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Abstract

N individuals must choose between two collective alternatives. Under Quadratic Vot-

ing (QV), individuals buy vote in favor of their preferred alternative from a clearing house,

paying the square of the number of votes purchased, and the sum of all votes purchased

determines the outcome. Heuristic arguments and experimental results have suggested that

this simple, detail-free mechanism is utilitarian efficient. In an independent private-values

environment, we rigorously prove that for any value distribution all symmetric Bayes-Nash

equilibria of QV converge toward efficiency in large populations, with waste decaying gener-

ically as 1/N .
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1 Introduction

Consider a binary collective-decision problem in which a group of N individuals must choose
between two alternatives. Each individual has a privately known value that determines her
willingness to pay for one alternative over the other. Quadratic Voting (QV) is a simple and
detail-free mechanism designed to maximize utilitarian efficiency in this setting.1 In this system,
individuals buy votes (either negative or positive, depending on which alternative is favored)
from a clearing house, paying the square of the number of votes purchased. The sum of all
votes purchased then determines the outcome according to a smoothed version of majority rule
described more precisely in Subsection 2.1 below. We prove that, in any symmetric Bayes-Nash
equilibrium of a private values environment where valuations are drawn independently and
identically according to any smooth value distribution with bounded support, the inefficiency
of QV converges as N → ∞ to a fraction 0 of potential welfare, at a rate 1/N for generic value
distribution parameters. Our analysis is constructive and describes the structure of Bayes-Nash
equilibria.

The heuristic rationale for QV is quite simple. The marginal benefit to a voter of an addi-
tional vote is her value multiplied by her marginal pivotality (roughly, the perceived probability
that an additional unit of vote will sway the decision). She maximizes utility by equating this
marginal utility to the linear marginal cost of a vote. Therefore, if voters share the same marginal
pivotality, they will buy votes in proportion to their values, thus bringing about utilitarian effi-
ciency. Furthermore, the quadratic cost function is the unique cost function with this property.
The mathematical details behind this argument are given in Subsection 2.3.

Previous research has used variations of this rationale to justify quadratic mechanisms in re-
lated collective-decision-making problems discussed below. However, to our knowledge, this
heuristic rationale has never been translated into a rigorous argument for efficiency in the sort
of non-cooperative, incomplete information game theoretic model in which mechanisms for al-
locating private goods have been studied at least since the work of Myerson (1981). Although,
as we discuss below, one could attempt to make this intuition precise in a variety of potential
models, we choose to begin with the simple and canonical setting described above, analogous
to the Myerson’s auction model. Unfortunately, in this setting, the crucial assumption of this
rationale – that in equilibrium all voters will have the same marginal pivotality – is false, as we
will show. As a result, formal equilibrium analysis is a far more subtle task than the heuristic
argument of the previous paragraph. Nevertheless, we will show that for voters with values
in the “bulk” of the distribution, the marginal pivotality is approximately constant,2 which will

1Clearly many other objectives are possible for this problem, and many involve distributional considerations.
However, we focus on a utilitarian objective because it is the one most extensively studied in the literature (Bowen,
1943; Groves, 1973).

2Theorems of Kahn et al. (1988) and Al-Najjar and Smorodinsky (2000) imply marginal pivotality must converge
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allow us to prove convergence to efficiency.
In nearly all previous results on convergence of mechanisms (for private goods) towards ef-

ficiency, agents’ strategies converge to a simple, determinate continuum equilibrium strategy,
typically involving truthful direct demand revelation.3 Because marginal pivotalities converge
to zero in the binary collective decision problem, there is no well-defined continuum analog. In
fact, as we will show, when the value distribution has non-zero mean equilibria take an exotic
form, with nearly all individuals buying vanishingly few votes but a vanishingly small number
of “extremists” buying a relatively large number, enough to single-handedly sway the election.
Large−N efficiency emerges because the expected number of extremists in the population de-
cays as 1/N . By contrast, when the mean value is zero, such extremists will not exist. Here
efficiency will depend another subtle property of our equilibrium characterization. Specifically
we show that population variability of marginal pivotalities is sufficiently small that deviations
in the vote total stemming from nonlinearities of the equilibrium voting strategy vanish com-
pared to variations arising from the sampling variability of the agents’ values.

To our knowledge the use of quadratic pricing for collective decision-making was first sug-
gested by Groves and Ledyard (1977a), who proposed it as a Nash implementation of the op-
timal level of continuous public goods under complete information that avoids the fragility,
discussed in the next paragraph, of previously suggested efficient mechanisms.4 In an unpub-
lished manuscript, Hylland and Zeckhauser (1980) provided the first variant of the heuristic
rationale above to uniquely justify quadratic pricing mechanism and proposed an iterative pro-
cedure that they conjectured would converge to Groves and Ledyard’s complete information
optimum in the presence of private information. In a previous version of this paper, Weyl (2012)
first proposed the use of QV for binary collective decision problems, and conjectured that it
would lead to asymptotically efficient decisions in the environment we consider based on an
(independently discovered) extension of Hylland and Zeckhauser’s heuristic rationale. Goeree

to zero as N → ∞. Our results will show that, nonetheless with probability approaching 1, the ratio between the
marginal pivotalities of two randomly chosen voters will be close to 1.

3For example see Roberts and Postlewaite (1976), Rustichini et al. (1994), and Che and Kojima (2010). The only
counter-example we are aware of is the work of Ledyard (1984), and Myerson (2000) and Krishna and Morgan
(2015) who study the same environment, on costly voting. In that model, however, any individual can make only
three choices (vote in either direction or stay home), and thus equilibrium construction is relatively simple. Thus,
although the heuristic rationale for QV is similar to that put forward by Ledyard (with the uniform distribution
of voting costs independent of values he considers, the cost of a turnout is effectively quadratic in the aggregate),
the equilibrium construction with which we are primarily concerned here bears little relationship to that in costly
voting models.

4Another common criticism of these mechanisms is that they violate individual rationality constraints if indi-
viduals are entitled to the status quo outcome. Mailath and Postlewaite (1990) show that, in this environment and
if entitlements to one alternative (call it the status quo) is provided to all agents, then as the population grows large
as long as any event exists in which the status quo is optimal, the probability of the alternative being adopted tends
toward 0. This weakness applies equally to QV as to any of the other mechanisms for this setting. As a result
we consider an environment in which the alternatives are symmetric and no individual has an entitlement to any
alternative. In this environment individual rationality does not arise as a constraint.
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and Zhang (2015) independently suggested using a detail-based, approximately direct variant
of QV in the special case where values are sampled from zero-mean normal distributions, and
derived an equilibrium in the case N = 2.

The subject of this paper is primarily the analytical results quoted above, and we confine
speculation on practical applications of QV to a brief motivational Section 4 . However, note
that QV is far from the first (asymptotically) efficient mechanism economists have proposed for
the binary collective-decision problem. Nonetheless, unlike most other such procedures, such
as the expected externality (EE) mechanism of Arrow (1979) and d’Aspremont and Gérard-Varet
(1979), the “implement-the-mean preference” mechanism of Krishna and Morgan (2001) and
the “costly voting” (CV) mechanism Ledyard (1984), Myerson (2000) and Krishna and Morgan
(2015), its description and equilibrium efficiency properties are independent of the distribution
of values. It is also precisely budget balanced, unlike the only other detail-free (asymptotically)
efficient mechanism of which we are aware, namely, that described by Vickrey (1961), Clarke
(1971) and Groves (1973) (VCG). Furthermore, the significant discussion of QV in the past few
years in legal (Cariello, 2015) and popular (Ellenberg, 2015) circles, compared to the paucity
of such discussions in the decades since Green et al. (1976) and Tideman and Tullock (1976)
proposed using VCG for collective decision-making, suggests that QV’s rules are simpler to
describe, at least to non-economists.

Perhaps a more important question about the attractiveness of QV for practical applications
is its robustness to a range of deviations from the baseline model we focus. Some such devia-
tions are known to be crippling for existing (asymptotically) efficient mechanisms. The EE and
“implement-the-mean” mechanisms are not defined if aggregate uncertainty exists concerning
the value distribution, whereas QV is always defined independent of such distributions. CV
is typically inefficient when individuals have non-instrumental or imperfectly-rational motiva-
tions to vote, whereas the heuristic rationale for QV relies only on individuals sharing a (on
average) common proportional-to-value (but not necessarily rational or instrumental) interest
in voting. VCG is extremely sensitive to collusion (Groves and Ledyard, 1977b; Ausubel and
Milgrom, 2005) (any two individuals may attain any desired outcome at no cost if they collude),
whereas QV appears to require at least some payment by collusive groups. Formal analysis of
these robustness concerns is beyond the scope of this paper, given that treating the technical
challenges of characterizing equilibria in any of these environments rigorously would require
more space than a standard journal article. However, they are active subjects of our on-going
research, as we discuss briefly in our conclusion.
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2 Model Assumptions and Rationale

2.1 Model

We consider an independent symmetric private values environment with N voters i = 1, . . . , N .
Each voter i is characterized by a value, ui; these values are drawn independently and identically
from a continuous probability distribution F supported by a finite interval [u, u], with associated
density f and u < 0 < u. For normalization, we assume the numeraire has been scaled so that
min(|u|, u) ≥ 1. We denote by µ, σ2, and µ3, respectively, respectively the mean, variance, and
raw third moments of u under F , and we assume f is smooth and bounded away from 0 on
[u, u]. The two alternatives are 0 and 1. Individuals are risk-neutral, quasi-linear expected utility
maximizers who gain 2ui dollars of utility if option 1 is adopted rather than option 0.

We consider a variant on QV5 where

1. Each individual chooses a number of votes vi ∈ R to buy.

2. Each pays v2
i dollars and receives a refund of

∑
j 6=i v

2
j

N−1
dollars.6

3. The outcome is option 1 with probability Ψ(V )+1
2

where V ≡
∑

i vi and Ψ : R→ [−1, 1] is an
odd, nondecreasing, C∞ function7 such that

(a) for some 0 < δ <∞,
Ψ(x) = sgn(x) for all |x| ≥ δ;

(b) Ψ has positive derivative8 ψ, on the interval (−δ, δ); and

(c) ψ′(x) > 0 for all −δ < x < 0 and ψ has a single point of inflection in (−δ, 0).

5Although both the discrete binary choice set-up of Weyl (2012) and the continuous public goods model of
Hylland and Zeckhauser (1980) helped inspire this model, it differs from both. Consequently, our results have no
direct implications for those models. It differs from Weyl’s model in that the outcome is smoothed rather than
jumping discontinuously at 0. It differs in a variety of respects from Hylland and Zeckhauser’s, notably in that
utility is linear in the common and bounded outcome, whereas Hylland and Zeckhauser assume strictly concave
preferences with heterogeneous ideal points and an outcome that may take values in the full real space. Hylland
and Zeckhauser also consider a multidimensional issue space with no access to transfers and an iterative procedure
to converge to this outcome, none of which feature in our model.

6This particular refund rule is for concreteness and budget balance only, and plays no role in our results. A wide
range of refund rules would work equally well.

7The payoff function Ψ smooths QV so that close decisions are decided probabilistically, rather than determin-
istically. While we model it as a feature of the mechanism, it can also be viewed as a product of noise in the envi-
ronment, possibly arising from a small number of exogenous noise voters or a small, fixed error in the vote-tallying
process.

8Thus, ψ/2 is an even, C∞ probability density with support [−δ, δ] that is strictly positive on (−δ, δ). There are
infinitely many such probability densities. For example, if X1, X2, . . . is a sequence of independent, identically
distributed random variables each with the uniform density on [−δ, δ], then the random variable Y =

∑∞
n=1Xn/2

n

has a C∞ density that meets the requirements (a), (b), (c) in condition 3.
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We shall refer to Ψ as the payoff function, because it determines the quantity by which values ui
are multiplied to obtain the allocative (as opposed to transfer) component of each individual’s
utility.

Conditional on the values of {vi}, each individual i earns expected utility

uiΨ(V )− v2
i +

1

N − 1

∑
j 6=i

v2
j . (1)

Because the last term in this expression is independent of individual i’s actions, we will hence-
forth neglect it. Thus, in a symmetric equilibrium, a voter with value u will maximize9

E [uΨ (V−1 + v)]− v2, (2)

where V−1 ≡
∑

i 6=1 vi is the one-out vote total, the sum of all votes cast by all but a single individual.
We define the expected inefficiency10 as EI ≡ 1

2
− E[UΨ(V )]

2E[|U |] ∈ [0, 1], where U ≡
∑

i ui. This
measure is the unique negative monotone linear transformation of aggregate utility realized
UΨ(V ) that is normalized to have range of the unit interval.11

2.2 Existence of Equilibria

Lemma 1. For any N > 1 a monotone increasing, type-symmetric Bayes-Nash Equilibrium v

exists.

This result follows directly from Reny (2011)’s Theorem 4.5 for symmetric games.12 We fo-
cus on symmetric equilibria because, in large symmetric games, asymmetric equilibria typically
differ little from symmetric equilibria and are harder to characterize in detail (Satterthwaite and
Williams, 1989; Rustichini et al., 1994; Cripps and Swinkels, 2006).13

9In the appendix we will prove that Bayes-Nash equilibria are non-randomized strategies.
10Given our assumption of quasi-linear preferences, utilitarian welfare is equivalent to efficiency in the sense of

Kaldor (1939) and Hicks (1939) and thus we use the term efficiency interchangeably with welfare.
11It is also the complement of the ratio of the gap between the expected realized aggregate utility and the worst

possible utility that could be achieved to the gap between the expected first-best utility and the worst possible utility
that could be achieved.

12All of Reny’s conditions can easily be checked, so we highlight only the less obvious ones. Continuity of payoffs
in actions follows from the smoothed payoffs imposed through Ψ. Type-conditional utility is only bounded from
above, not below, but boundedness from below can easily be restored by simply deleting for each value type u votes
of magnitude greater

√
2 |u|. The existence of a monotone best-response follows from the clear super-modularity of

payoffs in value and votes.
13However, for this reason, we conjecture that our results extend to all equilibria.
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2.3 Rationale

Differentiating expression (2) with respect to v yields the following first-order condition for max-
imization:

uE [ψ (V−1 + v)] = 2v =⇒ v(u) =
E [ψ (V−1 + v(u))]

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
marginal pivotality

u. (3)

The marginal benefit of an additional unit of vote is thus twice the individual’s value multiplied
by the influence this extra vote has on the chance the alternative is adopted, the vote’s marginal
pivotality. The marginal cost of a vote is twice the number of votes already purchased.

With a large number N of voters, most would reason their votes v(u) have a negligible effect
on the vote total V−1 + v(u). Taking this logic to an extreme, suppose voters acted as if marginal
pivotality were constant across the population, like a price p > 0 in a market. Then for each
possible value u, an individual with that value would buy v(u) = pu votes. This voting strategy
would imply V =

∑
i v

?
i = p

∑
i ui; that is, the vote total would be exactly proportional to the

sum of the values. Because the outcome of the election is completely determined by the sign of
V except when V ∈ [−δ, δ], this equilibrium would enforce utilitarian efficiency.

Clearly, this argument holds only for a quadratic cost function, because only quadratic func-
tions have linear derivatives. For example, if the cost for v votes were v4, which has marginal
cost 3v3, then under the hypothesis of constant marginal pivotality, buying votes in proportion to
3
√
u would be optimal for an individual with value u; because the sign of

∑
i

3
√
ui is not generally

the same as that of
∑

i ui, utilitarian efficiency would not hold.

3 Main Results

Our main results concern the structure of equilibria in the game described in the previous section
when the number N of agents is large, and the implications for the efficiency of QV.

3.1 Characterization of equilibrium in the zero mean case

The structure of a type-symmetric Bayes-Nash equilibrium differs radically depending on whether
µ = 0 or µ 6= 0. The case of µ = 0, although non-generic, is of particular interest because in some
elections, for instance, when two candidates are vying for an elected office, the alternatives may
be tailored so that an approximate population balance is achieved (Ledyard, 1984).

Theorem 1. For any sampling distribution F with mean µ = 0 that satisfies the hypotheses
above, constants εN → 0 exist such that in any type-symmetric Bayes-Nash equilibrium, v(u) is

6



C∞ on [u, u] and satisfies the following approximate proportionality rule:∣∣∣∣v(u)

pNu
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ εN where pN =
1

23/4
√
σ 4
√
π(N − 1)

. (4)

Furthermore, constants αN , βN → 0 exist such that in any equilibrium the vote total V = VN and
expected inefficiency satisfy

|E[V ]| ≤ αN
√

var(V ) and EI < βN . (5)

Thus, in any equilibrium, agents buy votes approximately in proportion to their values ui,
which corresponds to their behavior under price-taking, as described in the previous section.
This approximate proportionality rule holds because in any equilibrium, each voter perceives ap-
proximately the same marginal pivotality, that is, roughly, the probability that the vote total V
will be in the range [−δ, δ], where a small increment to one’s vote would affect the utility.

Given approximate proportionality, understanding why the number of votes a typical voter
buys should be of order N−1/4 is not difficult. If the vote function v(u) in a Bayes-Nash equilib-
rium follows a proportionality rule v(u) ≈ βu, the constant β must be the consensus marginal
pivotality. On the other hand, by the local limit theorem of probability (see Feller (1971), ch. XVI),
if β = CN−α for some constants C 6= 0 and α ∈ R, the chance that V ∈ [−δ, δ] would be of order
Nα− 1

2 , and so α must be 1/4.
Although the relation (4) asserts the ratio v(u)/u is approximately constant, our analysis will

show it is not exactly constant: different agents will perceive slightly different marginal pivotal-
ities. Consequently, the vote function v(u) is a genuinely nonlinear function of u, and so even
though E[U ] = 0, it need not be the case that E[V ] = 0. In particular, if E[V ] ≈ 0 individuals
with very large values will typically buy fewer votes in proportion to their values than those
with smaller values, as their votes directly reduce the chance that V ∈ [−δ, δ] by breaking the
approximate aggregate tie.

Thus, to establish convergence, we must prove assertion (5), namely, that these non-linearities
vanish rapidly enough that the bias created by non-linearity is smaller than the sampling varia-
tion in u. We demonstrate these bounds on convergence rates by using the Edgeworth expansion
of the distribution of V−1. Were E[V ] = 0 and the distribution of V−1 literally normal, a stan-
dard Taylor expansion and the N−1/4−decay of v(u)/u could be used directly to show that non-
linearities vanish with N−1 even relative to the leading term of v(u)/u. A detailed application of
this argument leads us to conjecture that, under the hypotheses of Theorem 1, the inefficiency of
QV decays like µ2

3/(16σ6N). However, given that E[V ] is not exactly 0, nor is V−1 literally normal,
the arguments we use to establish (5) are subtler and consequently weaker.14

14Our result implies that inefficiency tends towards zero compared to its maximum magnitude as would occur
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3.2 Characterization of equilibrium in the non-zero mean case

When µ is not zero, the nature of equilibrium can be quite different: in particular, if the payoff
function is sufficiently sharp (the support of its derivative is sufficiently small) then for suffi-
ciently large N , any type-symmetric Bayes-Nash equilibrium has a large discontinuity in the
extreme tail of the sampling distribution. Nevertheless, in all cases the quadratic voting mecha-
nism is asymptotically efficient, as the following theorem shows.

Theorem 2. Assume that the sampling distribution F has mean µ > 0 and that F and Ψ satisfy
the hypotheses above. Then there exist constants βN → 0 such that in any type-symmetric
Bayes-Nash equilibrium v(u),

EI < βN . (6)

Furthermore, there is a constant α ≥ δ depending on the sampling distribution F and the payoff
function Ψ but not on N such that in any equilibrium v(u), for any ε > 0,

sup
u+1/N≤u≤u

|v(u)− αµ−1u/N | < αN/N and hence (7)

P{|VN − α| > ε} ≤ εN , (8)

where εN , αN → 0 are constants that depend only on the sample sizeN , and not on the particular
equilibrium.

This theorem allows for two cases. In the first, α, the asymptotic vote total, is equal to δ and
thus the vote total is near δ with high probability for large N . This case occurs for large δ and
thus relatively smooth payoff functions. In the second, α > δ, so that with high probability the
vote total is outside [−δ, δ] for large N . This case occurs for small δ and thus payoff functions
that are sufficiently sharp.

To see how this dichotomy arises, suppose that for some α ≥ δ there were a value w ∈ (−δ, 0)

such that
(1−Ψ(w)) |u| > (α− w)2; (9)

then an agent with value ui near the lower extreme u with knowledge that the one-out vote total
V−i =

∑
j 6=i vj is near α would find it worthwhile to buy −α+w votes and thus single-handedly

move the vote total to w. Consequently, there can be no equilibrium in which V−i concentrates
strictly below α if such aw exists, as this would lead a large number of individuals to wish to act a
extremists, contradicting the conjectured concentration. Therefore, in any equilibrium the voters

if the wrong decision were always made, and relative to the magnitude that would occur if a random choice were
made. It thus dominates any decision that could be made with only the information available to players ex-ante,
unlike in the case when µ 6= 0 and making the decision in the direction of µ (if feasible) achieves most potential
welfare asymptotically.
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with positive values uj must buy enough votes to guarantee that the vote total concentrates at or
above α. The minimal value α ≥ δ at which the advantage of “extremist” behavior in the extreme
lower tail disappears thus determines the equilibrium behavior (7). This will be at α = δ unless
there is a solution to the following problem.

Optimization Problem. There exists a unique α > δ and a matching real number w ∈ [−δ, 0]

such that

(1−Ψ(w)) |u| = (α− w)2 and (10)

(1−Ψ(w′)) |u| ≤ (α− w′)2 for all w′ 6= w.

Proposition 1. If δ < 1/
√

2 then there exists a unique α > δ and a matching real number w ∈
[−δ, 0] satisfying the Optimization Problem (10).

The proof will be given in the Appendix. When the Optimization Problem has a solution,
type-symmetric Bayes-Nash equilibria take a rather interesting form in which extremists must
appear, with vanishing probability, as the following theorem shows.

Theorem 3. Assume that the sampling distribution F has mean µ > 0 and that F and Ψ satisfy
the hypotheses above. Assume further that the Optimization Problem (10) has a unique solution
(α,w). Then exists a constant ζ > 0 depending on F such that for any ε > 0 and any type-
symmetric Bayes-Nash equilibrium v(u), when N is sufficiently large,

(i) v(u) has a single discontinuity at u∗, where |u∗ + |u| − ζN−2| < εN−2;
(ii) |v(u) + α− w| < ε for u ∈ [u, u∗); and

(iii) the approximate proportionality rule (7) holds for all u ∈ [u∗, u].

Theorem 3 implies that an agent with value u will buy approximately αµ−1u/N votes unless
u is in the extreme lower tail of F . Since such exceptional agents occur only with probability
≈ ζN−1f(u), it follows by the law of large numbers that with probability ≈ 1 − ζN−1f(u), the
vote total will be very near α. If, on the other hand, the sample contains an agent with value
less than u∗ then this agent will buy approximately α − w ≈ −

√
|u| votes, enough to move the

overall vote total close to w. Agents of the first type will be called moderates, and agents of the
second kind extreme contrarians or extremists for short. Because the tail region in which extremists
reside has F−probability on the order N−2, the sample of agents will contain an extremist with
probability only on the order N−1, and will contain two or more extremists with probability on
the order N−2. Given that the sample contains no extremists, the conditional probability that
|V − α| > ε is O(e−%n) for some % > 0, by standard large deviations estimates, and so the event
that V < 0 essentially coincides with the event that the sample contains an extremist.

Why does equilibrium take the somewhat counter-intuitive form described in Theorem 3? An
agent i with value ui in the “bulk” of the sampling distribution F , there is very little information

9



about the vote total V in the agent’s value ui, and so for most such agents the marginal pivotality
E [ψ (V−i + v(ui))] will be approximately E [ψ(V )]. This implies that in the bulk of the distribution
the function v(u) will be approximately linear in u. Therefore, by the law of large numbers, the
vote total will, with high probability, be near NE [ψ(V )/2µ].

Because µ > 0, agents with negative values will, with high probability, be on the losing side
of the election. However, if E [ψ(V )] were small enough thatNE [ψ(V )/2µ] decayed withN , agents
with negative values could overcome the votes of all other individuals at sufficiently small cost
that all would eventually wish to be extremists. Such a high level of extremist activity in turn
would imply E [ψ(V )] is large, because any time an extremist exists the conditional expectation
ψ(V ) must be large enough to satisfy her first-order condition, which involves buying many
votes. Consequently, NE [ψ(V )µ] must remain bounded away from 0.

On the other hand, if NE [ψ(V )] grows unboundedly with N , no individual could profitably
act as an extremist, so no extremist will exist and E [ψ(V )] would be exponentially small, which is
impossible. Thus, the aggregate number of votes must concentrate near a constant value, and so
most voters must buy on the order of 1/N votes. For this scenario to occur, E [ψ(V )] must decay
as 1/N. But the primary contribution to this expectation must come from the event in which an
extremist exists, and so the probability of this event must decay as 1/N.

3.3 Some Remarks on the Proofs

The heuristic arguments of the preceding two subsections rely on central limit approximations
and large deviations estimates for the aggregate vote total. Applying these theorems is not jus-
tified a priori, however, because despite the fact that the distribution of values is exogeneous,
the distribution of votes is endogenous. Moreover, precisely because marginal pivotality is not
constant, the distribution of votes may be different from that of values in important respects.
This endogeneity severely circumscribes our ex-ante knowledge about how marginal pivotality
itself behaves. Thus, we will be forced to squeeze out information about the vote function v(u)

by a bootstrapping procedure, at each step using new information about v(u) to make a more
precise approximation of the marginal pivotality and thereby obtain even more precise informa-
tion about the vote function v(u). The key steps, which are established formally in the appendix,
are as follows.

(1) Weak Consensus: The most crucial step is to show that most agents (all but those whose
values u are in the tails of the distribution F ) will have similar assessments of the conditional
distribution (given their knowledge of their own values) of the vote total, and hence the marginal
pivotalities. The key to this weak consensus principle is a basic result in the theory of random sam-
pling: that the probability of obtaining exactly k individuals in a random sample with values in
a given interval J is virtually the same as the probability of obtaining exactly k+ 1 such individ-
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uals unless J is so small or so far out in the tail of the sampling distribution that the likelihood
of obtaining more than a very small number of individuals with values in J is negligible. These
notions of “smallness” are quantified in Lemma 6; it implies for any two individuals with values
ui, uj in the bulk of the distribution F , the ratio v(ui)/ui

v(uj)/uj
is bounded above and below.

(2) Concentration: We then employ a concentration inequality for sums of i.i.d. random variables
that bounds the probability that such a sum will fall in a given interval. This bound, involving
the variance, third moment, and N , will lead to bounds on the size of v(u). In a nutshell, the
argument is as follows.

For an agent with value u, the marginal pivotality is the expectation E [ψ(V−1 + v(u))]. Be-
cause ψ is non-zero only in the interval (−δ, δ), the expectation will be large only if the distri-
bution of V−1 + v(u) puts a substantial mass on this interval. But the concentration inequality
implies the distribution of the sum V−1 will be highly concentrated if and only if the individual
summands v(uj) have small variance, which will be the case just when they are (mostly) small.
By the necessary condition for an equilibrium, this can occur only if the marginal pivotalities
E [ψ(V−j + v(uj))] are (mostly) small. Therefore, by the weak consensus principle, if v(u)/u is
even moderately large, the value u must be in one of the extreme tails of the distribution F ,
because for nearly all other values u the marginal pivotality will be small.

A careful rendition of this argument will show that (i) extremists must have values u within
distance O(N−3/2) of one of the endpoints u, u of the support interval, and (ii) the number of
votes |v(u)| that any agent in the bulk of the distribution buys cannot be larger than O(N−1/4).

(3) Discontinuities and Smoothness: At any discontinuity of the vote function v(u), two distinct
solutions (the right and left limits v(u+) and v(u−)) of the necessary condition (3) must exist.
Because ψ is smooth, the derivative ψ′ exists and is continuous everywhere, and so the mean
value theorem implies that at any such discontinuity, some ṽ ∈ [v(u−), v(u+)] must exist at
which E [ψ′(ṽ + V−1)u] = 2. But because ψ′ is non-zero only in the interval (−δ, δ), the existence
of ṽ implies, once again, that the distribution of V−1 is highly concentrated; thus, a variation of
the argument in (2) implies that (i) the size of any discontinuity must be bounded below, and (ii)
discontinuities can occur only at values u in the extreme tails of F .

Because the vote function v(u) is monotone in any equilibrium, it must be differentiable al-
most everywhere. At any u where the derivative v′(u) exists, the necessary condition (3) can be
differentiated, yielding the identity

v′(u) =
E [ψ(v(u) + V−1)]

2− E [ψ′(v(u) + V−1)]u
.

The quantity on the right side varies continuously with u in any interval where v(u) is continuous
and Eψ′(v(u) + V−1)u < 2, and hence v′ extends continuously to any such interval. Thus we
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conclude, by another use of the concentration inequalities, that v(u) is not only continuous but
continuously differentiable at all u except in the extreme tails of F .

(4) Approximate Proportionality: Weak consensus tells us the ratio v(u)/u does not vary, in rela-
tive terms, by more than a bounded amount in the bulk of the distribution F , but to complete the
proofs we will need something stronger: that when N is large, the ratio v(u)/u is nearly constant
except in the tails of F . To establish this result, we bring the various bits of information gleaned
from the analysis in steps 1-3 to bear on the necessary condition (3). Because ψ is smooth and has
compact support, it and all of its derivatives are uniformly continuous and uniformly bounded,
and so the function v 7→ Eψ(v + V−1) is differentiable, with derivative Eψ′(v + V−1). Conse-
quently, by an application of Taylor’s theorem to the identity (3), a ṽ(u) intermediate between 0

and v(u) exists such that

2v(u) = E [ψ(V−1)u] + E [ψ′(ṽ(u) + V−1)v(u)u] .

Concentration implies that, for u in the bulk of the distribution F , when N is large, the expecta-
tion E [ψ′(ṽ(u) + V−1)] is small; thus, the approximate proportionality rule 2v(u) ≈ E [ψ(V−1)u] must
hold except in the tails of F . A more delicate analysis, using the smoothness of v (Step 3), will
show the approximate proportionality rule extends to all but the extreme tails, that is to all u not
within distance N−3/2 of one of the endpoints u, u.

The upshot of approximate proportionality is that the contribution to the one-out vote total
V−1 of those terms v(ui) for which ui is not in the extreme tails of F can be bounded above and be-
low by scalar multiples of the sums of the corresponding values ui. Since these values are gotten
by i.i.d. random sampling from a fixed distribution F with bounded support, standard results
of probability theory (central limit theorem, Berry-Esseen bounds, Hoeffding’s inequality) can
now be brought to bear on the distribution of V−1.

(5) Non-zero mean case: In the non-zero mean case, we first rule out discontinuities near the
upper endpoint u by arguing that, unless the sample contains an extremist with value near u, an
event of vanishingly small probability, the conditional probability that the sum of the moderate
votes will exceed δ is exponentially close to 1, so voters with values near u need not buy more
than O(N−1) votes to ensure their side wins the election. From there on the logic essentially
follows the heuristic argument given above.

(6) Zero-mean case: This case is technically more delicate because the Edgeworth expansion
discussed above must be conducted not about 0 as supposed above, but rather about the still
unknown E[V ]. Thus, another bootstrapping argument is needed to deduce that E[V ] is of a
smaller order of magnitude than the standard deviation of V . Given this bound, it then follows
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that the lead term in the Edgeworth series (the usual normal approximation) dominates, and the
results claimed in Theorem 1 then follow.

4 Potential Applications

The utilitarian efficiency on which we focused is unlikely to be the sole objective in public
decision-making.15 However, Groves and Loeb (1979) argue it is a natural objective within cor-
porations in which distributive concerns are less important and the mechanism will be used
repeatedly to make a variety of decisions, so that those adopting the mechanism do so behind
at least a partial veil of ignorance. On this basis, Listokin (2015) argues for replacing corporate
voting with the VCG mechanism to avoid value-destroying acquisitions of companies in which
one large shareholder owns a stake and other forms of “tunneling” that minority shareholder
protections are thought to provide insufficient protection against at present (La Porta et al., 2000,
2002).

However, as Listokin concedes, the VCG mechanism is complex, runs a budget surplus, and
is highly sensitive to collusion in both theory (Groves and Ledyard, 1977b) and experiments
(Attiyeh et al., 2000). By contrast, laboratory (Goeree and Zhang, 2015) and controlled field (Cár-
denas et al., 2014) experiments on variants on QV (with a fully sharp Ψ function and different
multipliers on cost) have proven more successful.16 In both cases, these experimental studies
find that QV performs quite efficiently, and more efficiently than the one-person-one-vote rule,
because individuals buy votes roughly in proportion to their values. In fact, Goeree and Zhang
find a large majority of individuals choose QV over majority rule after having multiple rounds
of experience with both.17 Furthermore, as Hansmann and Pargendler (2014) observe, a variety
of voting rules, some taking forms not far off from the form prescribed by the quadratic rule,
have been used in corporate governance, quite effectively according to the empirical analysis of
Bodenhord (2014).

As a result, Posner and Weyl (2014) and Cariello (2015) argue that, unlike previous mecha-
nisms, a version of QV might improve on existing methods of corporate governance and address

15Other potential criteria are fairness relative a status-quo (Lindahl, 1919) or objectives ex-ante welfare measure
that account for differences in the marginal utility of income across individuals (Vickrey, 1945). We are exploring
the properties of QV in relation to the first criterion in joint work with Jerry Green and Scott Duke Kominers. Posner
and Weyl (2015) discuss the latter informally in the context of applications to democratic politics.

16As indicated above, our theoretical results do not directly apply without a smooth Ψ function, though we
believe the results could be extended to allow a sharp Ψ, as we discuss in our conclusion.

17However, both papers also find that individuals buy a far greater number of votes than called for in the equi-
librium we derive here, so our analysis seems inadequate to account for experimentally observed behavior. Goeree
and Zhang suggest over-estimation of the chance of being pivotal may explain this behavior, but other explana-
tions, such as a desire to express oneself through voting (Fiorina, 1976), are also plausible, and knowing how QV
performs in a broader set of cases than those explored in existing experiments when these motives are present
would be useful.
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the problems raised by Listokin. They also suggest it could be implemented relatively easily and
consistent with existing corporate law, at least in common law countries. Thus, QV seems to be
of some practical and not merely academic interest. However, a number of questions would
have to be analyzed to determine whether such an application would be advisable. For exam-
ple, previous analyses of existing voting rules (Grossman and Hart, 1980) and arguments for
replacing them with ex-post efficient decision rules like QV (Listokin, 2015) do not rigorously
consider impacts on ex-ante investment incentives. In other applications, quite different con-
cerns are more important. For example, in market research, analysis of consumer motivations
in filling out surveys is crucial,18 whereas in potential applications to public democracy, distri-
butional concerns are paramount (Posner and Weyl, 2015). This diversity of practical concerns
puts such questions beyond the scope of our present analysis, but we hope future research will
treat these challenges seriously and illuminate whether and where QV has practical value.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we proved convergence of all type-symmetric Bayes-Nash equilibria of QV to ef-
ficiency in an independent private-values environment. Our results could be extended in many
directions. For example, we assumed value distributions had bounded support and positive
density at the boundaries of this support, and we considered a variant of QV with a smooth
mapping between aggregate votes and the decision made. We made these assumptions more
for tractability than realism; relaxing them would be a useful and, we conjecture, reasonably
straightforward, technical contribution.

More broadly, many other models exist in which considering the performance of QV would
be informative. In particular, as discussed in the introduction, existing (asymptotically) efficient
mechanisms for binary collective decisions are extremely sensitive to at least one of collusion
(VCG), aggregate uncertainty (EE and “implement-the mean”), or imperfect rationality or in-
strumentality of motivations (CV). Furthermore, our finding that in the generic case in which
µ 6= 0 extremists exist who buy a large number of votes relative to the total votes in the popula-
tion arises from the fact that, otherwise, the motivation to vote would be exponentially small. In
the presence of aggregate uncertainty, non-instrumental motivations for voting or imperfect ra-
tionality there would be much larger motivations to vote even in large populations. Additionally
the fear of collusive groups could substitute for the fear of extremist individuals in maintaining
the motivation to vote of the broad population. Thus, the precise structure of equilibrium we
characterize seems unlikely to persist in such models, though the broader heuristic rationale of
Subsection 2.3 could nonetheless remain valid and preserve at least approximate efficiency.

18A smooth Ψ is more appropriate in this context than in the examples discussed above, because the impact of
survey responses on eventual company decisions is usually noisy and uncertain.
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Weyl (2015b) analyzes these issues, without rigorous proof, using analytic approximations
similar to those we rigorously show are valid in the independent, non-cooperative private-
values setting above. His results suggest QV is fully asymptotically efficient in some, but not
all of these cases. For example, he finds it may have limiting expected inefficiency of as high
as 4% with aggregate, normal uncertainty. However, he also finds this inefficiency is almost
always quantitatively small for reasonable calibrations, compared to that of both the common
one-person-one-vote rule and that of other proposed asymptotically efficient mechanisms. Sim-
ulations and numerical approximations by Weyl (2015a) also suggest QV achieves results qual-
itatively close to full efficiency even in small populations and with distributions of values that
have unbounded support. If such results can be made precise and shown to hold over a broader
range of quantitative calibrations, it would constitute, along with existing experimental and the-
oretical evidence, a case for larger-scale exploration of QV in practical applications, such as those
discussed in the previous section.
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Appendix

In this appendix we prove Proposition 1 and Theorems 1- 3. We take as given the model as-
sumptions laid out in Subsection 2.1 of the text, though we adopt some slightly altered notation
for convenience: in particular, we assume the sampling distribution F is supported by a finite
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interval [u, u], that its mean µ = µU is nonnegative, and that its density f is smooth and strictly
positive on this interval; and we assume the payoff function Ψ satisfies the assumptions 3 (a)- (c)
of Subsection 2.1. For notational convenience we write n = N−1 for the number of voters minus
one and Sn = V−N for the vote total of the first n voters. For brevity, we refer to type-symmetric
Bayes-Nash equilibria as Nash equilibria, and we drop the brackets following the expectation opera-
tor E when this does not cause confusion. Except when explicitly noted otherwise, all references
to sections and subsections in this appendix are internal.

The proof of Proposition 1, which is independent of the rest of the development, will be given
in Section G. The proofs of Theorems 1, 2, and 3 in Sections D and E rely on a number of auxiliary
properties of Nash equilibria that will be established in Sections B and C. In Section B we prove
that for every mixed-strategy Nash equilibrium an equivalent pure-strategy Nash equilibrium
u 7→ v(u) exists satisfying the necessary condition (3). We then proceed to use this necessary
condition to deduce a series of properties that any Nash equilibrium must have, at least when
n is sufficiently large. Note that a priori we know nothing about the function v(u), and so even
though we have made strong assumptions about the distribution of the utility values Ui we
cannot appeal to the classical laws of probability governing sums of independent, identically
distributed random variables to deduce anything about the sums Sn =

∑n
i=1 v(Ui) until we know

more about the function v(u).

A Terminology and Notation

Under the model assumptions we have stipulated, it would never make sense for an agent to
purchase more than

√
2u or fewer than−

√
2|u| votes. Consequently, we shall restrict attention to

strategies which result in Vi ∈ [−
√

2 |u|,
√

2u] for all agents i. A pure strategy is a Borel measurable
function v : [u, u] → [−

√
2 |u|,

√
2u]; when a pure strategy v is adopted, each agent buys v(u)

votes, where u is the agent’s utility. A mixed strategy is a Borel measurable19 function πV : [u, u]→
Π, where Π is the collection of Borel probability measures on [−

√
2 |u|,

√
2u]; when a mixed

strategy πV is adopted, each agent i will buy a random number Vi of votes, where V1, V2, . . .
are conditionally independent given the utilities U1, U2, . . . and Vi has conditional distribution
πV (Ui). Clearly, the set of mixed strategies contains the pure strategies.

A best response for an agent with utility u to a strategy (either pure or mixed) is a value v such
that

EΨ(v + Sn)u− v2 = sup
ṽ
EΨ(ṽ + Sn)u− ṽ2, (11)

where Sn is the sum of the votes of the other n agents when these agents all play the specified
strategy and E denotes expectation. (Thus, under E, the random variables Vi of the n other
voters are distributed in accordance with the strategy and the sampling rule for utility values
Ui described above.) Because Ψ is continuous and bounded, equation (11) and the dominated
convergence theorem imply that for each u the set of best responses is closed and hence has
well-defined maximal and minimal elements v+(u), v−(u).

19The space of Borel probability measures on [−
√

2 |u|,
√

2u] is given the topology of weak convergence; Borel
measurability of a function with range Π is relative to the Borel field induced by this topology. Proposition 2 below
implies that in the Quadratic Voting game only pure strategies are relevant, so measurability issues play no role in
this paper.
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A mixed strategy πV is a Nash equilibrium if for every u ∈ [u, u] the measure πV (u) is sup-
ported by the set of best responses to πV for an agent with utility u. Two strategies will be called
equivalent if they coincide for all u except in a set of Lebesgue measure 0. Because the values
Ui of the various agents are sampled from a distribution that is absolutely continuous, if two
strategies are equivalent then with probability one they result in exactly the same actions.

Notation. The symbols Ψ, ψ, δ, F , µ, ζ , u, u will be reserved for the functions and constants
specified in Section 2.1, and the letters N, n will be used only for the sample size and sample size
minus one. The symbols α, β, γ, ε, % and C will be used for generic constants whose values might
change from one lemma to the next. Because many of the arguments to follow will involve the
values of the equilibrium vote function v at points near one of the endpoints u, u, we will use the
following shorthand notation, for any 0 < ε < 1:

uε = u− ε and uε = u+ ε.

B Necessary Conditions for Nash Equilibrium

Let πV be a mixed-strategy Nash equilibrium, and let Sn be the sum of the votes of n agents with
utilities Ui obtained by random sampling from F , all acting in accordance with the strategy πV .
For an agent with utility u, a best response v must satisfy equation (11), and so in particular for
every ∆ > 0, if u > 0 then

E {Ψ(Sn + v + ∆)−Ψ(Sn + v)}u ≤ 2∆v + ∆2 and (12)
E {Ψ(Sn + v −∆)−Ψ(Sn + v)}u ≤ −2∆v + ∆2

Similarly, if u < 0 and ∆ > 0 then

E {Ψ(Sn + v −∆)−Ψ(Sn + v)}u ≤ −2∆v + ∆2 and (13)
E {Ψ(Sn + v + ∆)−Ψ(Sn + v)}u ≤ 2∆v + ∆2

Because Ψ is C∞ and its derivative ψ has compact support, differentiation under the expectation
is permissible. Thus, we have the following necessary condition.

Lemma 2. If πV is a mixed-strategy Nash equilibrium then for every u a best response v must
satisfy

Eψ(Sn + v)u = 2v. (14)

Consequently, every pure-strategy Nash equilibrium v(u) must satisfy the functional equation

Eψ(Sn + v(u))u = 2v(u). (15)

Lemma 3. Let πV be a mixed-strategy Nash equilibrium, and let v, ṽ be best responses for agents
with utilities u, ũ, respectively. If u = 0 then v = 0, and if u < ũ, then v ≤ ṽ. Consequently, any
pure-strategy Nash equilibrium v(u) is a nondecreasing function of u and therefore has at most
countably many discontinuities and is differentiable almost everywhere.

Proof. It is obvious that the only best response for an agent with u = 0 is v = 0, and the mono-
tonicity of the payoff function Ψ implies a best response v for an agent with utility u must be of
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the same sign as u. If v, ṽ are best responses for agents with utilities 0 ≤ u < ũ, then by definition

EΨ(ṽ + Sn)ũ− ṽ2 ≥ EΨ(v + Sn)ũ− v2 and
EΨ(v + Sn)u− v2 ≥ EΨ(ṽ + Sn)u− ṽ2,

and so, after re-arrangement of terms,

(EΨ(ṽ + Sn)− EΨ(v + Sn))ũ ≥ ṽ2 − v2 and
(EΨ(ṽ + Sn)− EΨ(v + Sn))u ≤ ṽ2 − v2.

Hence,
(EΨ(ṽ + Sn)− EΨ(v + Sn))(ũ− u) ≥ 0.

The monotonicity of Ψ implies that if 0 ≤ ṽ < v then EΨ(ṽ+Sn) ≤ EΨ(v+Sn), and so it follows
that the two expectations must be equal because ũ − u > 0. But if the two expectations were
equal v could not possibly be a best response at u, because an agent with utility u could obtain
the same expected payoff EΨ(v+Sn)u at a lower vote cost by purchasing ṽ votes. This argument
proves that if 0 ≤ u < ũ best responses v, ṽ for agents with utilities u, ũ must satisfy 0 ≤ v ≤ ṽ.
A similar argument shows that if u < ũ ≤ 0 best responses v, ṽ for agents with utilities u, ũ must
satisfy v ≤ ṽ ≤ 0.

Proposition 2. If a mixed strategy πV is a Nash equilibrium, the set of utility values u ∈ [u, u]
for which more than one best response (and hence the set of values u such that πV (u) is not
supported by just a single point v(u)) is at most countable.

Proof of Proposition 2. For each u denote by v−(u) and v+(u) the minimal and maximal best re-
sponses at u. Lemma 3 implies that if u < ũ then v+(u) ≤ v−(ũ). Consequently, for any ε > 0 the
set of utilities values u at which v+(u)− v−(u) ≥ ε must be finite, because otherwise v+(u)→∞
as u → u, which is impossible because best responses must take values between −

√
2 |u| and√

2u.

Because by hypothesis the values Ui are sampled from a distribution F that is absolutely con-
tinuous with respect to Lebesgue measure, the probability that one of the votes iwill have utility
value Ui equal to one of the countably many values where more than one best response exists is
zero. Consequently, for every Nash equilibrium an equivalent pure-strategy Nash equilibrium
v(u) exists. Henceforth, we consider only pure-strategy Nash equilibria; whenever we refer to a
Nash equilibrium we mean a pure-strategy Nash equilibrium.

Lemma 4. If v(u) is a Nash equilibrium, v(u) 6= 0 for all u 6= 0.

Proof. If v(u) = 0 for some u > 0 then by Lemma 3 v(u′) = 0 for all u′ ∈ (0, u). Because the
density f(u) of the value distribution F is strictly positive on [u, u], it follows that the probability
p that every agent in the sample casts vote Vi = 0 is strictly positive. But then an agent with
utility u could improve her expectation by buying ε > 0 votes, where ε � uψ(0)p, because the
expected utility gain would be at least

uΨ(ε)p ∼ uψ(0)pε
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at a cost of ε2. Because by hypothesis ψ(0) > 0, the expected utility gain would overwhelm the
increased vote cost for small ε > 0.

Corollary 1. Any Nash equilibrium v(u) is strictly increasing on [u, u].

Proof. Lemmata 2 and 4 imply Eψ(Sn + v(u)) > 0 for every u 6= 0. Now differentiation of the
necessary condition (15) gives

Eψ(Sn + v(u)) = (2− Eψ′(Sn + v(u)))v′(u)

at every uwhere v(u) is differentiable. Because such points are dense in [u, u], and because ψ and
ψ′ are C∞ functions with compact support, it follows that v′(u) 6= 0 on a dense set. But v′(u) ≥ 0
at every point where the derivative exists, so it follows that v′(u) > 0 almost everywhere, implies
v is strictly monotone.

C Continuity and Smoothness

C.1 Weak consensus bounds

According to Lemma 2, in any Nash equilibrium the number of votes v(u) an agent with utility u
purchases must satisfy the necessary condition (15). It is natural to expect that when the sample
size n + 1 is large the effect of adding a single vote v to the aggregate total Sn should be small,
and so one might expect that the function v(u) should satisfy the approximate proportionality
rule

2v(u) ≈ Eψ(Sn)u.

As we will show later, this naive approximation can fail badly for utility values u in the extreme
tails of the distribution F . Nevertheless, the idea of approximate population consensus on the
expectations Eψ(v(u) + Sn) can be used to obtain weak bounds that we will find useful.

Lemma 5. A γ > 0 exists such that for all sufficiently large n, in any Nash equilibrium,

max(v(u1/n),−v(u1/n) ≥ γ/n. (16)

Furthermore, for any ε > 0 a C = C(ε) > 0 exists such that for all sufficiently large n, in any
Nash equilibrium,

|v(u)| ≥ C|u|
n2

for all |u| ≥ ε. (17)

Proof. Suppose inequality (16) did not hold; then with probability ≈ (1 − (f(u) + f(u))/n)n ≈
exp{−f(u) − f(u)} := p, the values of all agents would lie in the interval [u1/n, u1/n], and so
the vote total would be no more than γ in absolute value. But if γ were sufficiently small, then
an agent with value u = 1 would find it advantageous to defect from the equilibrium strategy
by buying 3γ votes, at cost 9γ2, thus raising her expected payoff by at least p(Ψ(2γ) − Ψ(γ)) ≈
pψ(γ)γ � 9γ2.

Assume now that v(u1/n) > γ/n; the other case v(u1/n) < −γ/n can be argued similarly. If
this is the case, then by the necessary condition (15) and the monotonicity of v,

Eψ(Sn + v(u)) ≥ 2γ

nu
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for all values u ≥ u1/n, and so

E(ψ(Sn + v(U)) |U ≥ u1/n) ≥ 2γ

nu
.

Fix β > 0 small, and suppose |v(u)| < β|u|/n2 for some value u 6∈ [−ε, ε]. Denote by G the event
that max1≤i≤N Ui > u−n−1, and let U be independent of U1, U2, . . . , UN , with distribution F ; then
by Taylor’s theorem,

Eψ(Sn + v(u)) ≥ Eψ(Sn + v(u))1G

= E(ψ(Sn−1 + v(u) + v(U)) |U ≥ u1/n)P (G)

= E(ψ(Sn−1 + v(U)) |U ≥ u1/n)P (G)± 2‖ψ′‖∞γn−2.

(This uses the fact that |ψ′| is uniformly bounded, a consequence of the standing assumption
that ψ is C∞ with compact support). Now another use of Taylor’s theorem shows that, for
H = {Un ∈ [−ε, ε]},

E(ψ(Sn−1 + v(U)) |U ≥ u1/n)

≥ E(ψ(Sn + v(U))1H |U ≥ u1/n)± 2‖ψ′‖∞γn−2.

Because the events G,H both have probabilities bounded away from 0, to complete the proof
it will suffice to show that

E(ψ(Sn + v(U))1H |U ≥ u1/n) ≥ 1

4
P (H)E(ψ(Sn + v(U)) |U ≥ u1/n). (18)

Denote by M the number of voters in the sample U1, U2, . . . , Un with values between −ε and ε;
this random variable has the Bernoulli-(n, pε) distribution, where pε = P (H) = F (ε) − F (−ε).
Conditioning on the value of M , we obtain (with qε := 1− pε)

E(ψ(Sn + v(U)) |U ≥ u1/n) =
n∑

m=0

(
n

m

)
pmε q

n−m
ε Em and

E(ψ(Sn + v(U))1H |U ≥ u1/n) =
n∑

m=1

(
n− 1

m− 1

)
pmε q

n−m
ε Em

where
Em = E(ψ(Sn + v(U))1H |U ≥ u1/n and M = m).

The contribution to these sums from those terms withm ≤ pεn/2 is exponentially small in n, by a
standard large deviations inequality for the Binomial distribution (Hoeffding, 1963), and hence
is asymptotically negligible compared to the first conditional expectation, because this is at least
2γ/(nu). On the other hand, for all m ≥ npε/2,(

n−1
m−1

)(
n
m

) =
m

n
≥ pε

2
,

and so the inequality (18) follows.
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The following lemma states, roughly, that if it is optimal for some agent in the bulk of the
population to buy a moderately large number of votes, then most agents will be forced to buy a
moderately large number of votes.

Lemma 6. For every ε > 0 and all sufficiently small α > 0, if n is sufficiently large then in any
Nash equilibrium v(·),

Eψ(v(u) + Sn) ≥ (1− α)Eψ(v(u′) + Sn) (19)

for any two values u, u′ not within distance ε of either u, or u, or 0.

Proof. The main idea is that, for an agent with utility Ui = u not in the tails of the distribution F ,
the empirical distribution of any symmetric monotone aggregation U1, U2, . . . , Un+1 conditional
on the agent’s value Ui = u is not appreciably different from the unconditional distribution; that
is, the agent gets very little information from knowing her own utility value u.

Fix two non-overlapping intervals J1, J2 contained in (u, u), and let pi =
´
Ji
f be the probabil-

ities assigned to these intervals by F . By our standing hypotheses on f , these probabilities are
positive. Denote by Mi the number of points in the sample U1, U2, . . . , Un that fall in the interval
Ji, and let U = Un+1 be independent of U1, U2, . . . , Un. Then, with p3 = 1− p1 − p2,

E(ψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ Ji) =
∑
m1,m2

(
n

m1,m2

)
pm1

1 pm2
2 pn−m1−m2

3 Ei(m1,m2) (20)

where

Ei(m1,m2) = E(ψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ Ji,M1 = m1,M2 = m2) and(
n

m1,m2

)
=

n!

m1!m2!(n−m1 −m2)!

Observe that for each i = 1, 2 the random variableMi is binomial−(n, pi), and so large deviations
estimates (cf. Hoeffding (1963)) for the binomial distribution imply that for any 0 < % < pi/2 the
probability that Mi/n 6∈ [pi − %, pi + %] decays exponentially in n, at an exponential rate β > 0
that depends on % but not on pi. Because the function ψ is bounded, those terms in the sum (20)
such that |mi/n− pi| > % for either i = 1, 2 contribute at most e−βn in absolute value to the sum,
for some β > 0 depending only on %.

Now conditional on M1 = m1 and M2 = m2, the sample U1, U2, . . . , Un is obtained by (i)
choosing m1 points at random according to the conditional distribution of U given U ∈ J1;
(ii) independently choosing m1 points at random according to the conditional distribution of
U given U ∈ J1; and then (iii) choosing the remaining n − m1 − m2 points according to the
conditional distribution of U given U 6∈ J1 ∪ J2. Consequently,

E1(m1,m2) = E2(m1 + 1,m2 − 1).

Next, observe that for any pair m1,m2 of integers satisfying |mi/n− pi| ≤ %, the ratio{(
n

m1,m2

)
pm1

1 pm2
2 pn−m1−m2

3

}/{(
n

m1 + 1,m2 − 1

)
pm1+1

1 pm2−1
2 pn−m1−m2

3

}
is bounded above and below by (1−α)±1 for all sufficiently large n, provided % > 0 is sufficiently
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small. It now follows that for all large n,

E(ψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ J1) ≥ (1− α)E(ψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ J2)− e−βn. (21)

By Lemma 5, if J2 does not intersect [−ε, ε] then

Eψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ J2) ≥ Cε/n2,

and so the exponential error e−βn is asymptotically negligible compared to the first term on the
right side of inequality (21). Because (21) holds for all choices of intervals J1, J2 (subject only to
the restriction pi/2 > %) it follows that for any α′ > α,

E(ψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ J1) ≥ (1− α′)E(ψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ J2), (22)

provided n is sufficiently large.
Finally, it remains to deduce the bound (19) from (22). For this, we recall that (i) the necessary

condition (15) implies Eψ(v(u) + Sn) = v(u)/u, provided u 6= 0, and (ii) the function v(u) is non-
decreasing. Consequently, for any interval J ,

E(ψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ J) =

ˆ
J

E(ψ(v(u) + Sn)) f(u) du

/ ˆ
J

f(u) du

=

ˆ
J

(2v(u)/u) f(u) du

/ ˆ
J

f(u) du. (23)

Fix u > 0 such that (1 − α)u > ε and (1 − α)−1u < u. Using (23) for each of the intervals
J1 = [(1− α)u, u] and J2 = [u, (1− α)−1u] along with the monotonicity of v(u), we obtain

(1− α)E(ψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ J1) ≤ ψ(v(u) + Sn) ≤ (1− α)−1E(ψ(v(U) + Sn) |U ∈ J2).

These inequalities also hold, by virtually the same argument, for u < 0 such that (1 − α)u < ε
and (1− α)−1u > u. The inequality (19) now follows from (21) (with a suitable adjustment of α).

C.2 Concentration and size constraints

Because the vote total Sn is the sum of independent, identically distributed random variables
v(Ui) (albeit with unknown distribution), its distribution is subject to concentration restrictions,
such as those imposed by the following lemma.

Lemma 7. For any ε > 0 a constant γ = γ(ε) <∞ exists such that for all sufficiently large values
of n and any Nash equilibrium v(u), if

max (v(u− ε),−v(u+ ε)) ≥ γ/
√
n, (24)

then
P{|Sn + v| ≤ δ} < ε for all v ∈ R (25)
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and therefore
|2v(u)|
|u|

≤ ε‖ψ‖∞ for all u ∈ [u, u] . (26)

We will deduce Lemma 7 from the following general fact about sums of independent, identi-
cally distributed random variables.

Lemma 8. Fix α > 0. For any ε > 0 and any C < ∞ there exists C ′ = C ′(ε, C) > 0 and
n′ = n′(ε, C) < ∞ such that the following statement is true: if n ≥ n′ and Y1, Y2, . . . , Yn are
independent random variables such that

E|Y1 − EY1|3 ≤ Cvar(Y1)3/2 and var(Y1) ≥ C ′/n (27)

then for every interval J ⊂ R of length α or greater,

P

{
n∑
i=1

Yi ∈ J

}
≤ ε|J |/α. (28)

The proof of this lemma, a routine exercise in the use of Fourier methods, is relegated to
Section F, at the end of this appendix.

Proof of Lemma 7. Inequality (26) follows from (25), by the necessary condition (15) for Nash equi-
libria. Hence, it suffices to show that (24) implies (25).

By Lemma 6, constants α, β > 0 exist such that for any point u ∈ [uε, uε] \ [−2ε, 2ε] the ratio
v(u)/u is at least αv(uε)/uε. Because the density f is bounded below, it follows that for suitable
constants 0 < C <∞ and 1

2
> p > 0, for all sufficiently large n and every Nash equilibrium v(u)

an interval J+ = [u′, uε] of F−probability p exists such that

v(uε) ≤ Cv(u′). (29)

Similarly, an interval J− = [uε, u
∗] of probability p exists such that

|v(uε)| ≤ C|v(u∗)|. (30)

Let M be the number of points Ui in the sample U1, U2, . . . , Un that fall in J+ ∪ J−, and let S∗n
be the sum of the votes v(Ui) for those agents whose utility values fall in this range. Observe
that M has the binomial-(n, 2p) distribution, and that conditional on the event M = m and
Sn − S∗n = w, the random variable S∗n is the sum of m independent random variables Yi whose
variance is at least v(u′)2/4 and whose third moment obeys the restriction (27) (this follows from
the inequalities (29)–(30)). Consequently, by Lemma 8, if v(uε)

√
n is sufficiently large then the

conditional probability, given M = n ≥ np and Sn−S∗n = w, that S∗n lies in any interval of length
δ is bounded above by ε/2. Because P{M ≤ np} is, for large n, much less than ε/2, the inequality
(25) follows.

Lemma 7 implies that for any ε > 0, if n is sufficiently large then for any Nash equilibrium
v(u), the absolute value |v(u)| can assume large values only at utility values u within distance ε
of one of the endpoints u, u. The following proposition improves this bound to the extreme tails
of the distribution.
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Lemma 9. For any 0 < C < ∞ a C ′ > 0 exists such that for all sufficiently large n, every Nash
equilibrium v(u) satisfies the inequality

|v(u)| ≤ C for all u ∈
[
u+ C ′n−3/2, u− C ′n−3/2

]
. (31)

Proof. Fix C > 0, and suppose 2v(u∗) ≥ C for some u∗ > 0. Because any Nash equilibrium v is
monotone, we must have 2v(u) ≥ C for all u ≥ u∗, and by the necessary condition (15) it follows
that

Eψ(v(u) + Sn)u ≥ C =⇒ Eψ(v(u) + Sn) ≥ C/u ∀u ≥ u∗. (32)

Consequently, the probability that Sn + v(u) ∈ [−δ, δ] must be at least C/u‖ψ‖∞. Thus, Lemma 7
implies that for any ε > 0 a γε > 0 exists (depending on both ε and C, but not on n) such that

max (−v (uε) , v(uε)) ≤ γε/
√
n. (33)

In particular, for all sufficiently large n,

v(u/2) ≤
γu/2√
n

=⇒ Eψ(v(u/2) + Sn) ≤
2γu/2
u
√
n

=⇒ Eψ(Sn) ≤
2γu/2
u
√
n

+ ‖ψ′‖∞v(u/2)

=⇒ Eψ(Sn) ≤
Cu/2√
n

(34)

for a constant Cu/2 <∞ that may depend on u/2 and C but not on either n or the particular Nash
equilibrium.

Fix C ′ large, and suppose 2v(u∗) ≥ C for u∗ = u − C ′n−3/2. Let M∗ be the number of points
Ui in the sample U1, U2, . . . , Un that fall in the interval [u∗, u]; by our assumptions concerning the
sampling procedure, the random variable M∗ has the binomial distribution with mean

EM∗ = n

ˆ u

u∗

f(u) du ∼ C ′f(u)n−1/2 for large n.

This is vanishingly small for large n, so the assumption v(u∗) ≥ C implies

Eψ(v(u) + Sn)1{M∗ = 0} ≥ C/2u for all u ≥ u∗. (35)

This expectation can be decomposed by partitioning the probability space into the event G =
{Un ∈ [u+ ε, u− ε]} and its complement. On the event G, the contribution of v(Un) to the vote
total Sn is at most γε/

√
n in absolute value, by (33). On the complementary eventGc the integrand

is bounded above by ‖ψ‖∞. Therefore,

Eψ(v(u) + Sn)1{M∗ = 0} ≤ P (Gc)‖ψ‖∞ + Eψ(v(u) + Sn)1{M∗ = 0}1G
≤ P (Gc)‖ψ‖∞ + Eψ(v(u) + Sn−1)1{M∗ = 0}+ ‖ψ′‖∞(γε/

√
n)

≤ ε′ + Eψ(v(u) + Sn−1)1{M∗ = 0}

where ε′ > 0 can be made arbitrarily small by choosing ε > 0 small and n large. This together
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with inequality (35) implies that for large n,

Eψ(v(u) + Sn−1)1{M∗ = 0} ≥ C/4u for all u ≥ u∗. (36)

Now consider the conditional distribution of Sn given that M∗ = 1, which can be simulated
by generating Sn−1 from the conditional distribution of Sn−1 given that M∗ = 0 and then adding
an independent v(U) where U = Un is drawn from the conditional distribution of U given that
U ≥ u∗. Consequently, by inequality (36),

E(ψ(Sn) |M∗ = 1) = E(ψ(Sn−1 + v(U)) |M∗ = 0 ∩ U ≥ u∗) ≥ C/4u.

But this equation implies

E(ψ(Sn)) ≥ (C/4u)P{M∗ ≥ 1} ∼ CC ′f(u))/(4u
√
n).

For large C ′ this arbitrarily precise approximation is incompatible with inequality (34) when n is
sufficiently large.

C.3 Discontinuities

Because any Nash equilibrium v(u) is monotone in the utility u, it can have at most countably
many discontinuities. Moreover, because any Nash equilibrium is bounded in absolute value
by
√

2 max (|u| , u) (because no agent will pay more for votes than she could gain in expected
utility) the sum of the jumps is bounded by

√
2 max (|u| , u). We will now establish a lower on the

size of |v| at a discontinuity.

Lemma 10. Let v(u) be a Nash equilibrium. If v is discontinuous at u ∈ (u, u) then

Eψ′(ṽ + Sn)u = 2 (37)

for some ṽ ∈ [v−, v+], where v− and v+ are the left and right limits of v(u′) as u′ → u.

Proof. The necessary condition (15) holds at all u′ in a neighborhood of u, so by monotonicity of
v and continuity of ψ, Equation (15) must hold when v(u) is replaced by either of v±, that is,

2v+ = Eψ(v+ + Sn)u and
2v− = Eψ(v− + Sn)u.

Subtracting one equation from the other and using the differentiability of ψ we obtain

2v+ − 2v− = uE

ˆ v+

v−

ψ′(t+ Sn) dt = u

ˆ v+

v−

Eψ′(t+ Sn) dt.

The result then follows from the mean value theorem of calculus.

Lemma 11. A constant ∆ > 0 exists such that for all sufficiently large n, at any point u of discon-
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tinuity of a Nash equilibrium,

v(u+) ≥ ∆ if u ≥ 0 and (38)
v(u−) ≤ −∆ if u ≤ 0.

Consequently, a constant β < ∞ independent of the sample size exists on the sample size n
such that for all sufficiently large n no Nash equilibrium v(u) has a discontinuity at a point u at
distance greater than βn−3/2 from one of the endpoints u, u.

Proof. Because the function ψ has support contained in the interval [−δ, δ], equation (37) implies
v can have a discontinuity only if the distribution of Sn is highly concentrated: specifically,

P{Sn + ṽ ∈ [−δ, δ]} ≥ 2

‖ψ′‖max (|u| , u)
. (39)

In fact, because ψ′ vanishes at the endpoints of [−δ, δ], a 0 < δ′ < δ exists such that

P{Sn + ṽ ∈ [−δ′, δ′]} ≥ 1

‖ψ′‖max (|u| , u)
. (40)

Lemma 7 asserts that such strong concentration of the distribution of Sn can occur only if
|v(u)| is vanishingly small in the interior of the interval [u, u]. In particular, if ε < (‖ψ′‖max (|u| , u))−1

and n is sufficiently large then |v(u)| < γε/
√
n for all u ∈ [uε, uε]. But v(u) must satisfy the neces-

sary condition (15) at all such u, so

Eψ(v(u) + Sn)|u| ≤ 2γε/
√
n

for all u ∈ [uε, uε]. Because the function ψ is positive and bounded away from 0 in any interval
[−δ′′, δ′′] where 0 < δ′′ < δ, it follows from (40) that for sufficiently large n,

|ṽ| ≥ (δ − δ′)/3 := ∆.

Thus, by the monotonicity of Nash equilibria, at every point u of discontinuity we must have
(38). Lemma 9 now implies any such discontinuities can occur only within a distance βn−3/2 of
one of the endpoints u, u.

C.4 Smoothness

Because Nash equilibria are monotone, by Lemma 3, they are necessarily differentiable almost
everywhere. We will show that in fact differentiability must hold at every u, except near the
endpoints u, u.

Lemma 12. If v(u) is a Nash equilibrium then at every u where v is differentiable,

Eψ(Sn + v(u)) + Eψ′(Sn + v(u))uv′(u) = 2v′(u). (41)

Proof. Given the smoothness of the function ψ, the result follows from the chain and product
rules.
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Equation (41) can be rewritten as a first-order differential equation:

v′(u) =
Eψ(Sn + v(u))

2− Eψ′(Sn + v(u))u
. (42)

This differential equation becomes singular at any point where the denominator approaches 0,
but is regular in any interval whereEψ′(Sn+v(u))u ≤ 1. The following lemma implies regularity
on any interval where |v(u)| remains sufficiently small.

Lemma 13. For any α > 0 a constant β = βα > 0 exists such that for any strategy v(u), any ṽ ∈ R,
any u ∈ [u, u], and all n,

E|ψ′(ṽ + Sn)u| ≥ α =⇒ Eψ(ṽ + Sn)|u| ≥ β and (43)
E|ψ′′(ṽ + Sn)u| ≥ α =⇒ Eψ(ṽ + Sn)|u| ≥ β.

Proof. Recall that ψ/2 is a C∞ probability density with support [−δ, δ] and such that ψ is strictly
positive in the open interval (−δ, δ). Consequently, on any interval J ⊂ (−δ, δ) where |ψ′| (or
|ψ′′|) is bounded below by a positive number, so is ψ.

Fix ε > 0 so small that εmax (u, u) < α/2. In order that E|ψ′(ṽ+Sn)u| ≥ α, it must be the case
that the event {|ψ′(ṽ + Sn)| ≥ ε} contributes at least α/2 to the expectation; hence,

P{|ψ′(ṽ + Sn)| ≥ ε} ≥ α

2‖ψ′‖∞max (u, u)
.

But on this event the random variable ψ(ṽ + Sn) is bounded below by a positive number η = ηε,
so it follows that

Eψ(ṽ + Sn)|u| ≥ ηα

2‖ψ′‖∞max (u, u)
.

A similar argument proves the corresponding result for ψ′′.

Lemma 14. Constants C, α > 0 exist such that for all sufficiently large n, any Nash equilibrium
v(u) is continuously differentiable on any interval where |v(u)| ≤ C (and therefore, by Lemma
9, on

(
u+ C ′n−3/2, u− C ′n−3/2

)
), and the derivative satisfies

α ≤ v′(u)

Eψ(v(u) + Sn)
≤ α−1. (44)

Proof. The function v(u) is differentiable almost everywhere, by Lemma 3, and at every point
u where v(u) is differentiable the differential equation (42) holds. By Lemma 11, the sizes of
discontinuities are bounded below, and so if C > 0 is sufficiently small then a Nash equilibrium
v(u) can have no discontinuities on any interval where |v(u)| ≤ C. Furthermore, if C > 0 is
sufficiently small then by Lemma 13 and the necessary condition (15), we must have Eψ′(v(u) +
Sn) ≤ 1 on any interval where |v(u)| ≤ C. Because the functions v 7→ Eψ(Sn + v) and v 7→
Eψ′(Sn + v) are continuous (by dominated convergence), it now follows from Equation (42) that
if C > 0 is sufficiently small then on any interval where |v(u)| ≤ C the function v′(u) extends to a
continuous function. Finally, because the denominator in equation (42) is at least 1 and no larger
than 2 + ‖ψ′‖∞, the inequalities (44) follow.

Similar arguments show that Nash equilibria have derivatives of higher orders provided
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the sample size is sufficiently large. The proof of Theorem 1 in Section E below will require
information about the second derivative v′′(u), which can be obtained by differentiating under
the expectations in (42):

v′′(u) = Eψ′(v(u)+Sn)v′(u)
2−Eψ′(Sn+v(u))u

+ Eψ(v(u)+Sn)(Eψ′′(v(u)+Sn)v′(u)u+Eψ′(v(u)+Sn)
(2−Eψ′(Sn+v(u)u))2

. (45)

A repetition of the proof of Lemma 14 now shows that for suitable constants C, β > 0 and
all sufficiently large n, any Nash equilibrium v(u) is twice continuously differentiable on any
interval where |v(u)| ≤ C and satisfies the inequalities

β ≤ v′′(u)

Eψ(v(u) + Sn)
≤ β−1. (46)

C.5 Approximate proportionality

The information that we now have about the form of Nash equilibria can be used to sharpen the
heuristic argument given in Subsection C.1 to support the “approximate proportionality rule”.
Recall that in a Nash equilibrium the number of votes v(u) purchased by an agent with utility
u must satisfy the equation 2v(u) = Eψ(v(u) + Sn)u. We have shown in Lemma 9 that for
any Nash equilibrium, v(u) must be small except in the extreme tails of the distribution (in
particular, for all u at distance much more than n−3/2 from both endpoints u, u). Because ψ is
uniformly continuous, it follows that the expectation Eψ(v(u) + Sn) cannot differ by very much
from Eψ(Sn).

Unfortunately, this argument only shows that the approximation 2v(u) ≈ Eψ(Sn)u is valid
up to an error of size εn|u| where εn → 0 as n → ∞. However, as n → ∞ the expectation
Eψ(Sn)→ 0, and so the error in the approximation above might be considerably larger than the
approximation itself. Proposition 3 makes the stronger assertion that when n is large the relative
error in the approximate proportionality rule is small.

Proposition 3. For any ε > 0 constants nε <∞ and C <∞ exist such that if n ≥ nε then for any
Nash equilibrium v(u) and for all u ∈

[
u+ Cn−3/2, u− Cn−3/2

]
,

(1− ε)Eψ(Sn)|u| ≤ |2v(u)| ≤ (1 + ε)Eψ(Sn)|u|. (47)

Furthermore, for all sufficiently large n any Nash equilibrium v(u) with no discontinuities must
satisfy (47) for all u ∈ [u, u].

Proof of Proposition 3. Because ψ has compact support, it and all of its derivatives are uniformly
continuous and uniformly bounded, and so the function v 7→ Eψ(v + Sn) is differentiable with
derivative Eψ′(v+Sn). Consequently, by Taylor’s theorem, for every u a ṽ(u) exists intermediate
between 0 and v(u) such that

2v(u) = Eψ(v(u) + Sn)u = Eψ(Sn)u+ Eψ′(ṽ(u) + Sn)v(u)u. (48)

We will argue that for all C > 0 sufficiently small, if |2v(u)| ≤ C then the expectation Eψ′(ṽ(u) +
Sn) remains below ε in absolute value, provided n is sufficiently large. Lemma 9 will then imply
a C ′ < ∞ exists such that (47) holds for all u ∈ (u, u) at distance greater than C ′n−3/2 from the
endpoints u, u.
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If |2v(u)| ≤ C then |Eψ(v(u) + Sn)| ≤ C/max (|u| , u), by the necessary condition (15). By
Lemma 11, if C < ∆, where ∆ is the discontinuity threshold, then v(u) is continuous on any
interval [0, uC ] where |v(u)| ≤ C, and so for each u in this interval a u′ ∈ [0, u] exists such that
ṽ(u) = v(u′). Consequently, |Eψ(ṽ(u) + Sn)| ≤ C/max (|u| , u). But Lemma 13 implies that for
any ε > 0, if C > 0 is sufficiently small then for all large n and any Nash equilibrium v(u),

|Eψ′(ṽ(u) + Sn)| < ε

on any interval [0, uC ] where |v(u)| ≤ C. Thus, the error in the approximation (48) will be small
when n is large and |2v(u)| < C, for u > 0. A similar argument applies for u ≤ 0. This proves
that (47) holds for all u ∈ (u, u) at distance greater than C ′n−3/2 from the endpoints u, u.

Finally, suppose v(u) is a Nash equilibrium with no discontinuities. By Lemma 9, for any
C > 0 a C ′ < ∞ exists such that |v(u)| ≤ C/2 except at arguments u within distance C ′/n3/2 of
one of the endpoints. Moreover, Lemma 14 implies that if C is sufficiently small then on any
interval where |v(u)| ≤ C the function v is differentiable, with derivative v′(u) ≤ C ′′ for some
constant C ′′ < ∞ not depending on n or on the particular Nash equilibrium. Because v(u) is
continuous up to u, if v(u) ≥ C for some u > u−C ′n−3/2 then by the intermediate value theorem
there would a smallest point u′ ∈ [u − C ′n−3/2, u] at which v(u′) = C. But then v would be
differentiable all the way up to u′, with derivative bounded above by C ′′, and so

C = v(u′) = v(u− C ′n−3/2) +

ˆ u′

u−C′n−3/2

v′(u) du

≤ C/2 +

ˆ u′

u−C′n−3/2

v′(u) du

≤ C/2 + C ′′C ′n−3/2,

which is impossible for large n. A similar argument shows that for large n, if v(u) has no discon-
tinuities then v cannot attain the value −C near u. Therefore, for all sufficiently large n, if v has
no discontinuities then |v(u)|C for all u ∈ [u, u], and so by the preceding argument it follows that
v(u) must satisfy the proportionality relations (47) for all u ∈ [u, u].

C.6 Consequences of Proposition 3

Proposition 3 puts strong constraints on the distribution of the vote total Sn in a Nash equi-
librium. According to this proposition, the approximate proportionality rule (47) holds for all
u ∈ [u, u] except those values u within distance Cn−3/2 of one of the endpoints u, u. Call this the
extremist range. Denote by G the event that the sample U1, U2, . . . , Un contains no values in the
extremist range. By Proposition 3, on the event G the approximate proportionality rule (47) will
apply for each agent; furthermore, for Nash equilibria with no discontinuities, (47) holds for all
u ∈ [u, u]. Thus, conditional on the event G (or, for continuous Nash equilibria, unconditionally)
the random variables v(Ui) are (at least for sufficiently large n) bounded above and below by
Eψ(Sn)u and Eψ(Sn)u, and so Hoeffding’s inequality applies.

Corollary 2. Let G be the event that the sample Ui contains no values u in the extremist range.
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Then for all sufficiently large n and any Nash equilibrium v(u),

P (|Sn − ESn| ≥ tEψ(Sn) |G) ≤ exp{−2t2/nmax
(
|u|2 , u2

)
}; (49)

and for any Nash equilibrium with no discontinuities,

P (|Sn − ESn| ≥ tEψ(Sn)) ≤ exp{−2t2/nmax
(
|u|2 , u2

)
}. (50)

Proposition 3 also implies uniformity in the normal approximation to the distribution of Sn,
because the proportionality rule (47) guarantees that the ratio of the third moment to the 3/2
power of the variance of v(Ui) is uniformly bounded. Hence, by the Berry-Esseen theorem, we
have the following corollary.

Corollary 3. A κ <∞ exists such that for all sufficiently large n and any Nash equilibrium v(u),
the vote total Sn satisfies

sup
t∈R
|P ((Sn − ESn) ≤ t

√
var(Sn) |G)− Φ(t)| ≤ κn−1/2; (51)

and for any Nash equilibrium with no discontinuities,

sup
t∈R
|P ((Sn − ESn) ≤ t

√
var(Sn))− Φ(t)| ≤ κn−1/2. (52)

Here Φ denotes the standard normal cumulative distribution function.

D Unbalanced Populations: Proofs of Theorems 2–3

D.1 Concentration of the vote total

Lemma 15. If µ > 0 then for all large n no Nash equilibrium v(u) has a discontinuity at a nonneg-
ative value of u. Moreover, for any ε > 0, if n is sufficiently large then in any Nash equilibrium
the vote total Sn must satisfy

δ − ε ≤ ESn ≤ δ + ε+
√

2 |u|] and (53)
P{|Sn − ESn| > ε} < ε. (54)

In addition, a constant γ > 0 exists such that for any ε > 0, if n is sufficiently large and v(u) is a
Nash equilibrium with no discontinuities, then

P{|Sn − ESn| > ε} < e−γn. (55)

Proof. By Lemma 11, a Nash equilibrium v(u) can have no discontinuities at distance greater
than Cn−3/2 of one of the endpoints u, u. Agents with such utilities are designated extremists; if
G is the event that the sample U1, U2, . . . , Un contains no extremists, then

P (Gc) ∼ C(f(u) + f(u))/
√
n.

By Proposition 3, Nash equilibria v(u) obey the approximate proportionality rule (47) ex-
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cept in the extremist range. The contribution of extremists to ESn is vanishingly small for
large n, because P (Gc) = O(n−1/2), as no voter, even in the extremist range, will buy more
than max(

√
2 |u|,

√
2u) votes. Consequently, (47) and the law of large numbers for the sequence

U1, U2, . . . imply that for any ε > 0, if n is large then

Eψ(Sn)µ(1− ε) ≤ ESn/n ≤ Eψ(Sn)µ(1 + ε). (56)

Because µ > 0, this implies ESn ≥ 0 for all sufficiently large n.
Suppose now that ESn < δ − 2ε′ for some small ε′ > 0. If ε > 0 is sufficiently small relative

to ε′ then (56) implies nEψ(Sn)µ ≤ δ− ε′. But then Hoeffding’s inequality (49), together with the
fact that P (Gc) = O(n−1/2), implies

P{Sn ∈ [−δ/2, δ − ε′/2]} ≥ 1− ε

for large n. This conclusion, however, would contradict the hypothesis that nEψ(Sn) < δ − ε′/2,
because we would then have

Eψ(Sn) ≥ (1− ε) min
v∈[−δ/2,δ−ε′/2]

ψ(v).

(Recall that ψ is bounded away from 0 on any compact sub-interval of (−δ, δ).) This reasoning
proves that for all large n and all Nash equilibria, ESn ≥ δ − 2ε′.

Next supposeESn > δ+
√

2 |u|+2ε′, where ε′ > 0. The proportionality rule (47) (applied with
some ε > 0 small relative to ε′) then implies nEψ(Sn) > δ +

√
2 |u|+ ε′. Hence, by the Hoeffding

inequality (49), a γ = γ(ε′) > 0 exists such that

P (Sn ≤ δ +
√

2 |u| |G) ≤ e−γn,

because on the event Sn ≤ δ+
√

2 |u| the sum Sn must deviate from its expectation by more than
nEψ(Sn)ε′. Hence, for all v ∈ [−

√
2 |u|, 0] ≤ 0,

Eψ(v + Sn) ≤ e−γn‖ψ‖∞ + P (Gc)‖ψ‖∞.

Thus, |v (u) | must be vanishingly small, and so by Lemma 11 there can be no discontinuities in
[u, 0]. But this implies that the proportionality rule (47) holds for all u ∈

[
u, u− Cn−3/2

]
, and

so another application of Hoeffding’s inequality (coupled with the observation that v(u)/u ≥
(1− ε)Eψ(Sn) holds for all u ∈ [u, u] if v has no discontinuities at negative values of u) implies

P (Sn ≤ δ +
√

2 |u|) ≤ e−γn =⇒ Eψ(Sn) ≤ e−γn‖ψ‖∞,

which is a contradiction. This proves assertion (53).
Because ESn is now bounded away from 0 and ∞, it follows as before that nEψ(Sn) is

bounded away from 0 and∞, and so the proportionality rule (47) implies the conditional vari-
ance of Sn given the event G is O(n−1). The assertion (54) therefore follows from Chebyshev’s
inequality and the bound P (Gc) = O(n−1/2). Given (53) and (54), we can now conclude that
there can be no discontinuities at nonnegative values of u, because in view of Lemma 11, the
monotonicity of Nash equilibria, and the necessary condition (15), such discontinuities would
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entail that
Eψ(v(u) + Sn)u ≥ 2∆,

which is incompatible with (53) and (54), because for small ε > 0 the function ψ(w) is uniformly
small for w ≥ δ − 2ε.

Finally, if v is a Nash equilibrium with no discontinuities then Corollary 2 implies the expo-
nential bound (55).

D.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Assertion (6). The asymptotic efficiency of quadratic voting in the unbalanced case µ > 0
is a direct and easy consequence of Lemma 15. This implies that for any ε > 0, the probability
that the vote total SN = Sn + v(Un+1) will fall below δ − 2ε is less than ε for all large n, and so by
the continuity of the payoff function Ψ, for any ε > 0

P{Ψ(SN) ≤ 1− ε} < ε

for all sufficiently large N and all Nash equilibria. Moreover, the law of large numbers guaran-
tees that for large N ,

P
{
|N−1U − µ| ≥ ε

}
< ε where U :=

N∑
i=1

Ui.

Because the random variables U and Ψ(SN) are bounded, it therefore follows that for any ε > 0,
if N is sufficiently large then in any equilibrium∣∣∣∣E[UΨ(SN)]

2E|U |
− 1

∣∣∣∣ < ε.

Proof of Assertions (7)–(8). The second assertion (8) will follow immediately from the first, by the
law of large numbers for the sequence U1, U2, . . . , and the assertion (7) will follow directly from
the approximate proportionality rule (47) and the following estimate for Eψ(Sn).

Claim: Let (α,w) be the solution of the Optimization Problem (10), if one exists, or let α = δ if
not. Then for any ε > 0, if n is sufficiently large then in every Nash equilibrium,∣∣∣∣12Eψ(Sn)− αµ−1

∣∣∣∣ < ε. (57)

Proof of the Claim. Note first that this claim is equivalent to the assertion that |ESn−α| → 0, by the
proportionality rule (47). We will prove this in two steps, by first showing that for sufficiently
large n the expectation ESn cannot be smaller than α− 3ε, and then that it cannot be larger than
α + 3ε.
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Suppose first that α > δ and that ESn < α− 3ε. (If α = δ then Lemma 15 implies ESn < α− ε
is impossible for large n.) Then by (10), for any sufficiently small ε′ > 0,

(Ψ(δ − ε′)−Ψ(w))|u| > (α− ε− w)2 (58)

for all u in a neighborhood [u, u+ %], where % > 0. By Lemma 15,

P{δ − ε′ ≤ Sn ≤ α− 2ε} −→ 1 as n→∞.

Consequently, a voter with value u ≤ u + % could, with probability near 1, improve her utility
payoff from Ψ(Sn)u ≤ Ψ(δ−ε′)u to Ψ(w)u, at a cost of (α−ε−w)2, and so in view of (58), all voters
with values u ∈ [u, u + %] would defect from the equilibrium strategy. This is a contradiction;
hence, we conclude that for all large n, in any equilibrium, ESn ≥ α− 3ε.

Suppose now that ESn > α + 3ε. Then by (10), for all w ≤ δ,

(α + 2ε− w)2 ≥ 4ε2 + (1− ψ(w))|u|.

By Lemma 15,
P{α + 2ε ≤ Sn} −→ 1 as n→∞;

hence, it would be sub-optimal for a voter with value u = u to buy more than ∆/2 negative
votes, where ∆ is the discontinuity threshold. This implies, by Lemma 11, that for large n all
Nash equilibria are continuous. But then assertion (55) would imply

P{Sn ≤ α− 2ε} < e−%n

which in turn would ensure that
Eψ(Sn) ≤ ‖ψ‖∞e−%n.

This is impossible, because the proportionality rule (47) would then imply that for some constant
C <∞ not depending on n or the particular equilibrium, ‖v‖∞ ≤ Ce−%n, contradicting Lemma 5.

D.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Assume now that µ > 0 and that the Optimization Problem (10) has a unique solution (α,w).
We will first prove that for large n, every Nash equilibrium has a discontinuity u∗ near u, and
then we will argue that this discontinuity must occur very near u + ζn−2 for a constant ζ > 0
depending only on the payoff function Ψ and the sampling distribution F .

We have shown, in Subsection D.2, that for any ε > 0, every Nash equilibrium must satisfy
|ESn − α| < ε. In addition, we have shown in Lemma 15 that if n is large and v(u) is a Nash
equilibrium with no discontinuities, then P{|Sn − ESn| > ε} decays exponentially fast in n.
Because α > δ, we may choose ε > 0 so small that α − 3ε > δ. It then follows that for a suitable
constant γ > 0, if n is large and v(u) is a Nash equilibrium with no discontinuities, then

P{Sn ≤ δ} ≤ e−γn.

But as in the proof of Theorem 2, this would imply Eψ(Sn) decays exponentially with n, which
is impossible because, by the proportionality rule, it would contradict Lemma 5. Therefore, for
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large n every Nash equilibrium v(u) has a discontinuity. Lemma 15 asserts that there are no
discontinuities at points u ∈ [0, u], so any discontinuity must be located in [u, 0). Lemma 11
implies any such discontinuity must occur at a point within distance O(n−3/2) of u.

Let v(u) be a Nash equilibrium, and let u∗ be the rightmost point of discontinuity of v. By
Lemma 11, the size of any discontinuity is at least ∆, so v(u) < −∆ for every u < u∗. Obvi-
ously, the expected payoff for an agent with utility u must exceed the expected payoff under the
alternative strategy of buying no votes. The latter expectation is approximately u, because Sn
is highly concentrated near ESn > α − ε and so EΨ(Sn) ≈ 1. On the other hand, the expected
payoff at u < u∗ for an agent playing the Nash strategy is approximately

Ψ(α− v(u)) (u)− v(u)2,

an improvement over the alternative strategy of buying no votes of about

(1−Ψ(α− v(u))|u| − v(u)2.

In order that this difference be nonnegative, it must be the case that |v(u)| ≈ α − w, because by
hypothesis, (α,w) is the unique pair such that relations (10) hold. Because this approximation is
valid for all u ∈ [u, u∗), it follows by Lemma 11 that v(u) cannot have another discontinuity in
the interval [u, u∗). This also proves assertion (ii) of Theorem 3, which states that that

v(u) = −(α− w).

Because u∗ must be within distance Cn−3/2 of u, the probability that an extremist exists in the
sample U1, U2, . . . , Un is of order nf(u)(u∗ − u) = O(n−1/2), and the conditional probability that
more than one extremist exists given that at least one does is of order O(n−1/2). Consequently,
because the distribution of Sn is highly concentrated near α (cf. Lemma 15), where ψ = 0, the
major contribution to the expectation Eψ(Sn) comes from samples with exactly one extremist;
hence,

Eψ(Sn + v(u)) ≈ nψ(w)f (u) (u∗ + |u|) +O(n−1/2(u∗ + |u|)).

On the other hand, because ESn ≈ α, the proportionality rule (47) implies nEψ(Sn) ≈ α, and so

n2µψ(w)f (u) (u∗ + |u|) ≈ α =⇒
u∗ − u ∼ ζn−2,

where ζ is the unique solution of the equation α = ζψ(w)f (u).

E Balanced Populations: Proof of Theorem 1

E.1 Continuity of Nash equilibria

Proposition 4. If µ = 0, then for all sufficiently large values of the sample size n no Nash equi-
librium v(u) has a discontinuity in [u, u]. Moreover, for any ε > 0, if n is sufficiently large every
Nash equilibrium v(u) satisfies

‖v‖∞ ≤ ε. (59)
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Proof. The size of any discontinuity is bounded below by a positive constant ∆, by Lemma 11,
so it suffices to prove the assertion (59). By Proposition 7, for any ε > 0 a γ = γ(ε) exists such
that if n is sufficiently large any Nash equilibrium v(u) satisfying ‖v‖∞ > ε must also satisfy
|v(u)| ≤ γ/

√
n for all u not within distance ε of one of the endpoints u, u. Hence, the approximate

proportionality relation (47) implies

Eψ(Sn) ≤ C√
n

(60)

for a suitable C = C(γ). Because v(u)/u is within a factor (1 + ε)±1 of Eψ(Sn) for all u not within
distance C ′εn−3/2 of u or u, it follows from Chebyshev’s inequality that for any α > 0 a β = β(α)
exists such that

P{|Sn − ESn| ≥ β} ≤ α.

On the other hand, if ‖v‖∞ ≥ ε, then by the necessary condition (15), some u exists such that

P{Sn + v(u) ∈ [−δ, δ]} ≥ ε

‖ψ‖∞max (|u| , u)
.

Because Sn is concentrated around ESn, it follows that ESn must be at bounded distance from
v(u), and so the Berry–Esseen bound (51) implies P{Sn ∈ [−δ/2, δ/2]} is bounded below. But
this in turn implies Eψ(Sn) is bounded below, which for large n is impossible in view of (60).
Thus, if n is sufficiently large then no Nash equilibrium v(u) can have ‖v‖∞ ≥ ε.

Because ‖v‖∞ is small for any Nash equilibrium v, the distribution of the vote total Sn cannot
be too highly concentrated. This in turn implies the proportionality constant Eψ(Sn) in (47)
cannot be too small.

Lemma 16. For any C <∞ a nC <∞ exists such that for all n ≥ nC and every Nash equilibrium,

nEψ(Sn) ≥ C. (61)

Proof. By the approximate proportionality rule (47) and the necessary condition (15), for any
ε > 0 and all sufficiently large n,

|ESn| ≤ nεEψ(Sn)E|U |.

Thus, by Hoeffding’s inequality (Corollary 2), if nEψ(Sn) < C then the distribution of Sn must
be highly concentrated in a neighborhood of 0. But if this were so we would have, for all large
n,

Eψ(Sn) ≈ ψ(0) > 0,

which is a contradiction.

E.2 Edgeworth expansions

For the analysis of the case µU = 0 refined estimates of the errors in the approximate proportion-
ality rule (47) will be necessary. We derive these from the Edgeworth expansion for the density
of a sum of independent, identically distributed random variables (cf. Feller (1971), Ch. XVI, sec.
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2, Th. 2). The relevant summands here are the random variables v(Ui), and because the func-
tion v(u) depends on the particular Nash equilibrium (and hence also on n), we must employ
a version of the Edgeworth expansion in which the error is precisely quantified. The following
variant of Feller’s Theorem 2 (which can be proved in the same manner as in Feller) will suffice
for our purposes.

Proposition 5. Let Y1, Y2, . . . , Yn be independent, identically distributed random variables with
mean EY1 = 0, variance EY 2

1 = 1, and finite 2rth moment E|Y1|2r = µ2r ≤ m2r. Assume the
distribution of Y1 has a density f1(y) whose Fourier transform f̂1 satisfies |f̂1(θ)| ≤ g(θ), where g
is a C2r function such that g ∈ Lν for some ν ≥ 1 and such that for every ε > 0,

sup
|θ|≥ε

g(θ) < 1. (62)

Then a sequence εn → 0 depending only onm2r and on the function g exists such that the density
fn(y) of

∑n
i=1 Yi/

√
n satisfies∣∣∣∣fn(x)− e−x

2/2

√
2πn

(
1 +

2r∑
k=3

n−(k−2)/2Pk(x)

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ εn
n−r+1

(63)

for all x ∈ R, where Pk(x) = CkHk(x) is a multiple of the kth Hermite polynomial Hk(x), and Ck
is a continuous function of the moments µ3, µ4, . . . , µk of Y1.

The following lemma ensures that in any Nash equilibrium the sums Sn =
∑n

i=1 v(Ui), after
suitable renormalization, meet the requirements of Proposition 5.

Lemma 17. Constants 0 < σ1 < σ2 < m2r < ∞ and a function g(θ) that satisfy the hypotheses
of Proposition 5 (with r = 4) exist such that for all sufficiently large n and any Nash equilibrium
v(u) the following statement holds. If w(u) = 2v(u)/Eψ(Sn)

(a) σ2
1 < var(w(Ui)) < σ2

2 ;
(b) E|w(Ui)− Ew(Ui)|2r ≤ m2r; and
(c) the random variables w(Ui) have density fW (w) whose Fourier transform is bounded in

absolute value by g.

Proof. These statements are consequences of the proportionality relations (47) and the smooth-
ness of Nash equilibria. By Proposition 4, Nash equilibria are continuous on [u, u] and for large
n satisfy ‖v‖∞ < ε, where ε > 0 is any small constant. Consequently, by Proposition 3, the pro-
portionality relations (47) hold on the entire interval [u, u]. Because EU1 = 0, it follows that for
any ε > 0, if n is sufficiently large then |Ew(Ui)| < ε, and so assertions (a)–(b) follow routinely
from (47).

The existence of the density fW (w) follows from the smoothness of Nash equilibria, which
was established in Subsection C.4. In particular, by Lemma 14, inequalities (46), and the pro-
portionality relations (47), if the sample size n is sufficiently large and v is any continuous Nash
equilibrium then v is twice continuously differentiable on [u, u], and constants α, β > 0 exist not
depending on n or on the particular Nash equilibrium such that the derivatives satisfy

α ≤ v′(u)

Eψ(Sn)
≤ α−1 and β ≤ v′′(u)

Eψ(Sn)
≤ β−1 (64)
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for all u ∈ [u, u]. Consequently, if U is a random variable with density f(u) the random variable
W := 2v(U)/Eψ(Sn) has density

fW (w) = f(u)Eψ(Sn)/(2v′(u)) where w = 2v(u)/Eψ(Sn). (65)

Furthermore, the density fW (w) is continuously differentiable, and its derivative

f ′W (w) =
f ′(u)(Eψ(Sn))2

4v′(u)2
− f(u)(Eψ(Sn))2v′′(u)

4v′(u)3

satisfies
|f ′W (w)| ≤ κ (66)

where κ <∞ is a constant that does not depend on either n or on the choice of Nash equilibrium.
The last step is to prove the existence of a dominating function g(θ) for the Fourier transform

of fW . We do this in three pieces: (i) for values |θ| ≤ γ, where γ > 0 is a small fixed constant;
(ii) for values |θ| ≥ K, where K is a large but fixed constant; and (iii) for γ < |θ| < K. Region
(i) is easily dealt with, in view of the bounds (a)–(b) on the second and third moments and the
estimate |Ew(U)| < ε′, as these together with Taylor’s theorem imply that for all |θ| < 1,

|f̂W (θ)− (1 + iθEw(U)− θ2var(w(U))/2| ≤ m3|θ|3.

Next consider region (ii), where |θ| is large. Integration by parts shows that

f̂W (θ) =

ˆ w(u)

wu

fW (w)eiθw dw = −
ˆ w(u)

wu

eiθw

iθ
f ′W (w) dw +

eiθw

iθ
fW (w)

∣∣∣∣w(u)

wu

;

because fW (w) is uniformly bounded at wu and w(u), by (64) and (65), and because |f ′W (w)| ≤ κ,
by (66), it follows that a constant C < ∞ exists such that for all sufficiently large n and all Nash
equilibria,

|f̂W (θ)| ≤ C/|θ| ∀ θ 6= 0.

Thus, setting g(θ) = C/|θ| for all |θ| ≥ 2C, we have a uniform bound for the Fourier transforms
f̂W (θ) in the region (ii).

Finally, to bound |f̂W (θ)| in the region (iii) of intermediate θ−values, we use the proportion-
ality rule once again to deduce that |w(u)− u| < ε. Therefore,

f̂W (θ) =

ˆ u

u

eiθw(u)f(u) du

=

ˆ u

u

eiθuf(u) du+

ˆ u

u

(eiθw(u) − eiθu)f(u) du

= f̂U(θ) +R(θ)

where |R(θ)| < ε′ uniformly for |θ| ≤ C and ε′ → 0 as ε→ 0. Because f̂U is the Fourier transform
of an absolutely continuous probability density, its absolute value is bounded away from 1 on
the complement of [−γ, γ], for any γ > 0. Because ε > 0 can be made arbitrarily small (cf.
Proposition 3), it follows that a continuous, positive function g(θ) that is bounded away from 1
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on |θ| ∈ [γ, C] exists such that |f̂W )θ| ≤ g(θ) for all |θ| ∈ [γ, C]. The extension of g to the whole
real line can now be done by smoothly interpolating at the boundaries of regions (i), (ii), and
(iii).

E.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Because the function ψ is smooth and has compact support, differentiation under the expectation
in the necessary condition 2v(u) = Eψ(v(u) + Sn)u is permissible, and so for every u ∈ [−u, u] a
ṽ(u) exists intermediate between 0 and v(u) such that

2v(u) = Eψ(Sn)u+ Eψ′(Sn + ṽ(u))v(u)u. (67)

The proof of Theorem 1 will hinge on the use of the Edgeworth expansion (Proposition 5) to
approximate each of the two expectations in (67) precisely.

As in Lemma 17, let w(u) = 2v(u)/Eψ(Sn). We have already observed, in the proof of
Lemma 17, that for any ε > 0, if n is sufficiently large then for any Nash equilibrium, |Ew(U)| < ε.
It therefore follows from the proportionality rule that∣∣∣∣ 4 var(v(U))

(Eψ(Sn))2σ2
U

− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε and
∣∣∣∣E|v(u)− Ev(u)|k

(Eψ(Sn))kE|U |k

∣∣∣∣ < ε ∀ k ≤ 8. (68)

Moreover, Lemma 17 and Proposition 5 imply the distribution of Sn has a density with an Edge-
worth expansion, and so for any continuous function ϕ : [−δ, δ]→ R,

Eϕ(Sn) =

ˆ δ

−δ
ϕ(x)

e−y
2/2

√
2πnσV

(
1 +

m∑
k=3

n−(k−2)/2Pk(y)

)
dx+ rn(ϕ) (69)

where

σ2
V := var(v(U)),

y = y(x) = (x− ESn)/
√

var(Sn),

and Pk(y) = CkH3(y) is a multiple of the kth Hermite polynomial. The constants Ck depend only
on the first k moments of w(U), and consequently are uniformly bounded by constants C ′k not
depending on n or on the choice of Nash equilibrium. The error term rn(ϕ) satisfies

|rn(ϕ)| ≤ εn
n(m−2)/2

ˆ δ

−δ

|ϕ(x)|√
2πvar(Sn)

dx. (70)

In the special case ϕ = ψ, (69) and the remainder estimate (70) (with m = 4) imply

Eψ(Sn) ≤ 1√
2πnσV

ˆ δ

−δ
ψ(x) dx+ o(n−1σ−1

V ).
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Because 4σ2
V ≈ (Eψ(Sn))2σ2

U for large n, this implies that for a suitable constant κ <∞,

Eψ(Sn) ≤ κ
4
√
n
. (71)

Claim 1. Constants αn →∞ exist such that in every Nash equilibrium,

|ESn| ≤ α−1
n

√
var(Sn) and (72)

var(Sn) ≥ α2
n. (73)

Proof of Theorem 1. Before we begin the proof of the claim, we indicate how it will imply Theo-
rem 1. If (72) and (73) hold, then for every x ∈ [−δ, δ],

|y(x)| ≤ (1 + 2δ)/αn → 0.

Consequently, the dominant term in the Edgeworth expansion (69) for ϕ = ψ (with m = 4), is
the first, and so for any ε > 0, if n is sufficiently large,

Eψ(Sn) =
1√

2πnσV

ˆ δ

−δ
ψ(x) dx(1± ε).

(Here the notation (1±ε) means the ratio of the two sides is bounded above and below by (1±ε).)
Thus 4σ2

V ≈ (Eψ(Sn))2σ2
U implies

√
πn/2σU(Eψ(Sn))2 =

ˆ δ

−δ
ψ(x) dx(1± ε) = 2± 2ε,

proving the assertion (5).

Proof of Claim 1. First we deal with the remainder term rn(ϕ) in the Edgeworth expansion (69).
By Lemma 16, the expectation Eψ(Sn) is at least C/n for large n, and so by (68) the variance of
Sn must be at least C ′/n. Consequently, by (70), the remainder term rn(ϕ) in (69) satisfies

|rn(ϕ)| ≤ C ′′
εn‖ϕ‖1

n(m−2)/2
√

var(Sn)
≤ C ′′′

εn‖ϕ‖1

n(m−3)/2
.

Suitable choice of m will make this bound small compared to any desired monomial n−A, and so
we may ignore the remainder term in the arguments to follow.

Suppose there a constant C < ∞ existed such that along some sequence n → ∞ Nash equi-
libria existed satisfying var(Sn) ≤ C. By (68), this would force C/n ≤ Eψ(Sn) ≤ C ′/

√
n. This in

turn would force
C ′′var(Sn) log n ≥ |ESn|2 ≥ C ′′′var(Sn) log n, (74)

because otherwise the dominant term in the Edgeworth series for Eψ(Sn) would be either too
large or too small asymptotically (along the sequence n → ∞) to match the requirement that
C/n ≤ Eψ(Sn) ≤ C ′/

√
n. (Observe that because the ratio |ESn|2/var(Sn) is bounded above

by C ′′ log n, the terms e−y2/2Pk(y) in the integral (69) are of size at most (log n)A for some A
depending on m, and so the first term in the Edgeworth series is dominant.) We will show that
(74) leads to a contradiction.
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Suppose ESn > 0 (the case ESn < 0 is similar). The Taylor expansion (67) for v(u) and the
hypothesis EU = 0 implies

2Ev(U) = Eψ′(Sn + ṽ(U))v(U)U. (75)

The Edgeworth expansion (69) for Eψ′(Sn + ṽ(u)) together with the independence of Sn and U
and the inequalities (74), implies that for any ε > 0, if n is sufficiently large then

Eψ′(Sn + ṽ(u))

=
1√

2πvar(Sn)

ˆ δ

−δ
ψ′(x) exp{−(x+ ṽ(u)− ESn)2/2var(Sn)} dx(1± ε). (76)

Now because ψ and ψ′ have support [−δ, δ], integration by parts yields

ˆ δ

−δ
ψ′(x) exp{−(x+ ṽ(u)− ESn)2/2var(Sn)} dx

=

ˆ δ

−δ
ψ(x) exp{−(x+ ṽ(u)− ESn)2/2var(Sn)}x+ ṽ(u)− ESn

var(Sn)
dx, (77)

and because x+ ṽ(u) is of smaller order of magnitude than ESn, it follows that for large n

Eψ′(Sn + ṽ(u)) = − ESn
var(Sn)

Eψ(Sn)(1± ε). (78)

But it now follows from the Taylor series for 2Ev(Ui) (by summing over i) that

2ESn = −n ESn
var(Sn)

Eψ(Sn)Ev(U)U(1± ε), (79)

which is a contradiction, because the right side is negative and the left side positive. This proves
the assertion (73).

The proof of inequality (72) is similar. Suppose for some C > 0 Nash equilibria existed along
a sequence n → ∞ for which ESn ≥ C

√
var(Sn). In view of (73), this hypothesis implies in

particular that ESn → ∞, and also that |y(x)| ≥ C/2 for all x ∈ [−δ, δ]. Thus, the Edgeworth
approximation (76) remains valid, as does the integration by parts identity (77). Because ESn →
∞, the terms x + ṽ(u) are of smaller order of magnitude that ESn, and so once again (78) and
therefore (79) follow. Again we have a contradiction, because the right side of (79) is negative
while the left side diverges to +∞.

F Proof of Lemma 8

Lemma 8. Fix δ > 0. For any ε > 0 and any C <∞ a β = β(ε, C) > 0 and a n′ = n′(ε, C) <∞ exist
such that the following statement is true: if n ≥ n′ and Y1, Y2, . . . , Yn are independent random variables
such that

E|Y1 − EY1|3 ≤ Cvar(Y1)3/2 and var(Y1) ≥ β/n (80)
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then for every interval J ⊂ R of length δ or greater, the sum Sn =
∑n

i=1 Yi satisfies

P{Sn ∈ J} ≤ ε|J |/δ. (81)

Proof. It suffices to prove this for intervals of length δ, because any interval of length nδ can be
partitioned into n pairwise disjoint intervals each of length δ. Without loss of generality, EY1 = 0
and δ = 1 (if not, translate and re-scale). Let g be a nonnegative, even,C∞ function with ‖g‖∞ = 1
that takes the value 1 on [−1

2
, 1

2
] and is identically zero outside [−1, 1]. It is enough to show that

for any x ∈ R,
Eg(Sn + x) ≤ ε.

Because g is C∞ and has compact support, its Fourier transform is real-valued and integrable,
so the Fourier inversion theorem implies

Eg(Sn + x) =
1

2π

ˆ
ĝ(θ)ϕ(−θ)ne−iθx dθ,

where ϕ(θ) = EeiθY1 is the characteristic function of Y1. Because EY1 = 0, the derivative of the
characteristic function at θ = 0 is 0, and hence ϕ has Taylor expansion

|1− ϕ(θ)− 1

2
EY 2

1 θ
2| ≤ 1

6
E|Y1|3|θ|3.

Consequently, if the hypotheses (27) hold then for any γ > 0, if n is sufficiently large,

|ϕ(θ)n| ≤ e−β
2θ2/4

for all |θ| ≤ γ. This bound implies (because |ĝ| ≤ 2) that

Eg(Sn + x) ≤ 1

π

ˆ
|θ|<γ

e−β
2θ2/4 dθ +

1

2π

ˆ
|θ|≥γ
|ĝ(θ)| dθ.

Because ĝ is integrable, the constant γ can be chosen so that the second integral is less that ε/2,
and if β is sufficiently large then the first integral is bounded by ε/2.

G Proof of Proposition 1

We shall assume throughout that δ < 1/
√

2, and that the function ψ = Ψ′ satisfies the standing
assumptions 3 (a)- (c) of Section 2.1. Thus, ψ/2 is an even, C∞ probability density with support
[−δ, δ]; it has positive derivative ψ′ on (−δ, 0) (and hence negative derivative on (0, δ)); and it has
a single point of inflection in the interval (−δ, 0).

Define
H(α,w) = (1−Ψ(w))|u| − (α− w)2. (82)

Proposition 1 asserts that, under the assumption δ < 1/
√

2, a unique value α > δ exists such
that (i) the maximum value of the function w 7→ H(α,w) on w ∈ R is 0, and (ii) this maximum
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Figure 1: Possible configurations of the optimization problem faced by individuals with extreme negative
utilities depending on the size of δ.

is attained at precisely two values of w, one at w = α, the other at a point w ∈ (−δ, δ). Local
maxima and minima of smooth functions are attained only at critical points, that is, roots of the
equation

∂H

∂w
(α,w) = −ψ(w)|u|+ 2(α− w) = 0. (83)

Lemma 18. A ∈ (δ,∞) exists such that

(i) α > A =⇒ a unique critical point exists at w = α;
(ii) α = A =⇒ 2 critical points exist, at w = α and at w∗ ∈ (−δ, δ); and

(iii) δ ≤ α < A =⇒ 3 critical points exist, atw = α and at distinct pointsw−(α), w+(α) ∈ (−δ, δ).

For α ∈ [δ, A) the two critical points w−(α) < w+(α) vary continuously with α; the function
w−(α) is increasing in α, while w+(α) is decreasing. Moreover, as α → A−, the critical points
w±(α)→ w∗.

While the proof of the following lemma is quite involved when presented algebraically, the
basic idea can be seen clearly graphically, as shown in Figure 1, which pictures the different
arrangements the lemma formally demonstrates are possible.

Proof. It is clear that for every α ≥ δ the equation (83) holds at w = α, because ψ = 0 outside of
the interval (−δ, δ). All other critical points are points where the straight line of slope−2 through
(α, 0) intersects the graph of y = |u|ψ(w). Because ψ(w) 6= 0 only for w ∈ (−δ, δ), critical points
not equal to α must be located in the interval (−δ, δ).

(1) We first show that for α ≥ δ near δ at least two such intersection points exist, one in each
of the intervals (−δ, 0) and (0, δ). To see this, observe that because ψ/2 is a probability density
with support (−δ, δ) ⊂ (−1/

√
2, 1/
√

2), its maximum value, which is assumed at w = 0, must
exceed 1/

√
2, and so ψ(0) >

√
2. But the line y = 2(δ − w) intersects the y−axis at y = 2δ <

√
2,

so it must cross the graph of y = |u|ψ(w) at least once in each of the intervals (0, δ) and (−δ, 0).
Similarly, if α− δ is sufficiently small then the line y = 2(α−w) must also cross the graph twice,
once on each side of 0.
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(2) Next, we show that for any α ≥ δ at most two roots of (83) in (−δ, δ) exist, and that two
exist if and only if both intersections are transversal. Assume at least two distinct roots exist; let
w+(α) ∈ (0, δ) be the largest, and let w−(α) be the second largest. We claim that at w = w+(α) the
intersection between the line y = 2(δ − w) and the graph of y = |u|ψ(w) is transversal, that is,

|u|ψ′(w) 6= −2. (84)

It is impossible for |u|ψ′(w+(α)) > −2, because 2(δ − w) > |u|ψ(w) for all w+(α) < w < α, so we
must only show that the line y = 2(δ − w) cannot be tangent to the graph at w = w+(α). But
if this were the case then |u|ψ′′(w+(α)) < 0, once again because the line lies above the graph in
the interval w+(α) < w < α; because ψ has only a single inflection point in (0, δ), it would then
follow that w+(α) is the only root of (83) in (−δ, δ), contrary to our hypothesis. This proves (84)
for w = w+(α).

It now follows from (84) that the intersection between the line y = 2(δ − w) and the graph
of y = |u|ψ(w) at w−(α) is also transversal. To see this, note first that it suffices to consider the
case where w−(α) > 0, because at any w ∈ (−δ, 0] the slope of the graph of |u|ψ(w) is nonneg-
ative. Next, observe that by the Mean Value Theorem a maximal w∗ ∈ [w−(α), w+(α)] at which
|u|ψ′(w∗) = −2 exists. This point w∗ cannot be w+(α), because at w = w+(α) we have (84);
furthermore, because |u|ψ′(w+(α)) < −2, it must be the case that

|u|ψ′(w) < −2 for all w ∈ (w∗, w+(α)),

and so by the Fundamental Theorem of calculus,

|u|ψ(w∗) > 2(δ − w∗).

This implies w∗ > w−(α). Now because the slope of the graph at w∗ is larger than at w+(α),
the second derivative |u|ψ′′(w) must be negative at all 0 < w ≤ w∗, because of the standing
hypothesis that ψ has only one inflection point in (0, δ). Finally, because 0 < w−(α) < w∗, it
follows that

|u|ψ′(w−(α)) < |u|ψ′(w∗) = −2.

Thus, both intersections, at w = w−(α) and w = w+(α), are transversal provided w−(α) < w+(α).
To complete the proof that at most two roots of (83) in (−δ, δ) exist, consider the casesw−(α) >

0 and w−(α) ≤ 0 separately. In the first case, the intersection at w−(α) is transversal, and
|u|ψ′(w) < −2 at all w ∈ [0, w−(α)]. Hence, the line y = 2(δ−w) is above the graph of y = |u|ψ(w)
at w = 0, and because the line has constant negative slope, it must remain above the graph at all
w < 0, because w = 0 is the unique point where ψ(w) attains its maximum. Thus, there can be
no points of intersection to the left of w−(α). The second case, where w−(α) ≤ 0, is even easier:
because ψ is increasing on (−δ, 0], for any w < w−(α) we must have

|u|ψ(w) < |u|ψ(w−(α)) = 2(α− w−(α)) < 2(α− w),

and so once again there can be no no points of intersection to the left of w−(α).

(3) Because equation (83) has the form G(α,w) = 0 with G continuously differentiable, the
Implicit Function Theorem guarantees that solutions vary continuously in a neighborhood of
any solution where ∂G/∂w 6= 0, i.e., where |u|ψ(w) 6= −2. We have shown in point (2) above
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that this is the case for both w±(α), as long as w+(α) 6= w−(α); thus, w±(α) have continuous
extensions to an open interval with left endpoint δ. We must show that the maximal interval
on which the functions w± can be continuously and monotonically continued is such that at the
right endpoint A the two roots coalesce, and the intersection becomes non-transversal.

Clearly, the linear function 2(α − w) is increasing in α for each w. Consequently, if A > δ is
any point where the line y = 2(A− w) intersects the graph of |u|ψ(w) non-transversally at some
point w∗, then because this would be the only point of intersection in [−δ, δ] (by point (2)), the
graph would lie entirely below the line and there would be no solutions to equation (83) with
α > A. Thus, to complete the proof it suffices to establish the following claim.

Claim: The function w−(α) increases continuously up to the smallest α = A such that w−(α) =
w+(α) := w∗, where w∗ is the unique point in (0, δ) at which the graph of |u|ψ has tangent line of
slope −2, and lies entirely below its tangent line.

Proof of the Claim. First, observe that because |u|ψ is increasing on [−δ, 0] and decreasing on
[0, δ], the function w+(α) is decreasing in α, and w−(α) is increasing as long as w−(α) ≤ 0. Let
α0 = |u|ψ(0)/2; at this value, the line y = 2(α0 − w) intersects the graph of |u|ψ transversally
at w = 0. Thus, α0 < A, and the functions w±(α) are continuous and monotone on [δ, α0], and
w+(α0) > 0.

To see that a w∗ at which the graph of |u|ψ has tangent line of slope −2 exists, observe that
the intersections of the line y = 2(α0 − w) with the graph of |u|ψ(w) are both transversal: at
w−(α0) = 0 the slope of the graph is > −2, and at W+(α0) the slope is < −2. Consequently, by
the mean value theorem, there must be a point w∗ ∈ (0, w+(α0)) at which |u|ψ′(w∗) = −2. The
tangent line at this point has the form y = 2(A − w) for some A > δ. Because the intersection at
the point of tangency is non-transversal, it must be the unique point of intersection of this line
with the graph, and so it follows that the rest of the graph lies below the line, as claimed. Hence,
the derivative |u|ψ′(w) is non-increasing at w = w∗; because ψ has only one inflection point in
(0, δ), it follows that

|u|ψ′(w) > −2 for all 0 ≤ w < w∗. (85)

For each w ∈ [0, w∗), the line of slope −2 through the point (w, |u|ψ(w)) intersects the w−axis
at a point α(w) > δ. Clearly, the mappingw 7→ α(w) is continuous, and by (85) it is also increasing
in w, with positive derivative. Furthermore, because the intersection of this line with the graph
of |u|ψ(w) is transversal, there must be a second point of intersection to the right of w. Thus, by
point (2),

w−(α(w)) = w.

This proves that w−(α) is continuous and increasing in α on the interval [α0, A], where A is
defined to the unique point where w−(A) = w∗.

It remains to prove that w+(A) = w∗. Recall that w+ is continuous and decreasing as long
as w+ > w∗, because the intersections are transversal at all such points. By point (2), we cannot
have w+(α) = w∗ for any α < A, because at any such α a distinct second transversal intersection
at w−(α) < w∗ exists, while the intersection at w+(α) = w∗ would be non-transversal. Similarly,
we cannot have w+(A) > w∗, because this intersection would be non-transversal, whereas the
intersection at w∗ = w−(A) would be transversal. Therefore, w+(A) = w−(A) = w∗.
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Proof of Proposition 1. First, note that for any α ≥ δ the function w 7→ H(α,w) satisfies

lim
w→−∞

H(α,w) = lim
w→+∞

H(α,w) = −∞.

Consequently, for any α ∈ [δ, A] neither of the critical points w = α nor w−(α) can be a local
minimum of w 7→ H(α,w). It is easily verified that if α > δ then w = α is a local maximum,
because Ψ = 1 in a neighborhood of α and so ∂2H/∂w2 = −2 at all w > δ.

Now consider the behavior of H(α,w) in a neighborhood of w = w−(α). Because δ < 1/
√

2,
for all α near δ, we have

H(α,−δ) = (1−Ψ(−δ))|u| − (α + δ)2

= 2|u| − (α + δ)2

≥ 2− (α + δ)2 > 0,

because (α+ δ) ≈ 2δ, and so the maximum value of H(α,w) for w ∈ R must be positive. Because
H(α, α) = 0, it follows that the global maximum must be attained at one of the other two critical
points w±(α), and because w = α is a local maximum, it must be that w+(α) is a local minimum
and w−(α) the global maximum. Thus, H(α,w−(α)) = maxwH(α,w) for all α ∈ [δ, A] such that
H(α,w−(α)) > 0.

Next, observe that for any fixed w ≤ δ the function H(α,w) is decreasing in α. Hence,
h(α) := maxw∈[−δ,δ] H(α,w) is decreasing in α. Because h(α) = H(α,w−(α)) for all α such that
H(α,w−(α)) ≥ 0, it follows that h(α) decreases continuously with α up to the first point α∗ where
h(α∗) = 0, if such a point exists. But it cannot be the case that h(α) > 0 for all α > δ, because
clearly the definition (82) of H forces h(α)→ −∞ as α→∞. Finally, α∗ cannot be larger than A,
because for all α < α∗ the global minimum of w 7→ H(α,w) is attained in (−δ, δ), and so at least
2 critical points exist for every such α.

The point α = α∗ is the unique point where a solution to the Optimization Problem (10)
exists, and w−(α∗) is the unique matching real number in [−δ, δ] where (10) holds.
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