir) for some ¢/, € A. This implies that fily,,. .., fmlyn

cannot be of dictatorial type. Applying the induction hypothesis, we see that fily,,..., fm|y,, must conform
to some certificate p, where necessarily dom p C A. In this case, the functions fi,..., f,, also conform to p.

Suppose next that for every y € P there exists s, such that s(i,y;) = s, for all i € A. We would like to
show that in this case as well f1,..., f;, are of certificate type.



Single out some arbitrary yo € P and let sq = s,,. For ¢ € A, we partition ¥; into two parts X; o, ; 1,
where ¥, o consists of those o € ¥; such that s(i,0) = so. Thus for every y € P, either y; € X, for all
i€ A ory; € ¥, foralli € A. We will use this to construct a 2-ary polymorphism x1, ..., X which is not
of dictatorial type, and deduce that fi,..., f,, are of certificate type.

The definition of x; is quite simple. If ¢ ¢ A, we define x;(x) = ¢;. If i € A, we define x;(z) = ¢;(x1)
if ©1 € 3,0 and x;(z) = ¢i(x2) if 21 € ;1. Since g1, ..., gm are a polymorphism of P, so are ¢1, ..., ¢m.
This immediately implies that x1, ..., Xm is a polymorphism.

Applying the case n = 2, we deduce that x1,..., X, are either of dictatorial type or of certificate type.
We claim that they cannot be of dictatorial type. It is clear that they cannot depend only on x;. If they

depended only on x3, then considering yo as the first argument, we see that xi, ..., xm have to be constant,
contradicting the non-emptiness of A.

Thus X1, .., Xm must conform to some certificate p. By construction, domp C A and p; = ¢; for all
i € dom p. Hence f1,..., fm also conform to p.

The functions g, ..., g, conform to some certificate p. Applying Item [2] of Lemma [2.I] we see that
filo is the constant p; function whenever ¢ € dom p, and so f; is the constant p; function whenever i € dom p.
Hence fi,..., fm also conform to p.

3 Reduction ton=1

In this section we prove the reduction from n =2 to n = 1:

Theorem 1.4. Let P C ¥y X --- X 3., be a non-degenerate predicate, where |X;| > 2 for alli. Let ® be such
that for all (¢1,...,¢m) € ® and for all i, the function ¢; is a permutation of ;.
If P is ®-trivial for n =1 then it is also ®-trivial for n = 2, unless one of the following cases holds:

1. There is a coordinate i € [m] and o € 3; such that P is closed under setting i to o, meaning that
whenever y € P then also yli—o € P, where ylio is obtained from y by changing y; to o.

2. P has a non-dictatorial AND/OR polymorphism.
An AND/OR polymorphism is a polymorphism fi, ..., fm where fi: 2 — 3, is as follows. If |¥;| > 2
then fi(x) = x1. If |3;] = 2, without loss of generality 3; = {0,1}, then either fi(x) = x1 Az or
fl(l') =21V T2.

3. P has a Latin square polymorphism conforming to ®.

A Latin square polymorphism is a polymorphism fi,..., fm where each f;: 2 — %; is a Latin square:
if we view it as a X; X X; matriz, then each row and each column is a permutation of ;.

The functions fi,..., fm conform to ® if for all y € P we have

(fl(ylv ')7 B fm(ym7 ))7 (fl('vyl)u B fM('u yM)) S
Here fi(yi,+) is the function that takes o to fi(yi, o).

Furthermore, if ¥1 = -+- = 3, = {0,1} and P is not ®-trivial for n = 1 then this is witnessed either
by a polymorphism fi,..., fm: {0,1} — {0,1} where fi(z) € {0,1,z} for all i, or by a polymorphism
fi,oo s fm: {0,1} = {0,1} where fi(z) € {x,Z} for all i.

Suppose that P is ®-trivial for n = 1, and let f1,..., f;, be a 2-ary polymorphism of P. We will attempt
to show that fi,..., f,, are of dictatorial type or of certificate type. The proof will fail in certain cases, and
each of these cases will be covered by one of the cases in the statement of the theorem. Later on, we will
prove the “furthermore” part.

As in the proof of Theorem [[3] we define f;|, to be the function obtained by fixing the final argument
to o € ¥;. Thus for every y € P, the functions fily,,---, fml|y. are a l-ary polymorphism of P.



As in the proof of Theorem [[3] we capitalize on this observation by considering auxiliary functions
h;: ;i — 3; U {*} (where * is a symbol not in ;) which abstract the situation: if f;|, is the constant 7
function then we define h;(0) = 7, and otherwise we define h; (o) = *. The idea is that in certain cases we can
fill in the stars to obtain a l-ary polymorphism of P, gaining insight on fi,..., f;, by applying ®-triviality
forn=1.

We start with a simple observation which follows immediately from the observation that fily,,-- -, fimlym
is a polymorphism for every y € P, coupled with ®-triviality for n = 1.

Lemma 3.1. For every y € P, one of the following cases holds:

1. Dictatorial case: h;(y;) = * for all i.
In this case there exists (¢1,...,0m) € © such that f;

y; = @i for all 1.
2. Certificate case: There is a certificate p such that h;(y;) = p; for all i € dom p.

‘We now consider several cases:

1. The certificate case holds for all y € P.
2. There is 7 € P for which the dictatorial case holds, and furthermore, h;, (o) # * for some ig, og.
3. hi(c) =« for all 4, 0.

Each case will involve a different argument. The first two cases will involve various ways of completing
each h; to a function g;: 3; — 3; so that g1, ..., gm is a polymorphism of P. This means that g;(c) = h;(0)
whenever h;(o) # *.

The certificate case holds for all y € P

We start with the completion process.

Lemma 3.2. We can complete hy, ..., hy, to a polymorphism gi,...,gm such that for each i, if g; is the
constant T function then h; is also the constant T function.

Proof. The definition of g; is quite simple. If h;(c) = * for all o then we define g;(0) = o for all 0. Otherwise,
suppose h;(o) # *. Since |X;| > 2, we can find 7 € ¥; which is different from h;(c). We let g;(0) = hi(0) if
hi(o) # *, and g¢;(c) = 7 otherwise.

The construction guarantees that g; can be constant only if g; = h;. It remains to check that g1, ..., g, is
a polymorphism of P. Let y € P. Since the certificate case holds for all y € P, there is a certificate p such that
9i(yi) = hi(yi) = p; for all « € dom p. Since p is a certificate, this means that (g1(y1), ..., gm(ym)) € P. O

Since g1, ..., gm is a l-ary polymorphism of P and P is ®-trivial for n = 1, the functions g1, ..., g, are
either of dictatorial type or of certificate type. We consider the two cases separately.

There exists (¢1,...,¢m) € ® such that g; = ¢; for all i. We first observe that ¢,',..., ¢! is
also a polymorphism of P. Indeed, ¢7,...,¢,, is a polymorphism of P for every r» > 0, and if we take
r=TI", |Zi|! — 1, then ¢} = ¢; "

Suppose first that h;,(cg) = * for some ig, 0g. Consider any y € P satisfying y;, = 0¢. By assumption,
there is a certificate p such that p; = hi(y;) = gi(yi) = ¢:i(y;) for all i € domp. Since ¢;*',..., ¢, is a
polymorphism of P, the assignment X\ defined by \; = ¢; '(p;) = v; for all i € domp is also a certificate.
Observe that ig ¢ dom p. This means that y|;,«r € P for all 7 € ¥;,. Let us record this:

y € P and y;, = 00 = Yliger € P for all 7. (1)



We now consider two cases: |X;,] = 2 and |X;,] > 2. If |¥;,| = 2 then P is closed under setting ig
to o, which is one of the cases in the statement of the theorem. Indeed, if y € P satisfies y;, = &0 then
Yligez, = ¥y € P, and otherwise y;, = 09, and so Equation (Il) shows that y;,«z, € P.

The other case, |X;,| > 2, contradicts the assumption that P is ®-trivial for n = 1. To see this, consider
the functions ey, ...,e,, defined as follows. If i # ip then e¢; = id. We let ¢;,(c) = o for o # 0¢, and
eio(00) = o1 for some o1 # 0. Equation ([Il) implies that ey, ..., e, are a polymorphism of P, and so are
of either dictatorial type or certificate type. However, by construction, no e; is constant, and so eq,...,en,
cannot be of certificate type; and e;, is not a permutation, and so ey, ..., e, cannot be of dictatorial type.

Finally, suppose that h;(c) # * for all ¢,0. In this case f;|, is the constant h;(o) function, and so
fi(x) = hi(z2) = gi(x2) = ¢i(x2). Hence f1,..., fm is of dictatorial type.

The functions g1, ..., g, conform to some certificate p. Lemma [32] implies that h; is the constant
p; function for all ¢+ € dom p. The definition of hq, ..., h,, implies that f; is the constant p; function for all
1 € dom p. Hence f1,..., fm also conform to p.

There is n € P for which the dictatorial case holds, and furthermore, h; (0y) # *
for some i, oy

Rephrasing the first assumption, h;(n;) = * for all ;. We start with the completion process.

Lemma 3.3. Let z € P. Consider the completion g%,. .., g%, of h1, ..., hy defined as follows: gZ(o) = hi(o)
if hi(o) # *, and g7(0) = 2 if hi (o) = *.
The functions g5, ..., g%, are a polymorphism of P.

Proof. Let y € P. If h;(y;) = * for all ¢ then (¢5(v1), - - -, 9% (ym)) = 2z € P. Otherwise, invoking Lemma [3.1]
there is a certificate p such that ¢g7(y;) = hi(y;) = p; for all ¢ € dom p. Hence (g5 (y1),---,9%,(Yym)) € P since
p is a certificate. O

Invoking the lemma, g7,...,g" are a l-ary polymorphism of P, and so either of dictatorial type or of
certificate type. We consider the two cases separately.

There exists (¢1,...,¢n) € P such that g/ = ¢; for all i. Since each ¢; is a permutation, this can only
happen if h;(o) # * for all o # ;.

Consider any ¢ € P which is different from 7. Invoking Lemma again, the functions gf, ..., g5, are
a polymorphism of P, and so either of dictatorial type or of certificate type. Since ¢ # 7, there must be a
coordinate i1 such that (;, # m;,. Since g;| is a permutation and gic1 differs from g;! only on input 7;,, we

see that gic1 cannot be a permutation. Hence g%, ..., g5, must conform to some certificate p.

If i € dom p then gf must be constant. Since g is a permutation and gf differs from it only on input 7;,
necessarily |X;| = 2 and ¢(; = 7;. Letting B = {i : |Z;| = 2}, this shows that:

¢ € Pand ( #n = w € P whenever w; = (; for all ¢ € B such that {; = 7. (2)

This property allows us to construct a polymorphism ey, ..., e, of AND/OR type, which is one of the
cases in the statement of the theorem. If i ¢ B, we let e;(x) = x1. If i € B then e;(x) = n; if x1 = 29 = 1;,
and e;(z) = 7; otherwise. When %; = {0, 1}, the function e; is the OR function if 7; = 0 and the AND
function if n; = 1.

To see that this is a polymorphism, let y,z € P. If y = z = n then (e1(y1,21), -+, €mYm, 2m)) =n € P.
Otherwise, suppose without loss of generality that z # 7. Applying Equation ) with ¢ = z, it suffices to
show that e;(y;, z;) = z; for all ¢ € B such that z; = ;. This follows directly from the definition of e;.

To see that e is non-dictatorial, take any ¢ € P other than . The argument about shows that g%, o g5,
must conform to some certificate p, and furthermore, if i € dom p then i € B, and so e; is not a dictator.
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The functions g7,...,g", conform to some certificate p. Suppose first that 7 := h;, (01) & {n,, *}
for some i1,01. This means that 9?1 is not constant, and so ¢; ¢ dom p. Thus ¢ := 7|;,+, € P. Observe
that hi, (G;,) = 7 # * whereas h;((;) = hi(n;) = * for all i # i1. In view of Lemma Bl this shows that P
contains all z such that z;, = 7. In particular, P is closed under setting i; to 7, which is one of the cases in
the statement of the theorem.

We can thus assume that h;(c) € {n;,*} for all i,0. Let C consist of ¢ such that h;(0) = * for all 0. By
assumption, iy ¢ C.

Suppose first that C # () or |X;| > 2 for some i. Consider any ¢ € P. Invoking Lemma B3] the functions
gf, ..., g5, are a polymorphism, and so either of dictatorial type or of certificate type. We claim that one of
these functions is not a permutation, and so gf, e ,gfn must be of certificate type.

Indeed, if C # 0, say i € C, then gf is constant. Similarly, if |3;| > 2 then gf cannot be a permutation:
either hg has at least two *-inputs, both of which are set to ¢; in gig; or it has at least two n;-inputs.

Thus gf, ..., g5, conform to some certificate p¢. If i € dom p¢ then gf is constant, and so either i € C
or (; = n;; in both cases, pg = (;. In particular, if ¢;, # 1, then ig ¢ dom p¢. Since p¢ agrees with ¢ on
its domain, this implies that (li,«y,, € P. Therefore P is closed under setting iq to 7;,, which is one of the
cases in the theorem.

Suppose now that C'= () and |X;| = 2 for all 4. This means that h;(7;) = n; for all i.

Consider any ¢ € P. As before, the functions gf, ..., g5, are a polymorphism and so either of dictatorial
type or of certificate type. If gf, ..., g5, are of dictatorial type then gf is a permutation for all 4, and so
(; = m; for all ¢; in short, ( = 7. In all other cases, gf, ..., g5, is of certificate type.

Suppose therefore that ¢ € P is different from 7. Then gf, ..., g5, conform to a certificate p¢. If i € dom p¢
then ¢; = n;. Equivalently, if ¢; # n; then i ¢ dom p¢. Since p¢ agrees with ¢ on its domain, this shows that:

¢ € P and ¢ # 7] = (lic, € P for all i. (3)

This property allows us to construct a polymorphism ey, ..., e, of AND/OR type, which is one of the
cases in the statement of the theorem: e;(x) = 7; if 1 = z2 = 7;, and e;(x) = n; otherwise. To see that
this is indeed a polymorphism, let y,z € P. If y = z = 7 then (e1(y1,21)s---sem(Ym, 2m)) = 7 € P.
Otherwise, suppose without loss of generality that z # 7. Observe that (e1(y1,21);- -, €m(Ym, 2m)) is
obtained from z be setting to 7; coordinates ¢ such that y; = ;. Therefore Equation (@) implies that
(e1(y1,21);- -+ em(Ym, 2m)) € P.

For all i,0 we have h;(0) =

The dictatorial case of Lemma [3.T] applies for all y € P. Since P is non-degenerate, for every i, 0 we can find
y € P such that y; = o, and so f;|, is a permutation.

So far we have restricted fi,..., fin to a l-ary polymorphism according to the second argument. We
can do the same, but according to the first argument. Running the argument so far, one of the following
happens:

e The argument shows that fi,..., f,, is of dictatorial type or of certificate type.
e The argument shows that one of the cases in the statement of the theorem holds.
e The argument reaches the current case (h;(0) = * for all 4,0). In this case we immediately conclude

that f1,..., fm is a Latin square polymorphism conforming to ®.

Furthermore part

Suppose that 1 =--- =X, = {0,1} and P is not ®-trivial for n = 1. Then there is a l-ary polymorphism
f1,-.-, fm of P which is neither of dictatorial type nor of certificate type.
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Since ¥1 = --- = %,,, = {0, 1}, each f; is one of the functions 0,1, z,Z. Let g;(z) = fi(fi(z)) € {0,1,z}.

Clearly g1, ..., gm is a polymorphism of P. We now consider two cases, according to whether g1, ..., gm, are
of dictatorial type or not.

If g1,...,gm are of dictatorial type then gy = -+- = g, =z and so f1,..., fm € {z,Z}, hence f1,..., fm
are the claimed polymorphism.

Suppose next that gi,..., g, are not of dictatorial type. They cannot conform to any certificate since
f1,--., fm would conform to the same certificate. Hence g1, ..., g are the claimed polymorphism.

4 Symmetric binary predicates

In this section we determine which non-degenerate symmetric predicates over {0, 1} are trivial:

Theorem 1.5. A non-degenerate symmetric predicate P C {0,1}" is ®neg-trivial if and only if P is not
one of the following predicates:

o All vectors of even parity.

o All vectors of odd parity.

o All vectors of weight at least w, for some w € {1,...,m — 1}.

o All vectors of weight at least w together with the all-zero vector, for some w € {2,...,m}.

o All vectors of weight at most w, for some w € {1,...,m —1}.

o All vectors of weight at most w together with the all-one vector, for some w € {0,...,m — 2}.

Furthermore, if P is ®neg-trivial then all dictatorial polymorphisms fi,..., fm of P are such that fi(x) =
o= fm(z) = x; or (possibly) fi(x) =--- = fm(x) = Z;, for some j € [n].

The predicate P is ®ig-trivial if and only if P is not one of the predicates listed above, and also P is not
closed under complementation (i.e., flipping all bits).

We remind the reader that ®iq = {(id,...,id)} and ®neg = {id, neg}™ (where m is the arity of P). Here
id(z) = z and neg(z) = .
Necessity

The easy part of the proof is showing that P is not ®nee-trivial or not ®jg-trivial in the stated cases. In the
cases listed for ®neg, we exhibit a 2-ary polymorphism in which all functions depend on both coordinates:

e P consists of all vectors of even parity.

The polymorphism is fi(x) =+ = fi(x) = 21 ® 22.
e P consists of all vectors of odd parity.
The polymorphism is fi(x) =+ = fi—1(x) = 21 ® 22 and fp,(z) = 71 D 22.
We could also take the 3-ary polymorphism fi(z) = -+ = fiu(z) = z1 @ x2 @ x5, which has the

advantage that all functions are the same.

e P consists of all vectors of weight at least w, possibly with the addition of the all-zero vector.

The polymorphism is fi(x) =+ = fi(2) =21 V 22.

e P consists of all vectors of weight at most w, possibly with the addition of the all-one vector.

The polymorphism is fi(z) = -+ = fi(x) = 21 A x2.

Finally, if P is closed under complementation, then it is not ®;4-trivial due to the 1-ary polymorphism

fl(x) = me(.%') =1
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Sufficiency

Let ® € {®ig, Pneg }, and suppose that P is not ®-trivial. Our goal is to show that one of the cases in the
statement of the theorem holds. It will be useful to represent P by the set W of Hamming weights of vectors
in P.

Applying Theorems [[.3] and [.4] one of the following cases must hold:

1. There exists a l-ary polymorphism fi,..., f, where f;(x) € {0,1,z}, other than f; =--- = f,, =«
which is not of certificate type.

3

2. When & = ®;q: There exists a l-ary polymorphism fi,..., f,, where f;(x) € {z,Z}, other than
fi=-=fu=u

3. P is closed under setting ¢ to b, for some i, b.
4. P has an AND/OR polymorphism.

5. P has a Latin square polymorphism.

We consider each of these cases below. The argument for the second case also proves the “furthermore”
clause of the theorem.

P is closed under setting some coordinates to constants, and the constant coordinates do not

constitute a certificate. Suppose that for all y € P, if we set the first ag coordinates to 0 and the last ay

coordinates to 1 then the resulting vector is also in P, where ag+ a1 > 0. We denote this operation by O(y).

Since the constant coordinates do not constitute a certificate, there is some yo ¢ P such that O(yo) ¢ P.
For any y € {0,1}™, the weight of O(y) is always in the range {a1, ..., m—ag}. Therefore WN{aq,...,m—

ap} # (). Considering the vector O(yo), also W N{ay,...,m —ao} # {ai,...,m —ag}. These properties will

lead to a contradiction if ag,a; > 0, and will allow us to uncover the structure of W if ag = 0 or a; = 0.
The main observation is the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Let w € W be such that w = a1 + by and m — w = ag + by, where by,by > 0 (equivalently,
w € {ay,...,m —agp}).
If ag,b1 >0 thenw —1e€ W. Ifay,bp >0 thenw+ 1€ W.

Proof. If ag,b; > 0 then consider y = 0% 11 Qbo+1101=1 191 ¢ P, We have O(y) = 0% Qb+11b1—1 11 ¢ P,
andsow —1€W.
The argument in the case a;, by > 0 is completely analogous. O

Suppose first that ag,a; > 0. The lemma implies that if w — 1,w € {a1,...,m —ag} and w € W
then w — 1 € W; and that if w,w+1 € {a1,...,m —ap} and w € W then w+ 1 € W. It follows that
W n{ay,...,m—ag} is either empty or contains all of {aj,...,m —ag}, and so we reach a contradiction.

Suppose next that a; = 0. In this case the lemma still implies that if w € {1,...,m —apg} and w € W
then w — 1 € W. Therefore W N {0,...,m —ap} = {0,...,%0}, where 0 < & < m — ag. In particular,
m—ag ¢ W.

We claim that W = {0,...,w}, which is one of the cases in the statement of the theorem (note
that @ # 0 due to non-degeneracy). Indeed, suppose that w € W for some w > m — ap. Then y =
Qm-wlao—(m=—w) ym=a0 ¢ P and so O(y) = 0% 1™~ % ¢ P. However, this implies that m —ag € W, and we
reach a contradiction.

Similarly, if ag = 0 then W = {w, ..., m} for some a1 < & < m.
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When & = ¢;4: P is closed under XORing with some v # 0. If v = 1™ then P is closed under
complementation, which is one of the cases in the statement of the theorem. Therefore we can assume that
0 < |v| < m (where |v| is the Hamming weight of v).

By symmetry, P is closed under XORing with any vector of Hamming weight |v|. In particular, it is
invariant under XORing with both 011*1=10™~I*I=1 and 101/*/=10™~[*I=1 and so under XORing with their
XOR, which is 110™~2. This implies that if w € W satisfies w > 2 then w — 2 € W: we get this by
considering 1¥0™~* € P. Similarly, if w € W satisfies w < m —2 then w+2 € W, considering 0"~ *1% € P.

Thus W either contains all odd numbers in {0, ..., m} or none of them, and similarly it either contains
all even numbers in {0, ..., m} or none of them. Since P is non-degenerate, this implies that P consists of
either all vectors of even parity or of all vectors of odd parity, both of which are cases in the statement of
the theorem.

This argument shows that if P is closed under XORing with v # 0 then either v = 1" or P consists of
all vectors of even parity or of all vectors of odd parity, and consequently it is not ®neg-trivial. This proves
the “furthermore” clause of the theorem.

P is closed under setting a single coordinate to a constant. Suppose first that P is closed under
setting a single coordinate to 0. This implies that if w € W is positive then also w —1 € W, and so
W ={0,...,w} for some .

Similarly, if P is closed under setting a single coordinate to 1 then W = {1, ..., m} for some .

P has an AND/OR polymorphism. Recall that an AND/OR polymorphism is a 2-ary polymorphism
f1s-., fm were for every i, either f;(z) = 21 Axg or fi(z) =21 V 2.

Suppose first that there are two different coordinates 41,42 such that f;, () = fi,(x) = z1 Aze. Tw e W
is such that 0 < w < m then we can find a vector y € P of weight w such that (y;,,v:,) = (0,1). Let
z € P be obtained from w by switching coordinates i1 and ia. Then (f1(y1,21),-- s fm(Ym, 2m)) = Ylizo
has weight w — 1, showing that w — 1 € P. Thus either W = {0,...,%} or W ={0,...,w} U{m}, for some
w, both of which are cases in the statement of the theorem.

Similarly, if there are two different coordinates i1,is such that f;, () = fi,(x) = 21 V z2 then either
W ={w,...,m} or W ={0}U {w,...,m} for some .

If none of these cases happens then m < 2. There are no non-degenerate predicates for m = 1. When
m = 2, the non-degenerate predicates are:

e W =1{0,1}: weight at most 1.

e W ={0,2}: weight at most 0 together with the all-one vector, or weight at least 2 together with the
all-one vector.

o W ={1,2}: weight at least 1.

Each of these is one of the cases in the statement of the theorem.

P has a Latin square polymorphism. Recall that a Latin square polymorphism is a 2-ary polymorphism
fis- -+, fm such that if we view f; as a 2 X 2 square then it is a Latin square. Thus f;(z) = x1 ® x2 ® v; for
some vector v € {0,1}™.

In this case P is closed under the operation (y, z) — y@®z@®v. If W = {0, m} then we are done since this
is one of the cases in the statement of the theorem. Otherwise, P contains some zy # v, 0. Thus P is closed
under XORing with zg @ v #£ 0™,1™, and so as shown above, P consists of all vectors of some fixed parity.
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5 Relation to impossibility domains

In this section we relate ®-triviality to the notion of impossibility domain.

Theorem 1.6. Let P C ¥y X --- X X, be a non-degenerate predicate, where |X;| > 2 for alli. Let ® be such
that for all (¢1,...,dm) € D, the function ¢; is a permutation of X;.

Suppose that P is ®-trivial for n = 1. Then P is ®-trivial if and only if it is an impossibility domain
with respect to unanimity.

One direction of the theorem is almost immediate: if P is ®-trivial then it is an impossibility domain
with respect to unanimity. We show this by proving the contrapositive: if P is a possibility domain with
respect to unanimity then it is not ®-trivial.

Suppose that P is a possibility domain with respect to unanimity. Then there is a unanimous polymor-
phism fi,..., fm which is not of the form fi(z) =--- = fm(x) = z;.

We claim that fq,..., f,, is of neither dictatorial type nor certificate type, and so P is not ®-trivial. We
prove this by considering both cases.

Suppose first that f1,..., fi, are of dictatorial type: there exists j € [n] such that f;(z) = ¢;(x;). Since

fi is unanimous, we have ¢;(b) = fi(b,...,b) = b, and so f;(x) = x;. This contradicts the assumption on
fi, ooy fme
If f1,..., fm conform to a certificate p then domp = 0, since no f; is constant (by unanimity). The

empty certificate cannot be a certificate since P is non-degenerate.

The other direction is an application of our main theorems. We show that if P is not ®-trivial then it is
a possibility domain with respect to unanimity.

Since P is not ®-trivial, according to Theorem it is not ®-trivial for n = 2. Since it is ®-trivial for
n = 1, one of the three cases in Theorem [[.4] must hold. In each of these cases we will show that P is a
possibility domain with respect to unanimity by constructing a unanimous non-dictatorial polymorphism.

1. There is a coordinate ig € [m] and o¢ € X;, such that P is closed under setting ig to op.
We construct unanimous functions f;: EZZ — ¥; as follows. If ¢ # ig then f;(x) = z1. The function
fio is defined as follows: f;(x) = a1 if 29 # 09, and f;(x) = o¢ if 22 = 0p. Since f; depends on both
arguments, fi,..., f; is non-dictatorial. It remains to prove that fi,..., f,, is a polymorphism of P.
Suppose that y,z € P. If z;, # o¢ then (f1(y1,21)s-- -, fm(Ym,2m)) =y € P, and if z;, = op then
(fi(y1,21)s s fm(Ym, 2m)) = Yligeoo € P

2. P has a non-dictatorial AND/OR polymorphism. That is, there are functions f;: X7 — %; such that
(1) if |%;] > 2 then fi(z) = x1, (ii) if |3;] = 2 then f; € {z1 A x2,21 V 22}, where we assume without
loss of generality that ¥; = {0,1} in this case.

Since AND/OR polymorphisms are unanimous, we are immediately done.

3. P has a Latin square polymorphism. That is, there are functions f;: ©2 — X; where each f; is a Latin
square (viewed as a matrix, each row and each column is a permutation).
Let fi(z) = ., (x2), where m; ., is some permutation of 32;. Then f£?(z1, 2, 73) = fi(71, fi(r2,23)) =
iy (Tizy (23)). Observe that f{2,..., f2 is also a polymorphism of P. Indeed, if y,z,w € P then
(fr(z1,w1)y ey frn(Zm,wm)) € P, and so (f1(y1, f1(z1, w1))s -y fn(Yms frn(Zms W) € P.
More generally, we can define ff": X/ — %, by the recursive formula ff1(z) = f;(x) and £ (z) =
filz, ff7(z2, ..., 2r41)). Forevery r, fi,..., fo7 is a polymorphism of P which is not dictatorial. In
order to complete the proof, we need to find r for which the functions f" are unanimous.
Observe that f"(o,...,0) = 7] (o), where the power is taken in the group of symmetries of ¥;.
Taking r = [/, |%:]!, we have 7}, = id and so f; is unanimous.
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