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Abstract

Committee scoring rules form a rich class of aggregators of voters’ preferences for the pur-
pose of selecting subsets of objects with desired properties, e.g., a shortlist of candidates for
an interview, a representative collective body such as a parliament, or a set of locations for a
set of public facilities. In the spirit of celebrated Young’s characterization result that axiom-
atizes single-winner scoring rules, we provide an axiomatic characterization of multiwinner
committee scoring rules. We show that committee scoring rules—despite forming a remarkably
general class of rules—are characterized by the set of four standard axioms, anonymity, neutral-
ity, consistency and continuity, and by one axiom specific tomultiwinner rules which we call
committee dominance. In the course of our proof, we develop several new notions and tech-
niques. In particular, we introduce and axiomatically characterize multiwinner decision scoring
rules, a class of rules that broadly generalizes the well-known majority relation.

1 Introduction

One of the most influential results in social choice, Arrow’simpossibility theorem [1], states that
when voters have three or more distinct alternatives (candidates) to choose from, no social welfare
function can map the ranked preferences of individuals intoa transitive social preference order while
satisfying four axioms called unrestricted domain, non-dictatorship, Pareto efficiency, and indepen-
dence of irrelevant alternatives. Arrow’s axioms are reasonable at the individual level of cognition
but appeared too strong to require from a social perspective(this seems particularly true for the
independence of irrelevant alternatives axiom). The result was negative but it had two important
consequences. First, knowing what is impossible to achieveis important. Second, Arrow created
a framework for developing a positive approach to the socialchoice theory, i.e., a framework for
investigations of what is actually possible to achieve. Indeed, numerous axiomatic characterizations
of existing voting rules followed Arrow’s work (these are too numerous to list here, see the survey of
Chebotarev and Shamis [13] for a comprehensive list of such characterizations, as well as Section 2
where we outline work related to ours). This was foreshadowed to a certain extent by May who in
a highly original paper axiomatically characterized the simple majority rule [40] (but in a narrow
framework that did not allow for generalizations).
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Most common voting rules have been introduced without normative considerations. Hence a
discovery of an axiomatic characterization for a voting rule is hard to overestimate. When we ax-
iomatically characterize a rule, we are discovering sets ofaxioms that we know in advance are
consistent (in particular, the rule that is characterized satisfies all of them). This is, in fact, where
the normative theory begins: a commitment to a particular voting rule is a commitment to the set
of axioms that define this rule. Now, if electoral designers compare two voting rules, they can look
at them from different ‘angles’ where each axiom provides them with a certain‘view’ of the rule.
These ‘views’ can be interpreted as behavioral characteristics with normative implications. Com-
parisons of such characteristics can cause an electoral designer to prefer one rule to another.

In the process of investigating various voting rules, several axioms were identified that are not
only reasonable at the individual level but also leave enough room for a wide class of procedures
for aggregating preferences of the society. Among them, oneof the most important is consistency,1

introduced by Smith [56] and adopted by Young [62]. Consistency says that if two societies decide
on the same set of options and if both societies prefer optionx to optiony, then the union of these
two societies should also preferx to y. Amazingly, together with the symmetry (which says that all
alternatives and all voters are treated equally) and continuity,2 consistency uniquely defines the class
of scoring social welfare functions [56, 62], which are alsocalled positionalist voting rules [28, 44]
or, perhaps more commonly, positional scoring rules. Theserules are defined as follows. Given
voters’ rankings over alternatives, each alternative earns points from each voter’s ranking depending
on its position in that ranking. The alternativex is then at least as high in the social order asy if
the total number of points thatx garnered from all the voters is at least as large as fory. Young also
obtained a similar axiomatic characterization of social choice functions [60], which, unlike social
welfare functions, determine only the winner(s). These characterizations of scoring rules made it
possible to axiomatize some particular scoring rules, mostnotably Borda [59] and Plurality [49]
(see also the work of Merlin [41] for a refined presentation ofYoung’s result, and the survey of
Chebotarev and Shamis [13] for a comprehensive list of axiomatic characterizations of voting rules).

The study of single-winner voting rules is now well-advanced [3, 2]. This is not the case for the
multi-winner voting rules, i.e., for the rules that aim at electing committees. The only success in their
axiomatic study was Debord’s characterization of thek-Borda voting rule [16] by methods similar
to Young’s. In this paper we provide axiomatic characterization of committee scoring rules—the
multiwinner analogues of single-winner scoring rules, recently introduced by Elkind et al. [17]—in
the style of Smith’s and Young’s results for the single-winner case [56, 62].

In our model of a multiwinner election, we are given a set of candidates, a collection of voters
with preferences over these candidates, and an integerk. A multiwinner voting rule is an algorithm
that allows us to compare any two committees (i.e., two subsets of candidates of sizek) on the basis
of preferences of the voters and, in particular, it allows usto identify the best committee. In other
words, multiwinner voting rules are assumed to produce weaklinear orders over the committees.
Multiwinner elections of this type are interesting for a number of reasons, and, in particular, due
to a wide range of their applications. For example, we may usemultiwinner elections to choose a
country’s parliament, to identify a list of webpages a search engine should display in response to a

1In Smith’s terminology, separability [56].
2In Smith’s terminology, Archimedean [56]
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query, to choose locations for a set of facilities (e.g., hospitals or fire stations) in a city, to short-list a
group of candidates for a position or a prize, to decide whichset of products a company should offer
to its customers (if there is a limited advertising space), or even as part of a genetic algorithm [18].
There are many other applications and we point the reader to the works of Lu and Boutilier [38, 39],
Elkind et al. [17], and Skowron et al. [54] for more detailed discussions of them (including the
applications mentioned above).

Multiwinner voting rules differ from their single-winner counterparts in several important as-
pects. First of all, some multiwinner voting rules take intoaccount possible interdependence be-
tween the committee members—the issue which does not exist when the goal is to select a single
winning candidate. The valuation of a candidate may depend not only on the voters’ preferences
but also on who the other committee members would be. For example, in some cases it is important
to diversify the committee, e.g., when we are choosing locations for a set of facilities like hospi-
tals, when we are choosing a set of advertisements (within the given budget) to reach the broadest
possible audience of customers, or when we want to provide a certain level of proportionality of
representation in a collective body such as a parliament.

Identifying the class of committee scoring rules has been a recent, important step on the way
of getting a better understanding of multiwinner voting rules [17]. Committee scoring rules extend
their single-winner counterparts as follows. Let us recallthat a single-winner scoring rule is based on
a scoring function that, given a position of a candidate in a vote (that is, in the ranking of candidates
provided by the voter), outputs the number of points that thecandidate gets from this particular
voter. The overall score of a candidate in the election is thesum of the points she gets from all the
votes, and the candidate with the highest overall score wins. In the case of committee scoring rules,
we elect not a single candidate but a committee of sizek, so we need a different notion of a position.
Specifically, we say that the position of a committee in a given vote is the set of positions of its
members in this vote. A committee scoring function then assigns points to each possible position of
a committee (withm candidates and committee sizek, there are

(
m
k

)

such committee positions) and
the total score of a committee is the sum of the points it gets from all the voters. Then committeeX
is at least as good as committeeY if the total number of points that committeeX receives is at least
as large as the number of points of committeeY. We view committee scoring rules as social welfare
functions, generalized to the multiwinner setting; in thisrespect, our approach is closer to that of
Smith [56], Young [62], and Merlin [41] rather than to that ofYoung [60].

Although this generalization of single-winner voting rules to committee scoring rules is quite
natural, one can expect much more diversity in the multiwinner case. And this is indeed the case:
the committee scoring rules form a remarkably wide class of multiwinner election rules, which
includes simple “bestk” rules such as SNTV ork-Borda (which selectk candidates that are ranked
first most often, or that have the highest Borda scores, respectively), more involved rules, such as the
Chamberlin–Courant rule [12] that focuses on providing proportional representation, or even more
complex selection procedures, such as the variants of the OWA-based rules of Skowron et al. [54]
and Aziz et al. [6], or decomposable rules of Faliszewski et al. [19] with applications reaching far
beyond political science.

It is, therefore, remarkable that the committee scoring rules admit an axiomatic characterization
very similar in spirit to the celebrated characterization of single-winner scoring rules. Our first main
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result is as follows.

Theorem A (Axiomatic Characterization of Committee Scoring Rules).A multiwinner voting
rule is a committee scoring rule if and only if it is symmetric, consistent, continuous, and satisfies
committee dominance.

Let us give an informal description of the axioms in this characterization and explain the appear-
ance of committee dominance among them. Symmetry, as in the single-winner case, simply means
that all the voters and candidates are treated in a uniform way. This is a standard, widely accepted
requirement, and cannot be disputed if the society adheres to the basic principles of equality both
for the voters and for the candidates.

The requirement of consistency is easily adapted to the multiwinner case. It says that if there
are two groups of voters and for both of them our voting rule shows that committeeC1 is at least as
good as committeeC2, then the rule must show thatC1 is at least as good asC2 when the two groups
join together in a single electorate. We saw that in the case of single-winner rules this requirement is
rather appealing. Rejecting it would be difficult to justify from the point of view of social philosophy
as it would mean that we treat large and small societies differently.

Let us now explain continuity. Again two societies are involved. Suppose that for the first one
the voting rule outputs that committeeC1 is at least as good as committeeC2 and for the second one
it outputs the opposite conclusion, that committeeC2 is strictly better than committeeC1. Then, if
we join together the first society and the second society cloned sufficiently many times, then for the
combined society the rule will output thatC2 is strictly better than committeeC1. That is, continuity
ensures that large enough majority of a population always gets its choice.3

Now, we move to the new axiom which we call committee dominance. This axiom requires
that if there are two committees,X andY, such that every voter can pair the candidates inX with
candidates inY into a sequence of pairs (x1, y1), . . . , (xk, yk) so that for every pair (xi , yi) this voter
weakly prefersxi to yi , then the society weakly prefersX to Y. This is an incarnation, in the case
of multiwinner rules, of the famous Pareto Principle which is the least disputable principle in social
choice. Any libertarian philosopher would agree that if such a concept like social preference is at
all used, then it should be derived in some systematic way from individual preferences, and this
inevitably leads to the Pareto Principle. The requirement of committee dominance is, in fact, a part
of the definition of committee scoring rules [17], so it cannot be avoided here. Committee dominance
can also be seen as a weak form of monotonicity (see the works of Elkind et al. [17] and Faliszewski
et al. [19] for extended discussions of various multiwinnermonotonicity notions). In his definition
of scoring functions, Young disregards monotonicity considerations and his scoring functions can
assign a higher score to a lower position, but if one were to use the standard definition of a single-
winner scoring rule which is predominantly used in social choice and which stipulates that a higher
position yields a number of points that is at least as high as for any lower position, then one would
have to add to Young’s characterization an axiom enforcing the Pareto Principle too.

Unfortunately, the original Young’s technique cannot be applied to prove Theorem A. Some
observations critical to Young’s approach cannot be extended to multiwinner case. For instance,

3Smith refers to continuity as the Archimedean property and this is a better name for it but, we stick to Young’s
terminology.
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Young’s analysis heavily relies on the fact that for any two ordered pairs of candidates (a1, a2) and
(b1, b2) there is a permutation of the set of candidates that mapsa1 to b1 anda2 to b2. This however
fails for two pairs of committees (C1,C2) and (C3,C4) since the intersectionsC1 ∩C2 andC3 ∩C4

may have different cardinalities. As a result, the neutrality axiom (symmetry with respect to the
candidates) has much less bite in the context of multiwinnerelections.

Our approach is based on the novel concept of a decision rule (or, ak-decision rule if we fix the
cardinalityk of the committees involved). Given a profile of the society and two committees of size
k, ak-decision rule tells us which committee is better for this society (or that they are equally good).
However, as opposed to our multiwinner rules, decision rules are not required to be transitive (e.g.,
it is perfectly legal for a decision rule to say that committee C1 is better thanC2, thatC2 is better
thanC3, and thatC3 is better thanC1). We note that all the properties of symmetry, consistency and
continuity are equally applicable to decision rules as to multiwinner rules.

In the class of decision rules, we distinguish the class of decision scoring rules that is much
broader than the class of committee scoring rules. A decision scoring rule stipulates that any linear
order in the profile, ‘awards’ points (positive or negative)to pairs of committees. If in a rankingv
committeesC1 andC2 have, respectively, committee positionsI1 andI2, then this pair of committees
getsd(I1, I2) points fromv, whered is a certain function that returns real values. The score of an
ordered pair of committees (C1,C2) is the total number of points that this pair gets from all linear
orders of the profile. If the score is positive, thenC1 is strictly preferred overC2. If it is negative,
thenC2 is strictly preferred overC1. Otherwise, if the score is zero, the two committees are declared
equally good. Decision scoring rules, while a bit counterintuitive at first, are a very general and
useful notion. For example, one can easily show a decision scoring rule that generates the standard
majority relation, where alternativea is preferred to alternativeb if and only if more voters placea
higher thanb than the other way around.

As indicated above, decision scoring rules are a very broad class that goes far beyond committee
scoring rules. It is, therefore, quite surprising that we can still obtain an axiomatic characterization
for them (especially that it uses the same axioms as Young’s characterization of single-winner scor-
ing rules [60] adapted to the multiwinner setting):

Theorem B (Axiomatic Characterization of Decision Scoring Rules).A decision rule is a deci-
sion scoring rule if and only if it is symmetric, consistent and continuous.

Since decision rules generalize the notion of the majority relation, this result opens a possibility
to use ideas from the theory of tournament solution conceptsin future research on multiwinner rules
(for an overview of tournament theory, see, e.g., the book ofLaslier [37]). Our theorem says that de-
cision scoring rules form the unique class of functions mapping voters’ preferences to tournaments
and satisfying the above three axioms.

This paper is organized as follows. First, in Section 2 we discuss related work and then, in
Section 3, we provide necessary background regarding multiwinner elections and committee scoring
rules. In Section 4 we formally describe the axioms that we use in our characterization. Section 5
contains our main result and its proof. The proof is quite involved and is divided into two parts. First,
we provide a variant of our characterization for decision rules (for this part of the proof, we use a
technique that is very different from that used by Young). Second, we build an inductiveargument
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with Young’s characterization providing us with the induction base to obtain our final result (while
this part of the proof is inspired by Young’s ideas, it uses new technical approaches and tricks),
using results from the first part as tools. We conclude in Section 6.

2 Related Work

Axiomatic characterizations of single-winner election rules have been actively studied for quite a
long time. Indeed, the classical theorem of Arrow [1] and therelated, and equally important, result
of Gibbard [29] and Satterthwaite [51] can be seen as axiomatic characterizations of the dictatorial
rule4 (however, typically these theorems are considered as impossibility results, taking the view of
an electoral designer). Other well-known axiomatic characterizations of single-winner rules include
the characterizations of the majority rule5 due to May [40] and Fishburn [22], several different char-
acterizations of the Borda rule [59, 32, 25, 56] and the Plurality rule [49, 14], the characterization of
the Kemeny rule6 [61], the characterization of the Antiplurality rule [8], and the characterizations of
the approval voting rule7 due to Fishburn [43] and Sertel [52]. Freeman et al. [27] proposed an ax-
iomatic characterization of runoffmethods, i.e., methods that proceed in multiple rounds and in each
round eliminate a subset of candidates (the single transferable vote (STV) rule, a rule used, e.g., in
Australia, is perhaps the best known example of such a multistage elimination rule). Still, in terms
of axiomatic properties, single-winner scoring rules appear to be the best understood single-winner
rules. Some of their axiomatic characterizations were proposed by Gärdenfors [28], Smith [56] and
Young [60] (we refer the reader to the survey of Chebotarev and Shamis [13] for an overview of
these characterizations). For a number of voting rules no axiomatic characterizations are yet known.

Probabilistic single-winner election rules have also beena subject of axiomatic studies. For
instance, Gibbard [30] investigated strategyproofness ofprobabilistic election systems and blue his
result can be seen as an axiomatic characterization of the random dictatorship rule. Brandl et al. [10],
by studying different types of consistency of probabilistic single-winnerelection rules, characterized
the function returning maximal lotteries, first proposed byFishburn [26].

The state of research on axiomatic characterizations of multiwinner voting rules is far less ad-
vanced. Indeed, we are aware of only one unconditional characterization of a multiwinner rule:
Debord has characterized thek-Borda rule as the only rule that satisfies neutrality, faithfulness,
consistency, and the cancellation property [16]. Yet, there exists an interesting line of research,
where the properties of multiwinner election rules are studied. A large bulk of this literature fo-
cuses on the principle of Condorcet consistency [7, 33, 24, 48], and on approval-based multiwinner
rules [35, 36, 6, 5]. Properties of other types of multiwinner election rules have been studied by
Felsenthal and Maoz [21], Elkind et al. [17], and—in a somewhat different context—Skowron [53].

4Under the dictatorial voting rule, the winner is the candidate most preferred by a certain fixed voter (the dictator).
5The majority rule is defined for the set of two candidates only. It selects the one out of two candidates that is preferred

by the majority of the voters.
6The Kemeny rule, given the set of rankings over the alternatives, returns a ranking that minimizes the sum of the

Kendall tau [34] distances to the rankings provided by the voters.
7In the approval rule, each voter expresses his or her preferences by providing a set of approved candidates. A candi-

date that was approved by most voters is announced as the winner.
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In their effort to analyze axiomatic properties of multiwinner rules, Elkind et al. [17] introduced
the notion of committee scoring rules, the main focus of the current work. Committee scoring rules
were later studied axiomatically and algorithmically by Faliszewski et al. [19, 20]. In particular,
they have identified many interesting subclasses of committee scoring rules and found that most
committee scoring rules are NP-hard to compute, but in many cases there are good approximation
algorithms (the work on the complexity of committee scoringrules can be traced to the studies of
the complexity of the Chamberlin–Courant rule, initiated by Procaccia, Rosenschein and Zohar [46]
and continued by Lu and Boutilier [38], Betzler et al. [9], and Skowron et al. [55]). The axiomatic
part of the works of Faliszewski et al. [19, 20], has lead, in particular, to characterizations of several
multiwinner voting rules within the class of committee scoring rules. They showed that SNTV is
the only nontrivial weakly separable representation-focused rule, Bloc is the only nontrivial weakly
separable top-k-counting rule, and thek-approval-based Chamberlin–Courant rule is the only non-
trivial representation-focused and top-k-counting rule.8 (For brevity, we omit exact description of
these properties here and point the readers to the original papers.)

Skowron et al. [54] has studied a family of multiwinner rulesthat are based on utility values of
the alternatives instead of preference orders, and where these utilities are aggregated using ordered
weighted average operators (OWA operators) of Yager [58]. (The same class, but for approval-based
utilities, first appeared in early works of the Danish polymath Thorvald N. Thiele [57] and was later
studied by Forest Simmons9 and Aziz et al. [6, 5]). It is easy to express these OWA-based rules as
committee scoring rules.

As we mentioned in the introduction, the decision rules—studied in Section 5.1—can be seen as
generalizations of majority relations in the case of single-winner elections. In the world of single-
winner elections, majority relations are often seen as inputs to election procedures (known as tourna-
ment solution concepts). For example, according to the Copeland method [15] the candidate with the
greatest number of victories in pairwise comparisons with other candidates is a winner. The Smith
set [56] is another example of such a rule: it returns the minimal (in terms of inclusion) subset of
candidates, such that each member of the set is preferred by the majority of voters over each can-
didate outside the set. Fishburn [23] describes nine other tournament solution concepts that explore
the Condorcet principle for majority graphs. For an overview of tournament solution concepts we
refer the reader to the book of Laslier [37] (and to the chapter of Brandt, Brill, and Harrenstein [11]
for a more computational perspective). We believe that it would be a fascinating topic of research
to explore the properties (computational or axiomatic) of the generalized tournament solutions for
multiwinner rules generated by our decision rules.

Intransitive preference relations have also been studied by Rubinstein [50] and by Nitzan and
Rubinstein [42]. Rubinstein [50] shows axiomatic characterization of scoring systems among rules
which take input preferences in the form of tournaments, i.e., complete, assymetric (possibly intran-
sitive) relations. Nitzan and Rubinstein [42], on the otherhand, provide axiomatic characterization

8These characterizations are, in a sense, syntactic, because the properties they rely on describe syntactic features
of committee scoring functions. Faliszewski et al. [19, 20]also provide some semantic characterizations. For example,
within the class of committee scoring rules, a rule is weaklyseparable if and only if it is non-crossing monotone and,
if a rule is fixed-majority consistent, then it is top-k-counting. In effect, they characterize the Bloc rule as a committee
scoring rule that is non-crossing monotone and fixed-majority consistent.

9See the description in the overview of Kilgour [35].
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of the Borda rule, assuming each voter can have intransitivepreferences.

3 Multiwinner Voting and Decision Rules

In this section we provide necessary background regarding multiwinner elections and committee
scoring rules, as well as a definition of our novel concept of decision rules. For each positive integer
t, by [t] we mean the set{1, . . . , t}, and by [t]k we mean the set of allk-element subsets of [t]. For
each setX and eachk ∈ N, bySk(X) we denote the set of allk-element subsets ofX (so, in particular,
we have thatSk([t]) = [t]k). For a given setX, byΠ>(X) andΠ≥(X) we denote the set of all linear
orders overX and the set of all weak orders overX, respectively.

3.1 Multiwinner Elections

Let A = {a1, . . . , am} be the set of all the candidates, and letN = {1, 2, . . .} be the set of all possible
voters. We refer to the members ofSk(A) as size-k committees, or, simply, as committees, when
k is clear from the context. For each finite subsetV ⊆ N, by P(V) we denote the set of all|V|-
element tuples of elements fromΠ>(A), indexed by elements ofV. We refer to elements ofP(V) as
preference profiles for the set of votersV. We setP = {P ∈ P(V) : V is a finite subset ofN} to be
the set of all possible preference profiles. For each preference profileP ∈ P, by Vot(P) we denote
the set of all the voters inP (in particular, we have that for eachP ∈ P(V) it holds that Vot(P) = V).
For each profileP and each voterv ∈ Vot(P), by P(v) we denote the preference order ofv in P.

Our proof approach crucially relies on using what we callk-decision rules. A k-decision rule fk,

fk : P →
(

Sk(A) × Sk(A)→ {−1, 0, 1}
)

,

is a function that for each preference profileP ∈ P provides a mapping,fk(P) : Sk(A) × Sk(A) →
{−1, 0, 1}, such that for each two size-k committeesC1 and C2 it holds that fk(P)(C1,C2) =
− fk(P)(C2,C1). We interpretfk(P)(C1,C2) = 1 as saying that at profileP the society prefers com-
mittee C1 over committeeC2 and we denote this asC1 ≻P C2 (we omit fk from this notation
because it will always be clear from the context). Similarly, we interpretfk(P)(C1,C2) = 0 as say-
ing that at profileP the society views the committees as equally good (denotedC1 =P C2) and
fk(P)(C1,C2) = −1 as saying that at profileP the society prefersC2 to C1 (denotedC2 ≻P C1). We
write C1 �P C2 if C1 ≻P C2 or C1 =P C2, which is equivalent tofk(P)(C1,C2) ≥ 0. Sometimes,
whenP is a more involved expression, we writeC1 �[P] C2 instead ofC1 �P C2 andC1 =[P] C2

instead ofC1 =P C2. By C1 ≺P C2 we meanC2 ≻P C1, and byC1 �P C2 we meanC2 �P C1.
A k-winner election rule fk is ak-decision rule that additionally satisfies the transitivity require-

ment, i.e., it is ak-decision rule such that for each profileP and each three committeesC1, C2, and
C3 of sizek it satisfies the following condition:

C1 �P C2 and C2 �P C3 =⇒ C1 �P C3.

A multiwinner election rulef is a family (fk)k∈N of k-winner election rules, with onek-winner rule
for each committee sizek. We remark that often multiwinner rules are defined to simplyreturn the
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set of winning committees, whereas in our case they implicitly define weak orders over all possible
committees of a given size. Since the number of such committees is huge, we believe that giving a
concise algorithm for comparing committees—this is what a transitive decision rule is—is the right
way to define a multiwinner analog of a social welfare function.

3.2 Committee Scoring Rules and Decision Scoring Rules

Committee Scoring Rules For a preference orderπ ∈ Π>(A), by posπ(a) we denote the position
of candidatea in π (the top-ranked candidate has position 1 and the bottom-ranked candidate has
position m). A single-winner scoring functionγ : [m] → R assigns a number of points to each
position in a preference order so thatγ(i) ≥ γ(i + 1) for all i ∈ [m− 1]. For example, the Borda
scoring function,β : [m] → N, is defined asβ(i) = m− i. Similarly, for eacht ∈ [m], we define
the t-Approval scoring function,αt, so thatαt(i) = 1 for i ≤ t andαt(i) = 0 otherwise. 1-Approval
scoring function is known as the plurality scoring function.

We extend the notion of a position of a candidate to the case ofcommittees in the following
way. For a preference orderπ ∈ Π>(A) and a committeeC ∈ Sk(A), by posπ(C) we mean the set
posπ(C) = {posπ(a) : a ∈ C}. By a committee scoring function for committees of size k, we mean
a functionλ : [m]k → R, that for each element of [m]k, interpreted as a position of a committee in
some vote, assigns a score. A committee scoring function must also satisfy the following dominance
requirement. LetI and J be two sets from [m]k (i.e., two possible committee positions) such that
I = {i1, . . . , ik}, J = { j1, . . . , jk} with i1 < · · · < ik and j1 < · · · < jk. We say thatI dominatesJ if for
eacht ∈ [k] we haveit ≤ jt (note that this notion might be referred to as “weak dominance” as well,
since a set dominates itself). IfI dominatesJ, then we require thatλ(I ) ≥ λ(J). For each set of voters
V ⊆ N and each preference profileP ∈ P(V), by scoreλ(C,P) we denote the total score that the
voters fromV assign to committeeC. Formally, we have that scoreλ(C,P) =

∑

v∈Vot(P) λ(posP(v)(C)).
By a committee scoring functionwe mean a family of committee scoring functions, one for each
possible size of the committee.

Definition 1 (Committee scoring rules). A multiwinner election rule is acommittee scoring ruleif
there exists a committee scoring functionλ such that for each two equal-size committees C1 and C2,
we have that C1 ≻P C2 if and only if scoreλ(C1,P) > scoreλ(C2,P), and C1 =P C2 if and only if
scoreλ(C1,P) = scoreλ(C2,P).

Committee scoring rules were introduced by Elkind et al. [17] and were later studied by Fal-
iszewski et al. [20, 19] (closely related notions were considered by Thiele [57], Skowron et al. [54]
and by Aziz et al. [5, 6]). Below we present some examples of committee scoring rules by specifying
the actions of the corresponding committee scoring functions onI = {i1, . . . , ik} with i1 < · · · < ik:

1. The single non-transferable vote (SNTV) rule uses scoring functionλSNTV(I ) =
∑k

t=1 α1(it). In
other words, for a given voter it assigns score 1 to every committee that contains her highest-
ranked candidate, and it assigns score zero otherwise. Thatis, SNTV selects the committee
of k candidates with the highest plurality scores.

2. The Bloc rule uses functionλBloc(I ) =
∑k

t=1 αk(it), i.e., the score a committee gets from a
single vote is the number of committee members positioned among the topk candidates in
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this vote. Bloc selects the committee with the highest totalscore accumulated from all the
voters (and one can see that it selectsk candidates with the highestk-Approval scores).

3. Thek-Borda rule uses functionλk-Borda(I ) =
∑k

t=1 β(it), i.e., the score a committee gets from a
single vote is the sum of the Borda scores of the committee members. It selects the committee
with the highest total score (and one can see that this committee consists ofk candidates with
the highest Borda scores).

4. The classical Chamberlin–Courant rule [12] is defined through the scoring functionλβ-CC(I ) =
β(i1) (recall that we assumed thati1 < · · · < ik). Intuitively, under the Chamberlin–Courant
rule the highest-ranked member of a committee is treated as the representative for the given
voter, and this voter assigns the score to the committee equal to the Borda score of his or her
representative.

5. Thet-Approval-Based Proportional Approval Voting rule [57, 35, 5, 6, 54] (theαt-PAV rule,
for short) is defined by the scoring functionλαt-PAV(I ) =

∑k
j=1

1
j αt(i j ). Thus, the score that a

voterv assigns to a committeeC increases (almost) logarithmically with the number of mem-
bers ofS located among the topt preferred candidates byv. The use of logarithmic function,
implemented by the sequence of harmonic weights (1, 1/2, 1/3, . . .) ensures some interesting
properties pertaining to proportional representation of the voters [5], and allows one to view
αt-PAV as an extension of the d’Hondt method of apportionment [47] to the setting where
voters can vote for individual candidates rather than for parties [45].

Naturally, many other rules can be interpreted as committeescoring rules; Faliszewski et al. [20, 19]
provide specific examples.

Decision Scoring Rules Decision scoring rulesare our main example ofk-decision rules. These
rules are similar to committee scoring rules, but with the difference that the scores of two committees
cannot be computed independently. Specifically, for each pair of committee positions (I1, I2) we
define a numerical value, the score that a voter assigns to thepair of committees (C1,C2) under the
condition thatC1 andC2 stand in this voter’s preference order on positionsI1 and I2, respectively.
If the total score of a pair of committees (C1,C2) is positive, thenC1 is preferred overC2; if it is
negative, thenC2 is preferred overC1; if it is equal to zero, thenC1 andC2 are seen by this decision
rule as equally good.

Definition 2 (Decision scoring rules). Let d: [m]k × [m]k → R be adecision scoring function, that
is, a function that for each pair of committee positions(I1, I2), where I1, I2 ∈ [m]k, returns a score
value (possibly negative), such that for each I1 and I2, it holds that d(I1, I2) = −d(I2, I1). For each
preference profile P∈ P and for each pair of committees(C1,C2), we define the score:

scored(C1,C2,P) =
∑

v∈Vot(P)

d(posP(v)(C1), posP(v)(C2)). (1)

A k-decision rule is adecision scoring ruleif there exists a decision scoring function d such that for
each preference profile P and each two committees C1 and C2 it holds that: (i) C1 �P C2 if and only
if scored(C1,C2,P) ≥ 0, and (ii) C1 =P C2 if and only ifscored(C1,C2,P) = 0.
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As we have indicated throughout the introduction and the related work discussion, one of the
arguments in favor of decision scoring rules is that they generalize the notion of a majority relation:
For committee sizek = 1 we definedmaj({i1}, {i2}) = 1 if i1 < i2 anddmaj({i1}, {i2}) = −1 if i1 > i2.
A candidatex is preferred to candidatey if and only if more voters placex ahead ofy than the other
way around. Naturally, each committee scoring rule is an example of (a transitive) decision scoring
rules as well.

4 Axioms for Our Characterization

In this section we describe the axioms that we use in our characterization of committee scoring
rules. The properties expressed by these axioms are natural, straightforward generalizations of the
respective properties from the world of single-winner elections. We formulate them for the case of
k-decision rules (for a given value ofk), but sincek-winner rules are a type ofk-decision rules, the
properties apply tok-winner rules as well. For each of our propertiesP, we say that a multiwinner
election rulef = { fk}k∈N satisfiesP if fk satisfiesP for eachk ∈ N.

We start by recalling the definitions of anonymity and neutrality, these two properties ensure
that the election is fair to all voters and all candidates. Anonymity means that none of the voters is
neither privileged nor discriminated against, whereas neutrality says the same for the candidates.

Definition 3 (Anonymity). We say that a k-decision rule fk is anonymousif for each two (not
necessarily different) sets of voters V,V′ ⊆ N such that|V| = |V′|, for each bijectionρ : V → V′

and for each two preference profiles P1 ∈ P(V) and P2 ∈ P(V′) such that P1(v) = P2(ρ(v)) for each
v ∈ V, it holds that fk(P1) = fk(P2).

Let σ be a permutation of the set of candidatesA. For a committeeC, by σ(C) we mean the
committee{σ(c) : c ∈ C}. For a linear orderπ ∈ Π>(A), byσ(π) we denote the linear order such that
for each two candidatesa andb we havea π b ⇐⇒ σ(a) σ(π) σ(b). For a givenk-decision rule
fk and profileP, byσ( fk(P)) we mean the function such that for each two size-k committeesC1 and
C2 it holds thatσ( fk(P))(σ(C1), σ(C2) = fk(P)(C1,C2).

Definition 4 (Neutrality). A k-decision rule fk is neutralif for each permutationσ of A and each
two preference profiles P1,P2 over the same set of voters V, such that P1(v) = σ(P2(v)) for each
v ∈ V, it holds that fk(P1) = σ( fk(P2)).

A rule that is anonymous and neutral is calledsymmetric. We note that our definition of
anonymity resembles the ones used by Young [60] or Merlin [41] rather than the traditional ones,
as presented by May [40] or Arrow [1]. The difference comes from the fact that we (just like Young
and Merlin) need to consider elections with variable sets ofvoters. The next axiom, in particular,
describes a situation where two elections with disjoint sets of voters are merged. Given two profiles
P andP′ over the same set of alternatives and with disjoint sets of voters, byP+ P′ we denote the
profile that consists of all the voters fromP andP′ with their respective preferences.

Definition 5 (Consistency). A k-decision rule fk is consistentif for each two profiles P and P′ over
disjoint sets of voters, V⊂ N and V′ ⊂ N, and each two committees C1,C2 ∈ Sk(A), (i) if C1 ≻P C2
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and C1 �P′ C2, then it holds that C1 ≻P+P′ C2, and (ii) if C1 �P C2 and C1 �P′ C2, then it holds
that C1 �P+P′ C2.

In some sense, consistency is the most essential element of Young’s characterization, that distin-
guishes single-winner scoring rules from the other single-winner rules. In particular, it means that
the rule treats small electorates in the same way as it treatslarge ones.

In the framework of social welfare functions (and our decision rules are analogues of those) it is
important to distinguish consistency and reinforcement axioms. If we were to express the reinforce-
ment axiom in our language, it would be worded in the same way as the consistency axiom, except
that the conclusion would only apply to profilesP andP′ such thatfk(P) = fk(P′) (i.e., when the
entire rankings produced by the rule for profilesP andP′ coincide). On the other hand, the premise
of consistency requires only thatfk(P) and fk(P′) agree on the ranking ofC andC′ which is a much
weaker requirement thanfk(P) = fk(P′). As a result, the consistency axiom is much stronger than
the reinforcement axiom. For example, Kemeny’s social welfare function satisfies reinforcement
but not consistency. (We point the reader to the work of Youngand Levenglick for an axiomatic
characterization of the Kemeny’s rule [61] using the reinforcement axiom.)

Remark 1. In our proofs, we often use the consistency axiom in the following way. Let C1 and C2

be two committees and let P and Q be two profiles over disjoint voter sets, such that C1 ≻P+Q C2

and C1 =P C2. Using consistency, we conclude that C1 ≻Q C2. Indeed, if, for example, it were the
case that C2 �Q C1 then by consistency (as applied to merging profiles P and Q) wewould have to
conclude that C2 �P+Q C1 which is the opposite to what is assumed.

The next axiom concerns the dominance relation between committee positions and specifies a
basic monotonicity condition (it can also be viewed as a formof Pareto dominance).

Definition 6 (Committee Dominance). A k-decision rule fk has the committee dominance property
if for every profile P and every two committees C1,C2 ∈ Sk(A) the following holds: If for every vote
v ∈ Vot(P) we have thatposP(v)(C1) dominatesposP(v)(C2), then C1 �P C2.

The definition of committee scoring rules requires that ifλ is a committee scoring function (for
committee sizek) andI andJ are two committee positions such thatI dominatesJ, thenλ(I ) ≥ λ(J).
That is, committee scoring rules have the committee dominance property by definition and, thus, we
include this axiom in our characterization. Young [60] did not include axioms of this form because
he allowed scoring functions to assign lower scores to higher positions.

Finally, we define the continuity property, which ensures that if a certain set of votersV prefers
C1 overC2, then for each set of votersV′, disjoint fromV, there exists some (possibly large) number
n, such that if we cloneV exactlyn times and add such a profile toV′, then in this final profileC1 will
be preferred toC2 (note that when we speak of cloning voters, we implicitly assume that the decision
rule is anonymous and that the identities of the cloned voters do not matter). Thus, continuity might
be viewed as a kind of “large enough majority always gets its choice” principle.

Definition 7 (Continuity). An anonymous k-decision rule fk iscontinuousif for each two committees
C1,C2 ∈ Sk(A) and each two profiles P1 and P2 where C1 ≻P2 C2, there exists a number n∈ N such
that for the profile Q= P1 + nP2 (that consists of the profile P1 and of n copies of the profile P2), it
holds that C1 ≻Q C2.
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Although we call this axiom continuity (after Young), we note that there are many axioms
of this nature in decision theory, where they are called “Archimedean.” Such axioms usually rule
out the existence of parameters which are infinitely more important than some other parameters;
mathematically, this is usually expressed in terms of rulesthat use lexicographic orders (see, for
example, axiom A3 in the work of Gilboa, Schmeidler, and Wakker [31] on Case-Based Decision
Theory). In Young’s characterization the continuity axiomplays a similar role. For more discussion
on continuity, we refer the reader to the original work of Young [60].

5 Proofs of Main Results

We now start proving our main results—the axiomatic characterizations of committee scoring rules
and of decision scoring rules, i.e., Theorems A and B. In fact, Theorem B will be proved first and
will serve as an intermediate step in proving Theorem A. Hereis the roadmap of the proof.

Since anonymity allows us to ignore the order of linear orders in profiles, in Section 5.1 we
change the domain of our rules from the set of preference profiles to the set of voting situations.
A voting situation is anm!-dimensional vector with non-negative integers specifying how many
times each linear order representing a vote repeats in the voters’ preferences. We use this new
representation of the domain of decision rules in Section 5.1 and we conclude this section by proving
Theorem B.

In Section 5.2 we further extend the domain of our rules to generalized voting situations, al-
lowing fractional and negative multiplicities of linear orders; the voting situations in such extended
domain can then be identified with the elements ofQm!. We use characterization from Section 5.1 to
prove that for each symmetric, consistent, committee-dominant, continuousk-winner election rule
fk and each two committees of sizek the set of voting situations for whichC1 andC2 are equivalent
is a hyperplane inQm!. This will be an important technical tool in the subsequent proof. In particular,
this observation will be used in Lemma 7 which implies that for the proof of Theorem A it would
be sufficient to find a committee scoring rule that correctly identifies the voting situations for which
given committees are equivalent underfk.

In Sections 5.3 and 5.4 we then concentrate solely on provingTheorem A. In Section 5.3, we
prove Theorem A for the case wheref is used to recognize in which profiles a certain committee
C1 is preferred over some other committeeC2, when|C1 ∩ C2| = k − 1. If |C1 ∩ C2| = k − 1 then
there are only two candidates, let us refer to them asc1 andc2, such thatC1 = (C1 ∩ C2) ∪ {c1},
andC2 = (C1 ∩ C2) ∪ {c2}. Thus, this case closely resembles the single-winner setting, studied by
Young [60] and Merlin [41]. For each two candidatesc1 andc2, Young and Merlin present a basis
of the vector space of preference profiles that satisfies the following two properties:

(i) For each preference profile in the basis, the scores ofc1 andc2 are equal according to every
possible scoring function.

(ii) Candidatesc1 andc2 are “symmetric” and, thus, every neutral and anonymous voting rule has
to judge them as equally good.

These observations allow one to use geometric arguments to note that the set of profiles in whichc1

is preferred overc2 can be separated from the set of profiles in whichc2 is preferred overc1 by a hy-
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perplane. The coefficients of the linear equation that specifies this hyperplanedefine a single-winner
scoring rule, and this scoring rule is exactly the voting rule that one started with. In Section 5.3 we
use the same geometric arguments, but the construction of the appropriate basis is more sophisti-
cated. Indeed, finding this basis is the core technical part of Section 5.3.

In Section 5.4 we extend the result from Section 5.3 to the case of any two committees (irrespec-
tive of the size of their intersection), concluding the proof. Here, finding an appropriate basis seems
even harder and, consequently, we use a different technique. To deal with committeesC1 andC2

that have fewer thank−1 elements in common, we form a third committee,C3, whose intersections
with C1 andC2 have more elements than the intersection ofC1 andC2. Then, using an inductive
argument, we conclude that the space of profilesP whereC1 =P C3 is (m! − 1)-dimensional, and
that the same holds for the space of profilesP such thatC2 =P C3. An intersection of two vector
spaces with this dimension has dimension at leastm! − 2 and, so, we have a subspace of profilesP
such thatC1 =P C2 whose dimension is at least (m− 2)!. Using combinatorial arguments, we find
a profileP′ which does not belong to the space but for whichC1 =P′ C2 still holds. This gives us
our (m− 1)!-dimensional space. By applying results from the first part of the proof, this suffices to
conclude that the committee scoring function that we found in Section 5.3 for committees that differ
in at most one element works for all other committees as well.

5.1 Characterization of Decision Rules

We start our analysis by consideringk-decision rules. Recall that the outcomes ofk-decision rules
do not need to be transitive. That is, for ak-decision rulefk it is possible to have a profileP and
three committees such thatC1 ≻P C2, C2 ≻P C3, andC3 ≻P C1. The remaining part of this section
is devoted to proving Theorem B.

The whole discussion, i.e., this and the following sections, is divided into small subsections,
each with a title describing its main outcome. These sectiontitles are intended to help the reader
navigate through the proof, but otherwise one can read the text as a continuous piece. In particular,
all the notations, conventions, and definitions carry over from one subsection to the next, and so on.

Setting up the Framework. Let us fix, for the rest of the proof, a positive integerk, the size of the
committee to be elected, and a symmetric, consistent, continuousk-decision rulefk. Our immediate
goal is to show that this rule must be a decision scoring rule.For this, we need to find a function
d: [m]k × [m]k → R such that for each profileP and each two committeesC1, C2 it holds that
C1 �P C2 if and only if scored(C1,C2,P) ≥ 0.

Our functiond will be piecewise-defined. For eachs ∈ [k] we will define a functionds which
applies only to pairs (I1, I2) ∈ [m]k × [m]k satisfying|I1 ∩ I2| = s, outputs real values and such that
the score:

scoreds(C1,C2,P) =
∑

v∈Vot(P)

ds(posP(v)(C1), posP(v)(C2)) (2)

calculated with the use of this function satisfies the following condition: if |C1 ∩ C2| = s, then
C1 �P C2 if and only if scoreds(C1,C2,P) ≥ 0. Pursuing this idea, for the rest of the proof we will
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fix s and restrict ourselves to pairs of committees satisfying|C1 ∩ C2| = s. The restriction offk to
such pairs of committees will be denotedfk,s.

The First Domain Change. Anonymity of fk allows us to use a more convenient domain for
representing preference profiles. Indeed, under anonymitythe order of votes in any profile is no
longer meaningful and the outcome of any symmetric rule is fully determined by thevoting situation
that specifies how many times each linear order repeats in a given profile. In particular, for any
π ∈ Π>(A) and voting situationP, by P(π) we mean the number of voters inP with preference order
π. Fixing some order on possible votes fromΠ>(A), a voting situation can, thus, be viewed as an
m!-dimensional vector with non-negative integer coefficients.

Correspondingly, we can viewfk as a function:

fk : Nm! →
(
Sk(A) × Sk(A)→ {−1, 0, 1}

)
,

with the domainNm! instead ofP (recall the definition of ak-decision rule in Section 3.1). Repre-
senting profiles by voting situations will be helpful in our further analysis, since algebraic operations
on vectors fromNm! become meaningful: for a voting situationP and a constantc ∈ N, cP is the
voting situation that corresponds toP in which each vote was replicatedc times. Similarly, for two
voting situationsP and Q, the sumP + Q is the voting situation obtained by mergingP and Q.
Subtraction of voting situations can sometimes be meaningful as well.

Given a voting situationP, when we speak of “some votev in P,” we mean “some preference
order that occurs withinP.” We sometimes treat each votev (i.e., each preference order) as a stan-
dalone voting situation that contains this vote only. When we say that we modify some vote within
some voting situationP, we mean modifying only one copy of this vote, and not all the votes that
have the same preference order.

Let d′ : [m]k× [m]k → R be some decision scoring function. Naturally, we can speak of applying
the corresponding decision scoring rule to voting situations instead of applying them to preference
profiles as in (1). For a voting situationP ∈ P, the score of a committee pair (C1,C2) is:

scored′(C1,C2,P) =
∑

v∈Π>(A)

P(v) · d′(posv(C1), posv(C2)). (3)

Independence of Committee Comparisons from Irrelevant Swaps. We will now show that for
each two committeesC1 andC2, the result of their comparison according tofk depends only on
the positions on whichC1 andC2 are ranked by the voters (and do not depend on the positions of
candidates not belonging toC1∪C2). In particular, if a committeeC1 is better than committeeC2 in
some election, then it will also be better after we permute the set of candidates in some of the votes
but without changing the positions of committeesC1 andC2 in these votes.

For v ∈ Π>(A), we writev[a ↔ b] to denote the vote obtained fromv by swapping candidates
a andb. Further, ifv is a vote inP, by P[v, a ↔ b] we denote the voting situation obtained from
P by swappinga andb in v, and byP[a ↔ b] we denote the voting situation obtained fromP by
swappinga andb in every vote.
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Lemma 1. Let C1 and C2 be two size-k committees, P be a voting situation, a, b be two candidates
such that one of the following conditions is satisfied: (i) a, b < C1 ∪ C2, (ii) a, b ∈ C1 ∩ C2,
(iii) a , b ∈ C1 \ C2, or (iv) a, b ∈ C2 \ C1. Then for each vote v in P, C1 �P C2 if and only if
C1 �P[v,a↔b] C2.

Proof. Let us assume thatC1 �P C2. Our goal is to show thatC1 �P[v,a↔b] C2, so for the sake of
contradiction we assume thatC2 ≻P[v,a↔b] C1 holds.

We rename the candidates so thatC1 \ C2 = {a1, . . . , aℓ} andC2 \ C1 = {b1, . . . , bℓ}, and we
defineσ to be a permutation (over the set of candidates) that for eachx ∈ [ℓ] swapsax with bx, but
leaves all the other candidates intact. That is,σ(ai) = bi andσ(bi) = ai for all i ∈ [ℓ], and for each
candidatec < {a1, . . . , aℓ, b1, . . . , bℓ} it holds thatσ(c) = c. SinceC1 �P C2, by neutrality we have
thatC2 �σ(P) C1. Due to our assumptions, it holds thatC2 ≻P[v,a↔b] C1 and, by consistency,

C2 ≻
[
σ(P) + P[v, a↔ b]

]
C1. (4)

Let Q = v[a↔ b] +σ(v) be a voting situation that consists just of two votes,v[a↔ b] andσ(v).
We observe thatσ(P) − σ(v) = σ(P[v, a↔ b] − v[a↔ b]). This is becauseP[v, a↔ b] − v[a↔ b]
is the same asP− v. Since:

σ(P) + P[v, a↔ b] − Q = (σ(P) − σ(v))
︸           ︷︷           ︸

R′

+ (P[v, a↔ b] − v[a↔ b])
︸                          ︷︷                          ︸

R′′

,

and both summands on the right-hand-side are symmetric withrespect toσ (i.e., σ(R′) = R′′,
σ(R′′) = R′, andσ2 is an identity permutation), by symmetry offk we have:

C2 =[σ(P) + P[v, a↔ b] − Q] C1. (5)

Thus, by consistency—as applied to equations (4) and (5) in the way described in Remark 1—we
get thatC2 ≻Q C1. By neutrality, we also infer thatC2 ≻Q[a↔b] C1. This follows because for each of
the four conditions fora, b from the statement of the lemma it holds that permutationa↔ b maps
committeeC1 to committeeC1 and committeeC2 to committeeC2. Next, by consistency we get
thatC2 ≻

[

Q+Q[a↔b]
] C1. However, we observe that:

Q+ Q[a↔ b] =
(

v[a↔ b] + σ(v)
)

+
(

v+ σ(v)[a↔ b]
)

=
(

v[a↔ b] + σ(v)[a↔ b]
)

︸                            ︷︷                            ︸

Q′

+
(

v+ σ(v)
)

︸      ︷︷      ︸

Q′′

.

Furthermore, ifa, b < C1 ∪ C2, or a, b ∈ C1 ∩ C2, thenσ(v)[a ↔ b] = σ(v[a ↔ b]). On the other
hand, ifa, b ∈ C1 \ C2 or a, b ∈ C2 \ C1, thenσ(v)[a ↔ b] = (σ ◦ [a ↔ b])(v[a ↔ b]). In other
words, there always exists a permutationτ such thatQ′ = τ(Q′), C1 = τ(C2), andC2 = τ(C1) (τ is
eitherσ or σ ◦ [a↔ b]), and, similarly, we haveQ′′ = σ(Q′′), C2 = σ(C1), C1 = σ(C2). Thus, by
neutrality, we get that:

C2 =
[

v[a↔ b] + σ(v[a↔ b])
]

C1 and C2 =
[

v+ σ(v)
]

C1.

Thus, by consistency, we infer thatC2 =
[
Q+Q[a↔b]

] C1, which contradicts our previous conclusion.

This completes the proof. �
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Putting the Focus on Two Fixed Committees. Recall that we have assumedfk to be symmetric,
consistent and continuous. Now, we fix a pair of size-k committees,C1 andC2 with |C1 ∩ C2| = s,
and definefC1,C2 to be the rule that acts on voting situations in the same way asfk,s does, but with
the difference that it only distinguishes, at any voting situationP, whether (i)C1 is preferred over
C2, or (ii) C1 andC2 are seen as equally good, or (iii)C2 is preferred overC1. In other words, we
set fC1,C2(P) to be−1, 0 or 1 depending onfk,s(P) rankingC1 lower than, equally to, or higher than
C2, respectively (fk,s can be viewed as the collection of rulesfC′1,C′2, one for each possible pair of
committeesC′1 andC′2).

Defining Distinguished Profiles. For each two committee positionsI1 andI2 such that|I1 ∩ I2| =

|C1 ∩C2| = s, we consider a single-vote voting situationv(C1→ I1,C2→ I2), whereC1 andC2 are
ranked on positionsI1 andI2, respectively, and all the other candidates are ranked arbitrarily, but in
some fixed, predetermined order.

Let us consider two cases. First, let us assume that for each two committee positionsI1 and
I2 such that|I1 ∩ I2| = s, it holds thatC1 is as good asC2 relative tov(C1 → I1,C2 → I2), i.e.,
C1 =

[
v(C1 → I1,C2 → I2)

]
C2. By Lemma 1, we infer that for each single-vote voting situation

v we haveC1 =v C2 (because in any vote the set of positions shared byC1 andC2 always has the
same cardinalitys). Further, by consistency, we conclude thatfC1,C2 is trivial, i.e., for every voting
situationP it holds thatC1 =P C2. By neutrality, we get thatfk,s is also trivial (i.e., it declares
equally good each two committees whose intersection hasscandidates). Of course, in this casefk,s
is a decision scoring rule (with trivial scoring functionds(I1, I2) ≡ 0).

If the above case does not hold, then there are some two committee positions,I ∗1 and I ∗2, such
that |I ∗1 ∩ I ∗2| = s andC1 is not equivalent toC2 relative tov(C1 → I ∗1,C2 → I ∗2). Without loss of
generality we assume that:

C1 ≻[v(C1→ I ∗1,C2→ I ∗2)] C2. (6)

We note that, by neutrality, this implies:

C2 ≻[v(C2→ I ∗1,C1→ I ∗2)] C1. (7)

Let us fix any two suchI ∗1 andI ∗2 for now. As we will see throughout the proof, any choice ofI ∗1
andI ∗2 with the aforementioned property will suffice for our arguments.

For each two committee positionsI1 and I2 with |I1 ∩ I2| = |I ∗1 ∩ I ∗2| = s, and for each two
nonnegative integersx andy, we define the following voting situation:

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2) = y ·

(
v(C1→ I ∗1,C2→ I ∗2)

)
+ x ·

(
v(C1→ I1,C2→ I2)

)
,

where there arey voters that rankC1 andC2 on positionsI ∗1 and I ∗2, respectively, and there arex
voters that rankC1 andC2 on positionsI1 andI2, respectively.
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Deriving the Components for the Decision Scoring Function for fC1,C2. We now proceed to-
ward defining a decision scoring function forfk,s. To this end, we define the value∆I1,I2 as:

∆I1,I2 =






sup
{

y
x : C2 ≻

[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1, x, y ∈ N
}

for C1 ≻
[
v(C1→ I1,C2→ I2)

]
C2,

− inf
{

y
x : C2 ≻

[

P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1, x, y ∈ N
}

for C2 ≻
[

v(C1→ I1,C2→ I2)
]

C1,

0 for C1 =
[
v(C1→ I1,C2→ I2)

]
C2.

(8)

This definition certainly might not seem intuitive at first. However, we will show that the values
∆I1,I2, for all possibleI1 andI2 with |I1 ∩ I2| = s, in essence, define a decision scoring function for
fk,s. The next few lemmas should build an intuition for the natureof these values. However, let us
first argue that the values∆I1,I2 are well defined. Let us fix some committee positionsI1 andI2 (such
that|I1∩I2| = |I ∗1∩I ∗2| = s). Due to continuity offk, we see that the appropriate sets in Equation (8) are
non-empty. For example, ifC1≻

[
v(C1→ I1,C2→ I2)

]
C2 and, thus,C2≻

[
v(C1→ I2,C2→ I1)

]
C1,

then continuity offk ensures that there exists (possibly large)x such thatC2 ≻
[

P
(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1.
This proves that the set from the first condition of (8) is nonempty. An analogous reasoning proves
the same fact for the set from the second condition in (8). Further, we claim that the value∆I1,I2

is finite. This is evident for the case where we take the infimumover the set of positive rational
numbers. For the case where we take the supremum, this follows from Lemma 2, below.

Lemma 2. For each two committee positions I1 and I2 with |I1∩ I2| = s, it holds that∆I2,I1 = −∆I1,I2.

Proof. We assume, without loss of generality, thatC1 ≻
[

v(C1→ I1,C2→ I2)
]

C2.10 Let us consider
two sets:

U =
{y
x

: C2 ≻
[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1, x, y ∈ N
}

(U is the set that we take supremum of in Equation (8)), and:

L =
{y
x

: C2 ≻
[

P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2)

]

C1, x, y ∈ N
}

(thus,L is the set that we take infimum of in Equation (8), for∆I2,I1). We will show that supU =
inf L. First, we show that supU ≤ inf L. For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that this is not
the case, i.e., that there existsy

x ∈ U and y′

x′ ∈ L such thatyx >
y′

x′ . Sincey
x ∈ U and y′

x′ ∈ L, we get:

C2 ≻
[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1 and C2 ≻
[

P
y′(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x′(C1→I1,C2→I2)

]

C1.

Let us consider the voting situation:

S = y′ · P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1) + y · P

y′(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x′(C1→I1,C2→I2).

10This assumption is without loss of generality because the condition from the statement of the lemma,∆I2,I1 = −∆I1,I2,
is symmetric; if it held thatC2 ≻

[
v(C1 → I1,C2 → I2)

]
C1 then we could simply swapI2 andI1, and we would prove that

∆I1,I2 = −∆I2,I1 .
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By consistency, we have thatC2 ≻S C1. However, let us count the number of voters inS that rank
committeesC1 andC2 on particular positions. There areyy′ voters that rankC1 andC2 on positions
I ∗1 andI ∗2, respectively, and the same numberyy′ of voters that rankC1 andC2 on positionsI ∗2 andI ∗1.
Due to neutrality and consistency, these voters cancel eachother out. (Formally, ifS′ were a voting
situation limited to these voters only, we would haveC1 =S′ C2. This is so due to the symmetry offk
and the fact that for any permutationσ that swaps all the members ofC1 \C2 with all the members
of C2 \ C1, we haveS′ = σ(S′).) Next, there arex′y voters that rankC1 andC2 on positionsI1,
andI2, andxy′ of voters that rankC1 andC2 on positionsI2 andI1, respectively. Since we assumed
that y

x >
y′

x′ , we have thatx′y > xy′. So, xy′ voters from each of the two aforementioned groups
cancel each other out (in the same sense as above), and we are left with consideringx′y − xy′ > 0
voters that rankC1 andC2 on positionsI1 andI2. Thus, we conclude thatC1 ≻S C2. However, this
contradicts the fact thatC2 ≻S C1 and we conclude that supU ≤ inf L.

Next, we show that supU ≥ inf L. To this end, we will show that there are no valuesy
x and y′

x′

such that supU < y
x <

y′

x′ < inf L. Assume on the contrary that this is not the case and that such
values exist. It must be the case thaty

x is not inU and, so, we have:

C1 �
[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C2. (9)

Sincey
x also cannot be inL, we have:

C1 �
[

P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2)

]

C2. (10)

By neutrality (applied to (10), and any permutationσ that swaps candidates fromC1 \C2 with
those fromC2 \C1), we have that:

C2 �
[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1. (11)

By putting together Equations (9) and (11), and by noting that the same reasoning can be repeated
for y′

x′ instead ofyx, we conclude that it must be the case that:

C1 =
[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C2 and C1 =
[

P
y′(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x′(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C2. (12)

After applying neutrality to the first voting situation in (12) (and copying the second part of (12))
we obtain:

C1 =
[

P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2)

]

C2 and C1 =
[

P
y′(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x′(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C2. (13)

We now define voting situation:

Q = x′ · P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2) + x · P

y′(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x′(C1→I2,C2→I1).

From Equation (13) (and consistency), we get thatC1 =Q C2. In Q there is the same number of
voters who rankC1 andC2 on positionsI1 and I2 as those that rank them on positionsI2 and I1,
respectively (so these voters cancel each other out). On theother hand, there areyx′ voters who rank
C1 andC2 on positionsI ∗2 andI ∗1, andy′x voters who rank these committees on positionsI ∗1 andI ∗2,
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respectively. Sinceyx′ < y′x, we get thatC1 ≻Q C2, which contradicts our earlier observation that
C1 =Q C2. We conclude that it must be the case that supU ≥ inf L.

Finally, since we have shown that supU ≤ inf L and supU ≥ inf L, we have that supU = inf L.
This proves that∆I2,I1 = −∆I1,I2. �

The next lemma shows that∆I1,I2 provides a threshold value for proportions of voters in distin-
guished profiles with respect to the relation betweenC1 andC2.

Lemma 3. Let I1 and I2 be two committee positions such that|I1 ∩ I2| = s, and let x, y be two
positive integers. The following two implications hold:

1. if C1 ≻
[

v(C1→ I1,C2→ I2)
]

C2 and
y
x
< ∆I1,I2, then C2 ≻

[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1,

2. if C2 ≻
[
v(C1→ I1,C2→ I2)

]
C1 and

y
x
> −∆I1,I2, then C2 ≻

[

P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1.

Proof. Let us start with proving the first implication. Assume thatC1 ≻
[

v(C1 → I1,C2 → I2)
]

C2,
and, for the sake of contradiction, that:

C1 �

[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C2. (14)

It follows from the definition of∆I1,I2 that there exist two numbersx′, y′ ∈ N, such thatyx <
y′

x′ ≤

∆I1,I2 and:

C2 ≻

[

P
y′(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x′(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1. (15)

Let us consider a voting situation that is obtained fromP
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1) (i.e., from the voting situa-

tion that appears in (14)) by swapping positions ofC1 andC2, i.e., let us consider voting situation

P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2). Naturally, in such a voting situationC2 is weakly preferred overC1:

C2 �

[

P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2)

]

C1. (16)

By Equations (16), (15), and consistency offk, we observe that in the voting situation:

P = x′ · P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2) + x · P

y′(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x′(C1→I2,C2→I1)

committeeC2 is strictly preferred overC1 (i.e.,C2 ≻P C1). Let us now count the voters inP. There
are xx′ of them who putC1 andC2 on positionsI1 and I2, respectively, and there arexx′ voters
who put C1 and C2 on positionsI2 and I1, respectively. By the same arguments as used in the
proof of Lemma 2, these voters cancel each other out. Next, there arey′x voters who putC1 and
C2 on positionsI ∗1 and I ∗2, respectively, andx′y voters who putC1 andC2 on positionsI ∗2 and I ∗1,
respectively. Sincey′x > yx′. we conclude thatC1 ≻P C2 (again, using the same reasoning as we
used in Lemma 2 for similar arguments). This is a contradiction with our earlier observation that
C2 ≻P C1. This completes the proof of the first part of the lemma.
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The proof of the second implication is similar and we provideit for the sake of completeness.
We assume thatC2 ≻

[
v(C1→ I1,C2→ I2)

]
C1 and, for the sake of contradiction, that:

C1 �

[

P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C2. (17)

From the definition of∆I1,I2 we know that there must be two numbersx′, y′ ∈ N, such thatyx >
y′

x′ ≥

−∆I1,I2 and:

C2 ≻
[

P
y′(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x′(C1→I2,C2→I1)

]

C1. (18)

If we swap the positions of committeesC1 andC2 in the voting situation used in Equation (17), then
by neutrality we have that:

C2 �

[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2)

]

C1 (19)

We now form voting situation:

Q = x′ · P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I1,C2→I2) + x · P

y′(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x′(C1→I2,C2→I1)

By Equations (19), (18), and consistency offk we have thatC2 ≻Q C1. However, counting voters
again leads to a contradiction. Indeed, we havexx′ voters who putC1 andC2 on positionsI1 andI2,
respectively, andxx′ voters who putC1 andC2 on positionsI2 andI1, respectively. These voters can-
cel each other out. Then we havey′x voters who putC1 andC2 on positionsI ∗2 andI ∗1, respectively,
and we havex′y voters who putC1 andC2 on positionsI ∗1 and I ∗2, respectively. Sincey′x < x′y,
we have thatC1 ≻Q C2, which is a contradiction with our previous conclusion thatC2 ≻Q C1. This
proves the second part of the lemma. �

Putting Together the Decision Scoring Function for fC1,C2. We are ready to define a decision
scoring functionds for fC1,C2. For any two committee positionsI1 andI2, with |I1 ∩ I2| = s, we set:

ds(I1, I2) = ∆I1,I2.

We note that ourds formally depends on the choice ofI ∗1 and I ∗2, however this is not a problem.
We simple need a decision scoring function that behaves correctly and each choice ofI ∗1 and I ∗2
would give us one. Intuitively, we can think ofds(I1, I2) as an (oriented) distance betweenI1 andI2.
The next lemma shows that we treat the distance betweenI ∗1 and I ∗2 as a sort of gauge to measure
distances between other positions.

Lemma 4. It holds that∆I∗1,I
∗
2
= 1.

Proof. We note that for each positive integerz, we haveC1 =
[
P

z(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
z(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)

]
C2. Further, due to

consistency offk (used as in Remark 1) and by the choice ofI ∗1 andI ∗2 (recall Equations (6) and (7)),

we observe thatC1 ≻
[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)

]

C2 whenevery > x andC2 ≻
[

P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)

]

C1 whenever

y < x. We conclude that∆I∗1,I
∗
2
= sup

{
y
x : y < x, for x, y ∈ N+

}

= 1. �
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The next lemma shows thatds is a decision scoring function forfC1,C2. Based on this result, we
will later argue that it works for all pairs of committees, not only for (C1,C2), and hence that it is a
decision scoring function forfk,s.

Lemma 5. Let C1,C2 and ds be as defined in the above discussion. Then for each voting situa-
tion P the following three implications hold: (i) ifscoreds(C1,C2,P) > 0, then C1 ≻P C2; (ii) if
scoreds(C1,C2,P) = 0, then C1 =P C2; (iii) if scoreds(C1,C2,P) < 0, then C2 ≻P C1.

Proof. We start by proving (i). LetP be a voting situation such that scoreds(C1,C2,P) > 0. For the
sake of contradiction we assume thatC2 �P C1.

The idea of the proof is to perform a sequence of transformations ofPso that the result according
to fk does not change (due to the imposed axioms), but, eventually, in the resulting profile each
voter puts committeesC1 andC2 either on positionsI ∗1, I ∗2 or the other way round. Lett be the total
number of transformations that we perform to achieve this and let Pi be the voting situation that
we obtain after thei-th transformation. We will ensure that for each voting situationPi it holds that
scoreds(C1,C2,Pi) > 0 andC2 �Pi C1. In particular, for the final voting situationPt we will have
C2 �Pt C1, scoreds(C1,C2,Pt) > 0, and each voter will have committeesC1 andC2 on positionsI ∗1
andI ∗2 or the other way round. Therefore, we will have:

Pt = x(C1→ I ∗1,C2→ I ∗2) + y(C1→ I ∗2,C2→ I ∗1)

for some nonnegative integersx andy, and by Lemmas 2 and 4 we will have:

scoreds(C1,C2,Pt) = xds(I
∗
1, I
∗
2) + yds(I

∗
2, I
∗
1) = x− y

However, from scoreds(C1,C2,Pt) > 0 we will conclude thatx > y, i.e., there must be more voters
who putC1 andC2 on positionsI ∗1 and I ∗2 than on positionsI ∗2 and I ∗1. By our choice ofI ∗1 and I ∗2
(recall Equation (6) as in the proof of Lemma 4) we will conclude thatC1 ≻Pt C2. This will be a
contradiction withC2 �Pt C1.

We now describe the transformations. We setP0 = P. We perform thei-th transformation in the
following way. If for each voter inPi−1, committeesC1 andC2 stand on positionsI ∗1 andI ∗2 (or the
other way round), we finish our sequence of transformations.Otherwise, we take a preference order
of an arbitrary voter fromPi−1, for whom the set of committee positions ofC1 andC2 is not{I ∗1, I

∗
2}.

Let us denote this voter byvi . Let zdenote the number of voters inPi−1 who rankC1 andC2 on the
same positions asvi , includingvi (soz≥ 1). Let I1 andI2 denote the positions of the committeesC1

andC2 in the preference order ofvi , respectively. Letǫ = scoreds(C1,C2,Pi−1)/2z> 0.

Case 1:If C1=
[
v(C1 → I1,C2 → I2)

]
C2, then we obtainPi by removing fromPi−1 all z voters

with the same preference order asvi . By consistency offk, it follows that in the resulting
voting situationPi it still holds thatC2 �Pi C1 (this is, in essence, the same canceling out of
voters that we already used in Lemmas 2 and 3). Also, by definition of ∆I1,I2 in Equation (8),
we have∆I1,I2 = 0. Hence, it still holds that scoreds(C1,C2,Pi) > 0.

22



Case 2:If C1 ≻
[

v(C1 → I1,C2 → I2)
]

C2, then letx andy be such integers that∆I1,I2 − ǫ <
y
x <

∆I1,I2 (recall thatǫ is defined just above Case 1, and thatz is the number of voters with the
same preference order asvi). We define two new voting situations:

Ri−1 = z · P
y(C1→I∗1,C2→I∗2)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1) and Qi−1 = x · Pi−1 + Ri−1.

From Lemma 3 it follows thatC2 ≻Ri−1 C1 and, by consistency, we get thatC2 ≻Qi−1 C1.
Let us now calculate scored(C1,C2,Ri−1). We note thatRi−1 consists ofzx voters who rank
C1 andC2 on positionsI2 and I1 (and who contributezx∆I2,I1 = −zx∆I1,I2 to the value of
scored(C1,C2,Ri−1)) and ofzyvoters who rankC1 andC2 on positionsI ∗1 andI ∗2, respectively
(who contribute valuezy∆I∗1,I

∗
2
= zy). That is, we have scored(C1,C2,Ri−1) = −zx∆I1,I2 + zy.

Further, by definition ofǫ, we have that scored(C1,C2,Pi−1) = 2zǫ. In consequence, we have
that:

scored(C1,C2,Qi−1) = x · scored(C1,C2,Pi−1) + scored(C1,C2,Ri−1)

= 2zxǫ + (−zx∆I1,I2 + zy)

= 2zxǫ + zx(−∆I1,I2 +
y
x
) ≥ 2zxǫ − zxǫ > 0.

The first inequality (in the final row) follows from the fact that we assumed∆I1,I2 − ǫ <
y
x <

∆I1,I2. We now move on to Case 3, where we also build voting situationQi−1 with a similar
property, and then describe how to obtainPi from Qi−1’s.

Case 3:If C2 ≻
[
v(C1 → I1,C2 → I2)

]
C1, then our reasoning is very similar to that from Case 2.

Let x andy be such integers that−∆I1,I2 <
y
x < −∆I1,I2 + ǫ. We define two voting situations

Ri−1 = z · P
y(C1→I∗2,C2→I∗1)
x(C1→I2,C2→I1) and Qi−1 = x · Pi−1 + Ri−1.

Lemma 3 implies thatC2 ≻Ri−1 C1, and, thus, from consistency, we get thatC2 ≻Qi−1 C1.
Further, using similar analysis as in Case 2, we get that:

scored(C1,C2,Qi−1) = x · scored(C1,C2,Pi−1) + zx∆I2,I1 − zy

= 2zxǫ + zx(−∆I1,I2 −
y
x

) ≥ 2zxǫ − zxǫ > 0.

The first inequality (in the final row) follows from the assumption that−∆I1,I2 <
y
x < −∆I1,I2+

ǫ. Below we describe how to obtainPi from Qi−1 (for both Cases 2 and 3).

In Cases 2 and 3, in the voting situationQi−1 exactlyzxvoters haveC1 andC2 on positionsI2

and I1, respectively (for both cases, these voters are introducedin voting situationRi−1). Further,
there are exactlyzx voters who rankC1 andC2 on positionsI1 and I2, respectively (these are the
cloned-x-times voters that were originally inPi−1). We definePi as Qi−1 with these 2zx voters
removed. Since we removed the same number of voters who rankC1 andC2 on positionsI2 andI1,
respectively, as the number of voters who rank these committees on positionsI1 andI2, respectively,
we conclude that scored(C1,C2,Pi) = scored(C1,C2,Qi−1) > 0 and thatC2 �Pi C1.

23



We note that after the just-described transformation none of the voters has bothC1 andC2 on
positionsI1 and I2, respectively, and that we only added a number of voters thatrank C1 andC2

on positionsI ∗1 and I ∗2 (or the other way round) or we cloned voters already present.Hence, if we
perform such transformations for all possible pairs of committee positionsI1 andI2, we will obtain
our final voting situation,Pt, for which it holds that the following three conditions are satisfied: (i)
scored(C1,C2,Pt) > 0, (ii) C2 �Pt C1, and (iii) in Pt each voter ranksC1 andC2 on positionsI ∗1 and
I ∗2 (or the other way round). Given (i) and (iii) we conclude thatin Pt there are more votes in which
C1 stands on positionI ∗1 andC2 stands on positionI ∗2 than there are voters where the opposite holds.
However, this implies thatC1 ≻Pt C2 and contradicts the fact thatC2 �Pt C1. This completes the
proof of the first part of the lemma.

Next, we consider part (ii) of the theorem. LetP be some voting situation such that
scored(C1,C2,P) = 0. For the sake of contradiction we assume thatC2 ,P C1, and, without loss of
generality, we assume thatC2 ≻P C1. Since for the voting situationv(C1 → I ∗1,C2 → I ∗2) it holds
that scored(C1,C2, v(C1→ I ∗1,C2→ I ∗2)) > 0, then for eachn ∈ N, in the voting situation

Qn = nP+ v(C1→ I ∗1,C2→ I ∗2),

we have scored(C1,C2,Qn) > 0, and—from part (i) of the theorem—we get thatC1 ≻Qn C2. On the
other hand, continuity requires that there exists some value ofn such thatC2 ≻Qn C1.

To prove part (iii) of the theorem, it suffices to observe that if scoreds(C1,C2,P) < 0, then
scoreds(C2,C1,P) = −scoreds(C1,C2,P) > 0 and use part (i) of the theorem to conclude that in such
case we haveC2 ≻P C1. This gives a contradiction and completes the proof. �

Completing the Proof of Theorem B. We have dealt with a fixed pair of committees (C1,C2)
and we have proven Lemma 5 which justifies thatds is a decision scoring function forfC1,C2. From
neutrality it follows thatds will give us a decision scoring function forfk,s. However, as we noted at
the beginning of this section,fk can be viewed as a collection of independent functionsfk,s for s ∈
{0 . . . k − 1}, thus this observation is sufficient to prove Theorem B, a Young-Style characterization
of decision scoring rules.

5.2 The Tools to Deal with Committee Scoring Rules

We have proved Theorem B, which will serve as a useful tool forproving Theorem A. However,
to complete the proof of Theorem A we still need to derive one more technical tool—Lemma 7
below—that applies the results obtained so far to committeescoring rules. To achieve this goal, we
need to change our domain fromNm! toQm!, and before we make this change, we need to introduce
several new notions. (While the correctness of our first domain change relied on the decision rule
being symmetric, this second domain change, similarly to the case considered by Young [60], uses
our further axioms.)

We distinguish one specific voting situation,e = 〈1, 1, . . . , 1〉, called thenull profile, describ-
ing the setting where each possible vote is cast exactly once. It immediately follows that under
each symmetrick-decision rulefk, each two committees are ranked equally ine, i.e., for each two
committeesC1,C2 we haveC1 =e C2.
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Definition 8 (Independence of Symmetric Profiles). A symmetric k-decision rule fk is independent
of symmetric profilesif for every voting situation P∈ Nm! and for everyℓ ∈ N, we have that
fk(P+ ℓe) = fk(P).

Definition 9 (Homogeneity). A symmetric k-decision rule fk is homogeneousif for every voting
situation P∈ Nm! and for everyℓ ∈ N, we have fk(ℓP) = fk(P).

Intuitively, independence of symmetric profiles says that if we add one copy of each possible
vote then they will all cancel each other out. Homogeneity says that the result of an election depends
only on the relative proportions of the linear orders in the voting situation and not on the exact
numbers of linear orders. One can verify that each symmetricand consistentk-decision rule satisfies
both independence of symmetric profiles and homogeneity (indeed, the requirement in the definition
of homogeneity is a special case of the requirement from the definition of consistency).11

Second Domain Change. Now we are ready to extend our domain fromNm! toQm!. To this end,
we use the following result. It was originally stated for single-winner rules but it can be adapted to
the multiwinner setting in a straightforward way.

Lemma 6 (Young [60], Merlin [41]). Suppose a k-decision rule fk : Nm! →
(
Sk(A) × Sk(A) →

{−1, 0, 1}
)

is symmetric, independent of symmetric profiles and homogeneous. There exists a unique
extension of fk to the domainQm! (which we also denote by fk), satisfying for each positiveℓ ∈ N,
and P∈ Nm! the following two conditions:

1. fk(P− ℓe) = fk(P),

2. fk
(

P
ℓ

)

= fk(P).

Lemma 6 allows us to consider voting situations with fractional numbers of linear orders. From
now on, when we speak of voting situations, we mean voting situations from our new domain,Qm!.
We note that within our new domain, the score of a pair (C1,C2) of committees relative to a voting
situationP under decision scoring functiond can still be expressed as in Equation (3). Indeed, for
decision scoring rules, this definition gives the unique extension that Lemma 6 speaks of. Thus
Theorem B extends to decision rules with domainQm!.

Constructing a Tool for Committee Scoring Rules. SinceQm! is a vector space over the field of
rational numbers, from Theorem B (extended toQm!) we infer that for each two committeesC1 and
C2, the space of voting situationsP such thatC1 =P C2 is a hyperplane in them!-dimensional vector
space of all voting situations. This is so, because if we treat a voting situationP as a vector ofm!
variables, then condition scored(C1,C2,P) = 0 turns out to be a single linear equation. Hence, the
space of voting situationsP such thatC1 =P C2 is a hyperplane inQm! and has dimensionm! − 1.
This can be summarized as the following corollary.

11The reader may ask why do we introduce independence of symmetric profiles and homogeneity, when what we
require from them already follows from consistency. The reason is that, we believe, these two properties better explain—
on the intuitive level—why the second domain change is allowed.
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Corollary 1. The set{P ∈ Qm! : C1 =P C2} is a hyperplane in the vector space of all voting
situationsQm!.

From now on, we assume that ourk-decision rulefk is transitive, that is, we require that for each
voting situationP and each three committeesC1, C2, andC3 it holds that:

(C1 �P C2) and (C2 �P C3) implies (C1 �P C3).

In other words, from now on we requirefk to be ak-winner election rule.

Lemma 7. Let fk be a symmetric, consistent, committee-dominant, continuous k-winner election
rule, and letλ : [m]k → R be a committee scoring function. If it holds that for each twocommittees
C1 and C2 and each voting situation P it holds that the committee scores of C1 and C2 are equal
(according toλ) if and only C1 and C2 are equivalent according to fk, then it holds that: For each
two committees C1 and C2 and each voting situation P, if the committee score of C1 is greater than
that of C2 (according toλ) then C1 is preferred over C2 according to fk (i.e., C1 ≻P C2).

Proof. Based onλ, we build a decision scoring functiong as follows. For each two committee
positionsI1 and I2, we haveg(I1, I2) = λ(I1) − λ(I2). The score of a committee pair (C1,C2) in
voting situationP underg is given by:

scoreg(C1,C2,P) =
∑

π∈Π>(A)

P(π) · g(posπ(C1), posπ(C2)).

Let us fixx ∈ [k − 1] and two arbitrary committeesC∗1 andC∗2 such that|C∗1 ∩C∗2| = x. We note
that, by the assumptions of the theorem, if it holds that:

scoreg(C∗1,C
∗
2,P) = 0 ⇐⇒ C∗1 =P C∗2,

then, by Corollary 1,H = {P ∈ Qm! : C∗1 =P C∗2)} is an (m! − 1)-dimensional hyperplane. More so,
this is the same hyperplane as the following two (whered = dx is the decision scoring function from
the thesis of Lemma 5, built forfk):

{P ∈ Qm! : scoreg(C∗1,C
∗
2,P) = 0} and {P ∈ Qm! : scored(C∗1,C

∗
2,P) = 0},

We claim that forC∗1 andC∗2 one of the following conditions must hold:

1. For each voting situationP, if scoreg(C∗1,C
∗
2,P) > 0 thenC∗1 ≻P C∗2.

2. For each voting situationP, if scoreg(C∗1,C
∗
2,P) > 0 thenC∗2 ≻P C∗1.

Why is this so? For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that there exist two voting situations,
P andQ, such that scoreg(C∗1,C

∗
2,P) > 0 and scoreg(C∗1,C

∗
2,Q) > 0, butC∗1 �P C∗2 andC∗2 �Q C∗1.

From the fact that scoreg(C∗1,C
∗
2,P) > 0 and scoreg(C∗1,C

∗
2,Q) > 0, we see that the pointsP andQ

lie on the same side of hyperplaneH and neither of them lies onH. FromC∗1 �P C∗2, C∗2 �Q C∗1,
and from Lemma 5, we see that scored(C∗1,C

∗
2,P) ≥ 0 and scored(C∗1,C

∗
2,Q) ≤ 0. That is, at least
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one of the voting situationsP andQ lies on the hyperplane, or they both lie on different sides of the
hyperplane. This gives a contradiction and proves our claim.

Now, using the committee dominance axiom, we exclude the second possibility. For eachi ∈
[m− k+ 1] we setI i = {i, i + 1, . . . , i + k− 1}. Let I andJ denote, respectively, the best possible and
the worst possible position of a committee, i.e.,I = I1 andJ = Im−k+1. For the sake of contradiction,
let us assume that there exists a profileP′, where scoreg(C∗1,C

∗
2,P

′) > 0 andC∗2 ≻P′ C∗1. Since
there exists a profile with scoreg(C∗1,C

∗
2,P

′) > 0, it must be the case thatλ(I ) > λ(J) (otherwiseλ
would be a constant function). Thus there must existp such thatλ(Ip) > λ(Ip+k−x). Let us consider a
profileS consisting of a single vote whereC∗1 stands on positionIp andC∗2 stands on positionIp+k−x

(as |C∗1 ∩ C∗2| = x, this is possible). Sinceλ(Ip) > λ(Ip+k−x), we have that scoreg(C∗1,C
∗
2,S) > 0.

By committee-dominance offk, it follows that C∗1 �S C∗2. However, from the reasoning in the
preceding paragraph (applied to profileS), we know that eitherC∗1 ≻S C∗2 or C∗2 ≻S C∗1. Putting
these two facts together, we conclude thatC∗1 ≻S C∗2. Since we have shown a single profileS such
that scoreg(C∗1,C

∗
2,S) > 0 andC∗1 ≻S C∗2, by the argument from the previous paragraph, we know

that for every profileP it holds that:

If scoreg(C∗1,C
∗
2,P) > 0 thenC∗1 ≻P C∗2.

Our choice of committeesC∗1 andC∗2 was arbitrary and, thus, the above implication holds for all
pairs of committees. This completes the proof. �

Due to Lemma 7, in our further discussion, given a symmetric,consistent, committee-dominant,
continuousk-winner election rulefk we can focus solely on the subspace{P: C1 =P C2}. If we
manage to show that committeesC1 andC2 are equivalent if and only if the score ofC1 is equal to
the score ofC2 according to some committee scoring functionλ, then we can conclude thatfk is
a committee scoring rule defined by this committee scoring functionλ. This important observation
concludes the first part of the proof.

5.3 Second Part of the Proof: Committees with All but One Candidate in Common

We now start the second part of the proof. The current sectionis independent from the results of
the previous one, but we do use all the notation that was introduced and, in particular, we consider
voting situations overQm!. We will use results from Sections 5.1 and 5.2 only in Section5.4, where
we conclude the whole proof.

The Setting and Our Goal. As before, the size of committees is denoted ask. Throughout this
section we assumefk to be ak-winner election rule that is symmetric, consistent, committee-
dominant, and continuous. Our goal is to show that as long as we consider committees that contain
somek − 1 fixed members and can differ only in the final one,fk acts on such committee pairs
as a committee scoring rule. The discussion in this section is inspired by that of Young [60] and
Merlin [41], but the main part of our analysis is original (inparticular Lemma 11).
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Position-Difference Function. Let P be a voting situation inQm!, C be some size-k committee,
andI be a committee position. We define the weight of positionI with respect toC within P as:

pos-weightI (C,P) =
∑

π∈Π>(A) : posπ(C)=I

P(π),

That is, pos-weightI (C,P) is the (rational) number of votes in which committeeC is ranked on
positionI .

For each two committeesC1,C2 such that|C1 ∩ C2| = k − 1, we define a committee position-
difference functionαC1,C2 : Qm! → Q(m

k) that for each voting situationP ∈ Qm! returns a vector of
(
m
k

)

elements, indexed by committee positions (i.e., elements of [m]k), such that for each committee
positionI , we have:

αC1,C2(P)[I ] = pos-weightI (C1,P) − pos-weightI (C2,P).

Naturally,αC1,C2(P) is a linear function ofP. We claim that for each voting situationP, we have:
∑

I∈[m]k

αC1,C2(P)[I ] = 0. (20)

To see why this is the case, we note that
∑

I∈[m]k
pos-weightI (C1,P) =

∑

π∈Π>(A) P(π) because every
vote is accounted exactly once. Thus, we have that:

∑

I∈[m]k

αC1,C2(P)[I ] =
∑

I∈[m]k

(

pos-weightI (C1,P) − pos-weightI (C2,P)
)

=
∑

I∈[m]k

pos-weightI (C1,P) −
∑

J∈[m]k

pos-weightJ(C2,P)

=
∑

π∈Π>(A)

P(π) −
∑

π′∈Π>(A)

P(π′) = 0.

Position-difference functions will be important technical tools that we will soon use in the proof
(in particular, in Lemma 11 we will show that ifαC1,C2(P) = 〈0, . . . , 0〉 thenC1 =P C2 ). However,
we need to provide some more tools first.

Johnson Graphs and Hamiltonian Paths. We will need the following graph-theoretic results to
build certain votes and preference profiles in our followinganalysis. We mention that the graphs
that Lemmas 8 and 9 speak of are called Johnson graphs. Lemma 8was known before (we found
the result in the work of Asplach [4] and could not trace an earlier reference12), and we provide the
proof for the sake of completeness.

12We suspect the results might have been known before the work of Asplach. Indeed, similar results appear in the form
of algorithms that output all size-k subsets of a given set in the order so that each two consecutive sets differ in only one
element. Yet, we need the specific variants provided in Lemmas 8 and 9 that finish the Hamiltonian path on a specific
vertex. Asplach [4] does not mention directly that his proofs provide this property, but close inspection shows that this is
the case.

28



Lemma 8. Let p and j be integers such that1 ≤ j ≤ p. Let G( j, p) be a graph constructed in the
following way. We associate j-element subsets of{1, . . . p} with vertices and we say that two vertices
are connected if the corresponding subsets differ by exactly one element (they have j− 1 elements
in common). Such a graph contains a Hamiltonian path, i.e., apath that visits each vertex exactly
once, that starts from the set{1, . . . , j} and ends in the set{p− j + 1, . . . , p}.

Proof. We prove this lemma by induction overj and p. For j = 1 and for eachp ≥ 1, it is easy
to see that the required path exists (in this case, the graph is simply a full clique). This provides
the induction base. For the inductive step, we assume that there are two numbers,p′ and j′, such
that for eachp and j ( j ≤ p) such thatp < p′ and j < j′ it holds that graphG( j, p) contains a
Hamiltonian path satisfying the constraints from the lemma. We will prove that such a path also
exists forG( j′, p′).

We partition the set of vertices ofG( j′, p′) into p′ − j + 1 groupsV( j′, p′, 1), . . . ,V( j′, p′, p′ −
j + 1), where for eachx ∈ {1, . . . , p′ − j + 1}, groupV( j′, p′, x) consists of all sets ofj elements
(vertices of the graph) such thatx is the lowest among them.

We build our Hamiltonian path forG( j′, p′) as follows. We start with the vertex{1, . . . , j′}. By
our inductive hypothesis, we know that there is a path that starts with{1, . . . , j′}, traverses all vertices
in V( j′, p′, 1), and ends in{1, p′ − j′ + 2, . . . , p′}. From {1, p′ − j′ + 2, . . . , p′} we can go, over a
single edge, to{2, p′ − j′ + 2, . . . , p′}. Starting with this vertex, by our inductive hypothesis, wecan
traverse all the vertices ofV( j′, p′, 2). Then, over a single edge, we can move to some vertex from
V( j′, p′, 3), traverse all the vertices there, and so on. By repeating this procedure, we will eventually
reach some vertex in the setV( j′, p′, p′− j′ +1). However,V( j′, p′, p′ − j′ +1) contains exactly one
vertex,{p′ − j′ + 1, . . . , p′}. This means that we have found the desired Hamiltonian path. �

Lemma 9. Let r, p and j be integers such that1 ≤ r ≤ p and1 ≤ j ≤ p−1. LetG̃( j, p, r) be a graph
constructed in the following way: (i) A j-element subset of{1, . . . , p} is a vertex ofG̃( j, p, r) if and
only if it contains at least one element smaller than r. (ii) There is an edge between two vertices if
they differ in exactly one element (i.e., if they have j−1 elements in common). Such a graph contains
a Hamiltonian path.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the previous one. We partition the set of vertices of̃G( j, p, r) into
r − 1 groupsV( j, p, 1), . . . ,V( j, p, r − 1), where for eachx ∈ {1, . . . , r − 1}, groupV( j, p, x) consists
of all the sets (i.e., all the vertices) such thatx is their smallest member.

We build our Hamiltonian path for̃G( j, p, r) as follows. We start with the vertex{1, . . . , j}. By
Lemma 8, we can continue the path from{1, . . . , j}, traverse all vertices inV( j, p, 1), and end in
{1, p− j + 2, . . . , p}. From{1, p− j + 2, . . . , p} we can go, over a single edge, to{2, p− j + 2, . . . , p},
and we can traverse all vertices inV( j, p, 2). Then we can go, over a single edge, to some vertex
from V( j, p, 3), and we can continue in the same way as in the proof of Lemma 8. �

The Range ofαC1,C2. Let us consider two distinct committeesC1 andC2. Using Lemma 8, we
establish the dimension of the range of functionαC1,C2. This result will be useful in the proof of
Lemma 11.

Lemma 10. For two committees, C1 and C2, the range of the functionαC1,C2 has dimension
(
m
k

)

−1.
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Proof. From Equation (20), we get that the dimension of the range of functionαC1,C2 is at most
(
m
k

)

− 1. Now, let us consider graphG = G(k,m) from Lemma 8 and the Hamiltonian path specified
in this lemma. Note that we can understand each vertex inG as a committee position. For each edge
(I , I ′) on our Hamiltonian path, consider a single vote whereC1 stands on positionI andC2 stands
on positionI ′. For such a vote,αC1,C2 returns a vector with all zeros except a single 1 on position
I and a single−1 on positionI ′. It is easy to observe that there are

(
m
k

)

− 1 such votes and that so
constructed vectors are linearly independent. �

(C1,C2)-Symmetric Profiles. The final tool that we need to provide before we prove Lemma 11 is
the definition of (C1, C2)-symmetric profiles. Supposeσ is a permutation ofA. Then we can extend
its action to linear orders and voting situations in the natural way.

Definition 10. Let C1 and C2 be two size-k committees. We say that a voting situation P is(C1, C2)-
symmetricif there exists a permutation of the set of candidatesσ and a sequence of committees
F1, F2, . . . , Fx such that P= σ(P) and:

1. C1 = F1 = Fx and C2 = F2,

2. for each i∈ [x− 1] it holds thatσ(Fi) = Fi+1.

If a voting situationP is (C1, C2)-symmetric then we know thatC1 =P C2. Why is this the case? For
the sake of contradiction let us assume thatC1 ,P C2, and, without loss of generality, thatC1 ≻P C2.
FromC1 ≻P C2 (which translates toF1 ≻P F2) by neutrality of fk we infer thatF2 ≻σ(P) F3, thus
thatF2 ≻P F3. By the same arguments, we get thatF1 ≻P F2 ≻P F3 ≻P · · · ≻P Fx. In consequence,
we get thatC1 ≻P C1, a contradiction.

Further, we observe that for each (C1, C2)-symmetric voting situationP it holds thatαC1,C2(P) =
〈0, . . . , 0〉. Indeed, ifσ is as in Definition 10, we note that sinceσ(C1) = C2 and sinceσ(P) = P,
for each (fractional) vote inP where committeeC1 stands on some positionI we can uniquely
assign a (fractional) vote inP where committeeC2 stands on the same positionI . This shows that
αC1,C2(P)[I ] is a vector of non-positive numbers. By an analogous argument (using the fact that
σ(−1)(C2) = C1 andσ(−1)(P) = P) we infer thatαC1,C2(P)[I ] is a vector of nonnegative numbers,
and, so, we conclude thatαC1,C2(P) = 〈0, . . . , 0〉.

Inferring Committee Equivalence UsingαC1,C2. We are ready to present Lemma 11, our main
technical tool required in this part of the proof. On the intuitive level, it says that for|C1∩C2| = k−1
the information provided by the functionαC1,C2 in relation to a profileP is sufficient to distinguish
whetherC1 is equivalent toC2 with respect toP.

Lemma 11. For each two committees C1,C2 ∈ Sk(A) such that|C1∩C2| = k−1 and for each voting
situation P∈ Qm!, if αC1,C2(P) = 〈0, . . . , 0〉 then C1 =P C2.

Proof. The kernel of a linear function is the space of all vectors forwhich this function returns
the zero vector. In particular, the kernel ofαC1,C2, denoted ker(αC1,C2), is the space of all voting
situationsP such thatαC1,C2(P) = 〈0, . . . , 0〉. Since the domain of functionαC1,C2 has dimensionm!
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and, by Lemma 10, its range has dimension
(
m
k

)

− 1, the kernel ofαC1,C2 has dimensionm! −
(
m
k

)

+ 1.
We will construct a base of this kernel that will consists of (C1, C2)-symmetric voting situations
only. Since for each (C1, C2)-symmetric voting situationP it holds thatC1 =P C2 andαC1,C2(P) =
〈0, . . . , 0〉, by consistency offk and linearity ofαC1,C2 we will prove the conclusion of the theorem.

We prove the statement by a two-dimensional induction onk (the committee size) andm (the
size of the set of candidates). As a base for the induction we will show that the property holds for
k = 1 and all values ofm. For the inductive step we will show that from the fact that the property
holds for committee sizej − 1 and forp − 1 candidates it follows that the property also holds for
committee sizej and forp candidates. This will allow us to conclude that the propertyholds for all
values ofm andk with m≥ k.

For k = 1 and for an arbitrary value ofm, the problem collapses to the single-winner setting. It
has been shown by Young [60] (and by Merlin [41]) that for eachtwo candidatesc1 andc′1, there
exists a base of ker(α{c1},{c′1}

) that consists ofm! − (m− 1) voting situations which are ({c1}, {c′1})-
symmetric. This gives us the base for the induction.

Let us now prove the inductive step. We want to show that the statement is satisfied for
Ap = {a1, a2, . . .ap}, C1, j = {a1, a2, . . . , a j} andC2, j = {a′1, a2, . . . , a j}, where we seta′1 = a j+1.
(We note that sincefk is symmetric, the exact names of the candidates we use here are irrelevant,
and we picked these for notational convenience.) From the sets Ap, C1, j andC2, j we take out ele-
menta j and getAp−1 = {a1, a2, . . . , a j−1, a j+1, . . .ap}, C1,( j−1) = {a1, a2, . . . , a j−1} andC2,( j−1) =

{a′1, a2, . . . , a j−1}. Let V j−1 be a base of ker(αC1,( j−1),C2,( j−1)) that consists of (C1,( j−1), C2,( j−1))-
symmetric voting situations. We know that it exists from theinduction hypothesis. We also know that
it consists of (p−1)!−

(
p−1
j−1

)

+1 voting situations. We now build the desired base for ker(αC1, j ,C2, j ) us-

ing V j−1 as the starting point. Our base has to consist ofp!−
(

p
j

)

+1 linearly independent, (C1, j, C2, j)-
symmetric voting situations.

First, for each voting situationP ∈ V j−1 and for eachr ∈ {1, . . . p}we create a voting situationPr

as follows. We take each votev in P and we puta j in the r-th position ofv, pushing the candidates
on positionsr, r + 1, r + 2, . . . back by one position, but keeping their relative order unchanged.
There arep! − p

(
p−1
j−1

)

+ p such vectors and it is easy to see that they are linearly independent. Let
us refer to the set of these vectors asB1. Naturally, the vectors fromB1 do not span the whole space
ker(α{a1,...,aj },{a′1,...,aj }); there is simply too few of them. However, there is also a certain structural
reason for this and understanding this reason will help us further in the proof. Let lin(B1) denote the
set of linear combinations of voting situations fromB1. For eachr ∈ {1, . . . , p} and eachT ∈ lin(B1),
let T(a j → r) denote the voting situation that consists of all votes fromT which havea j on ther-th
position. We can see that for eachr ∈ {1, . . . , p} and eachT ∈ lin(B1), it holds thatαC1, j ,C2, j (T(a j →

r)) = 〈0, . . . , 0〉 (the reason for this is thatT(a j → r) is, in essence, a linear combination of voting
situations fromV j−1, with a j inserted at positionr) . This property certainly does not hold for all the
voting situations in ker(α{a1,...,aj },{a′1,...,aj }).

We now form the second part of our base, denotedB2 and consisting ofp
(

p−1
j−1

)

·
j−1

j − (p − 1)
voting situations ((C1, j , C2, j)-symmetric and linearly independent from each other and all the voting
situations inB1). We start constructing each voting situation inB2 by constructing its distinctive
vote. To construct a distinctive vote, we first select the position for candidatea j ; we consider each
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position from{1, . . . , p}. Let us fixr ∈ {1, . . . , p} as the position that we picked. Next, we select a set
of j positions for the candidates from{a1, . . . , a j−1, a′1}. To do that, we first construct the following
graph. We associate all sets ofj − 1 positions such thatr is greater13 than at least one of them with
vertices (for a fixedr there are

(
p−1
j−1

)

−
(

p−r
j−1

)

such vertices; we choosej −1 positions out ofp−1 still
available, but we omit the situations where all thesej − 1 positions are greater thanr). We say that
two vertices are connected if the corresponding sets differ by exactly one element. From Lemma 9 it
follows that such a graph contains a Hamiltonian path. Now, for each edge (X,X′) on the considered
Hamiltonian path we do the following. LetB = X ∩ X′, and letb andb′ be the two elements such
thatb < b′ and{b, b′} = (X \ B)∪ (X′ \ B). (In other words,b andb′ are the two elements on which
X andX′ differ.) Note that|B| = j−2. We form a distinctive vote by putting candidatea j on position
r, candidatesa2, . . . , a j−1 on the positions fromB (in some arbitrary order),a1 on positionb, a′1 on
positionb′, and all the other candidates on the remaining positions (insome arbitrary order).

How many distinctive votes have we constructed? There arep possible values for the position
of a j , and for each such position we consider a graph. If the position of a j is r, then the graph has
(

p−1
j−1

)

−
(

p−r
j−1

)

vertices. Thus, altogether, the number of vertices is:

p∑

r=1

((

p− 1
j − 1

)

−

(

p− r
j − 1

))

= p

(

p− 1
j − 1

)

−

p∑

r=1

(

p− r
j − 1

)

= p

(

p− 1
j − 1

)

−

(

p
j

)

= p

(

p− 1
j − 1

)

−
p
j

(

p− 1
j − 1

)

= p

(

p− 1
j − 1

)

j − 1
j
,

where the second equality follows from the following property of binomial coefficients: form, n ∈ N
we have

∑n
k=0

(
k
m

)

=
(

n+1
m+1

)

. (An intuitive way to obtain the same result is as follows. Letus fix
the valuer chosen uniformly at random. The vertices for the graph for this value ofr are size-
( j − 1) subsets ofp − 1 positions, except those subsets that contain only elements greater thanr.
By symmetry, on the average the number of subsets that we omitis a1/ j fraction of all the subsets.
Since we have all the graphs for all values ofr, altogether we havep

(
p−1
j−1

)
j−1

j vertices.) One of the
graphs is empty (it is the one that is constructed forr = 1, because there is no element in{1, . . . , p}
lower thanr = 1). Thus we havep − 1 non-empty graphs. As a result, the total number of edges
in the considered Hamiltonian paths isp

(
p−1
j−1

)
j−1

j − (p− 1). Every edge corresponds to a distinctive
vote, so this is also the number of distinctive votes constructed.

For each distinctive votev constructed, we build the following voting situation:

Case 1. If a1 anda′1 are both ranked ahead ofa j , then we letτ be permutationτ := (a1, a j , a′1) (i.e.,
we letτ be the identity permutation except thatτ(a1) = a j , τ(a j) = a′1, τ(a′1) = a1) and we let
the voting situation consist of three votes,v, τ(v), andτ(2)(v):

v: · · · ≻ a1 ≻ · · · ≻ a′1 ≻ · · · ≻ a j ≻ · · ·

τ(v) : · · · ≻ a j ≻ · · · ≻ a1 ≻ · · · ≻ a′1 ≻ · · ·

τ(2)(v) : · · · ≻ a′1 ≻ · · · ≻ a j ≻ · · · ≻ a1 ≻ · · ·

13There is a possible point of confusion here. By “greater” we mean greater as a number. So, for example, position 7 is
greater than position 5 (even though we would say that a candidate ranked on position 5 is ranked higher than candidate
ranked on position 7).
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Note that permutationτ and the sequenceF1 = {a1, . . . , a j}, F2 = {a2, . . . , a j , a′1}, F3 =

{a1, . . . , a j−1, a′1}, F4 = {a1, . . . , a j}witness that this voting situation is (C1, j, C2, j)-symmetric.

Case 2. If it is not the case thata1 anda′1 are both ranked ahead ofa j in distinctive votev, then
we know that there is some other candidatea ∈ {a2, . . . , a j−1} ranked ahead ofa j . This is due
to our construction of distinctive votes—we always puta j on positionr and make sure that
there is some candidate ranked on a position ahead ofr. If all the candidatesa2, . . . , a j−1 were
ranked behinda j , then it would have to be the case that botha1 anda′1 are ranked ahead of
a j .14 Since it is not the case that botha1 anda′1 are ranked ahead ofa j , there must be some
other candidate from{a2, . . . , a j−1} that is. We call this candidatea. We letρ be permutation
ρ := (a1, a′1)(a, a j ) (i.e., we letρ be the identity permutation, except that it swapsa1 with a′1
anda with a j). We form a voting situation that consists ofv andρ(v):

v: · · · ≻ a ≻ · · · ≻ a j ≻ · · · ≻ a1 ≻ · · · ≻ a′1 ≻ · · ·

ρ(v) : · · · ≻ a j ≻ · · · ≻ a ≻ · · · ≻ a′1 ≻ · · · ≻ a1 ≻ · · ·

Permutationρ and the sequenceF1 = {a1, . . . , a j}, F2 = {a2, . . . , a j , a′1}, F3 = {a1, . . . , a j}

witness that this is a (C1, j , C2, j)-symmetric voting situation.

Let B2 consists of all the voting situations constructed from the distinctive votes.

For eachr ∈ {1, . . . , p}, each set ofj−1 positionsR from {1, . . . , p}\{r}, and each voting situation
P, we defineγr,R(P) to be the total (possibly fractional) number of votes fromP that havea j on the
r-th position and that have candidates from{a1, a2, . . . , a j−1} on positions fromR. We defineγ′r,R(P)
analogously, for the votes wherea j is on positionr and candidatesa′1, a2, . . . , a j−1 take positions
from R. We defineβr,R(P) to beγr,R(P)−γ′r,R(P). For example, for eachP ∈ B1 we haveβr,R(P) = 0.

Let us consider voting situations fromB2 which were created from a single Hamiltonian path in
one of the graphs. The distinctive votes for all these votingsituations havea j on the same position;
we denote this position byr. For each such voting situationP, each non-distinctive vote belonging
to P hasa j on a position ahead of positionr. Further, we see that there exist exactly two setsR1

andR2 such thatβr,R1(P) , 0 andβr,R2(P) , 0. These are the sets that correspond to the vertices
connected by the edge from which the distinctive vote forP was created (for one of them, let us
sayR1, we haveβr,R1(P) = 1, and for the other we haveβr,R2(P) = −1; to see that this holds, recall
thata j is ranked on positions ahead ofr in non-distinctive votes and, thus, it suffices to consider the
distinctive vote only).

Now we are ready to explain why the vectors fromB1 ∪ B2 are linearly independent. For each
nontrivial linear combinationL of the vectors fromB1 ∪ B2 we will show thatL cannot be equal to
the zero vector. For the sake of contradiction let us assume thatL = 〈0, . . . , 0〉. We start by showing

14To see why this is the case, recall how the distinctive votes are produced. We have an edge (X,X′) on a Hamiltonian
path in our graph. We setB = X ∩ X′ and{b,b′} = (X \ B) ∪ (X′ \ B). B contains positions of the candidatesa2, . . . ,aj−1,
whereasb andb′ are positions ofa1 anda′1. Without loss of generality, we can takeX = B ∪ {b} and X′ = B ∪ {b′}.
Since—by our assumption here—the positions ofa2, . . . ,aj−1 (i.e., the positions inB) are greater than the position ofaj

(denotedr in the description of distinctive votes construction), forX andX′ to be vertices in the graph, we need bothb
andb′ to be smaller thanr (and, in effect, botha1 anda′1 precedeaj ).
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that all coefficients of vectors fromB2 in L are equal to zero. Again, for the sake of contradiction let
us assume that this is not the case. LetB′2 consist of those vectors fromB2 that appear inL with non-
zero coefficients. Letr be the largest position ofa j in some vote inB′2 (by “largest position” we mean
largest numerically, i.e., for each votev that occurs in some voting situation fromB′2 it holds that
posv(a j) ≤ r). Let B′2,r be the set of all voting situations fromB′2 that have some votes which havea j

on positionr. Each voting situation inB′2,r consists of either two or three votes. However, the votes
belonging to those voting situations which havea j on positionr must be distinctive votes (all non-
distinctive votes for voting situations inB2 havea j on positions ahead ofr). Each such distinctive
vote is built from an edge of a single Hamiltonian path (they come from the same Hamiltonian path
because otherwise they would not havea j on the same position). LetS be a voting situation inB′2,r
that has a distinctive vote built from the latest edge on the path, among the edges that contributed
voting situations toB′2,r (to make this notion meaningful, we orient the path in one of the two
possible ways). LetR1 andR2 be the sets ofj − 1 positions that form this edge. By the reasoning
from the previous paragraph we have thatβr,R1(S) , 0, βr,R2(S) , 0, and one of the following two
conditions must hold (depending on the orientation of the Hamiltonian path that we chose):

1. For each voting situationQ′ in B′2 other thanS we haveβr,R1(Q
′) = 0.

2. For each voting situationQ′ in B′2 other thanS we haveβr,R2(Q
′) = 0.

Further, for eachQ ∈ B1 we haveβr,R1(Q) = βr,R2(Q) = 0. Thus, sinceβr,R1 andβr,R2 are linear
functions, we have that eitherβr,R1(L) , 0 or βr,R2(L) , 0. Thus,L cannot be a zero-vector, which
gives a contradiction.

We have shown that all coefficients of vectors fromB2 used to formL are equal to zero. Thus
L must be a linear combination of vectors fromB1. However, the vectors fromB1 are linearly
independent, which means that ifL is 〈0, . . . , 0〉, then the coefficients of all the vectors fromB1 are
zeros. Thus we conclude that the vectors fromB1 ∪ B2 are linearly independent.

It remains to show thatB1 ∪ B2 indeed forms a base of the kernel ofαC1, j ,C2, j . Since vectors in
B1 andB2 are linearly independent, it suffices to check that the cardinality ofB1∪ B2 is equal to the
dimension of ker(αC1, j ,C2, j ). The number of vectors inB1 ∪ B2 is equal to:

(

p! − p

(

p− 1
j − 1

)

+ p

)

︸                   ︷︷                   ︸

|B1|

+

(

p

(

p− 1
j − 1

)

·
j − 1

j
− p+ 1

)

︸                            ︷︷                            ︸

|B2|

= p! −
p
j

(

p− 1
j − 1

)

+ 1 = p! −

(

p
j

)

+ 1.

This completes our induction. The proof works for arbitrarycommitteesC1 andC2 with |C1∩C2| =

k− 1 due to symmetry offk. �

We are almost ready to show that for committees that differ by one candidate only,fk is a
committee scoring rule, and to derive its committee scoringfunction. However, before we do that
we need to change the domain once again. We will also need somenotions from topology.

Topological Definitions. For every setS in some Euclidean spaceRn, by int(S) we mean the
interior of S, i.e., the largest (in terms of inclusion) open set contained in S. By conv(S) we mean
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the convex hull ofS, i.e., the smallest (in terms of inclusion) convex set that containsS. Finally, by
S we define the closure ofS, i.e., the smallest (in terms of inclusion) closed set that containsS. We
use the concept ofQ-convex sets of Young [60] and we recall his two observations.

Definition 11 (Q-convex sets). A set S⊆ Rn is Q-convex if S⊆ Qn and for each s1, s2 ∈ S and
each q∈ Q, 0 ≤ q ≤ 1, it holds that q· s1 + (1− q) · s2 ∈ S .

Lemma 12(Young [60]). Set S⊆ Rn isQ-convex if and only if S= Qn ∩ conv(S).

Lemma 13(Young [60]). If a set S isQ-convex, thenS = conv(S); moreover,S is convex.

Third Domain Change. In the following arguments, we fix two arbitrary committeesC1 andC2

such that|C1 ∩C2| = k− 1 and focus on them. (In other words, we consider functionfC1,C2 instead
of fk.) In this case, Lemma 11 allows us to change the domain of the function.

Let us consider two voting situationsP andQ such thatαC1,C2(P) = αC1,C2(Q). SinceαC1,C2 is a
linear function, we haveαC1,C2(P−Q) = 〈0, . . . , 0〉. Thus, by Lemma 11, we know thatC1 =P−Q C2.
We can expressQ asQ = P+ (Q− P) and thus, by consistency offC1,C2, we have that:

C1 ≻P C2 ⇐⇒ C1 ≻Q C2.

Consequently, to answer the question “what is the relation between committeesC1 andC2 according
to fC1,C2 in voting situationP?” it suffices to know the valueαC1,C2(P). This is exactly because for
any two profiles,P and Q, with the same values of functionαC1,C2 the result of comparison of
committeesC1 andC2 according tofC1,C2 is the same inP andQ.

In effect, we can restrict the domain offC1,C2 to an
((

m
k

)

− 1
)

-dimensional spaceD:

D =






P ∈ Q(m
k) :

∑

I∈[m]k

P[I ] = 0






.

We interpret elements ofD as the values of the committee position-difference functionαC1,C2 and,
so, the condition

∑

I∈[m]k
P[I ] = 0 corresponds to the property of committee position-difference

functions given in Equation (20). By the argument given prior to the definition ofD, we know that
from the point of view of comparing committeesC1 andC2 using function fC1,C2, the vector of
valuesαC1,C2 provides the same information as a voting situation from which it is obtained. Thus,
we can think of elements ofD as corresponding to voting situations.

Separating Two Committees. We proceed by defining two sets,D1,D2 ⊆ D, such that:

D1 = {P ∈ D : C1 ≻P C2} and D2 = {P ∈ D : C2 ≻P C1}.

That is,D1 corresponds to situations where, according tofC1,C2, committeeC1 is preferred overC2,
andD2 corresponds to the situations where it is the other way round. From consistency offC1,C2, it
follows thatD1 andD2 areQ-convex.
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Let us consider the case wherefC1,C2 is trivial, i.e., for each voting situation it ranksC1 andC2

as equal. By neutrality, it follows thatfk ranks equally each two committeesC′1 andC′2, such that
|C′1 ∩ C′2| = k − 1. This means thatfk (for committees with intersectionk − 1) can be expressed
by means of the trivial committee scoring functionλ ≡ 0. So let us assume thatfC1,C2 is nontrivial
and there is some voting situation where it does not rankC1 andC2 equally. In this case one of the
setsD1 andD2 is nonempty. From neutrality it follows that so is the other one. Now, we move our
analysis fromQ(m

k) to R(m
k), by analyzing the closures of the setsD1 andD2.

Lemma 14. The setsint(D1) andD2 are disjoint, convex, and nonempty relative to D (i.e.,int(D1)∩
D , ∅ andD2 ∩ D , ∅).

Proof. This lemma follows from the results given by Young [60] and Merlin [41]. However, in their
cases the proofs are implicit in the text. We include an explicit proof for the sake of completeness.

From Lemma 13, it follows that the setsD1 andD2 are convex and, thus, the interior int(D1) is
also convex. Now, we prove thatD1 ∪ D2 = D, a fact that will be useful in our further analysis. If
this is not the case, thenD − (D1 ∪ D2) is open inD. Thus, there exists a pointP and an

((
m
k

)

− 1
)

-

dimensional ballB such thatP ∈ B ⊆ D − (D1 ∪ D2). Naturally,C1 =P C2. Thus, for someS ∈ D1,
there exists a (small)x ∈ Q, such thatQ = x · S + (1− x) · P belongs to the ballB. SinceQ belongs
toB, it must be the case thatC1 =Q C2. However, by consistency offC1,C2, we have thatC1 ≻Q C2

and, so, we haveQ ∈ D1. This is a contradiction.
Next, we show that the set int(D1) is nonempty, relatively toD. For the sake of contradiction,

assume that int(D1) ∩ D = ∅. Then, from neutrality, it follows that also int(D2) ∩ D = ∅. Thus,
D1 andD2 are nowhere dense inD,15 and so areD1, D2, andD1 ∪ D2 = D. Consequently, we get
that D is nowhere dense inD, a contradiction with the density ofD in D16 (density ofD follows
immediately from its definition).

To see thatD2∩D is nonempty, it suffices to note thatfk is nontrivial (by assumptions just ahead
of the statement of the lemma) and, so,D2 is nonempty. SinceD2 is a subset of bothD2 andD, we
get thatD2 ∩ D , ∅.

Now we show that int(D1) andD2 are disjoint. For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that
there existsP ∈ D, such thatP ∈ int(D1) and P ∈ D2. From Lemma 13, we get that int(D1) =
int(conv(D1)) = int(conv(D1)). This means thatP ∈ int(conv(D1))∩D2 and, so,P ∈ conv(D1)∩D2.
SinceP ∈ D2, we know thatP ∈ Q(m

k). By Lemma 12 we know thatD1 = Q
(m

k) ∩ conv(D1).
Thus, sinceP ∈ Q(m

k) andP ∈ conv(D1), we know thatP ∈ D1. All in all, it must be the case that
P ∈ D1 ∩ D2, which is a contradiction becauseD1 ∩ D2 = ∅.

Finally, for the sake of contradiction, let us assume that there existsQ ∈ D, such thatQ ∈ int(D1)
and Q ∈ D2. SinceQ ∈ D2, this means that every open set containingQ must have nonempty
intersection withD2. Consequently, int(D1) has nonempty intersection withD2, which—by the
previous paragraph—gives a contradiction. This completesthe proof of the lemma. �

15A subsetA of a topological spaceX is called nowhere dense (inX) if there is no neighborhood inX on whichA is
dense.

16A subsetA of a topological spaceX is dense inX if for every pointx in X, each neighborhood ofx contains at least
one point fromA (i.e.,A has non-empty intersection with every non-empty open subset of X).
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Recovering the Scoring Function. We are finally ready to derive our committee scoring function.
From the classic hyperplane separation theorem, it followsthat there exists a vectorη ∈ R(m

k) such
that (for P ∈ D, by η · P we mean the dot product ofP andη, both treated as

(
m
k

)

dimensional
vectors):

1. For each voting situationP ∈ D2 it holds thatη · P ≤ 0 .

2. For each voting situationP ∈ int(D1) it holds thatη · P > 0.

We note that Lemma 14 allows us to directly apply the hyperplane separation theorem as the sets
int(D1) andD2 are disjoint.17

We now show that ifP ∈ D andη · P > 0, thenP ∈ D1. Sinceη · P > 0, P cannot belong toD2,
but it might be the case thatC1 =P C2. For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that this is the
case. We observe that there exists an

((
m
k

)

− 1
)

-dimensional ballB in D with P ∈ B, such that for

eachS ∈ B we haveC1 �S C2 (this is becauseP does not belong toD2). Let us now consider two
cases.

Case 1. If for eachS ∈ B we haveC1 =S C2, then we proceed as follows. Let us take someQ such
thatC1 ≻Q C2. There must exist some (possibly very small)x such thatS = x·Q+ (1− x) ·P ∈
B. However, from consistency we would get thatC1 ≻S C2, a contradiction.

Case 2. If there existsQ ∈ B such thatC1 ≻Q C2, then we observe that there exists 0< ǫ < 1
such thatS = P−ǫQ

1−ǫ ∈ B. SinceS ∈ B, we have thatC1 �S C2. Further, we have that
P = ǫQ + (1 − ǫ)S. By consistency offC1,C2 we get thatC1 ≻P C2. However, this is a
contradiction.

Next, we show that ifη · P < 0, thenP ∈ D2. For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that
there isP such thatη ·P < 0 butC1 �P C2. Then there exists suchǫ that if |Q−P| < ǫ thenη ·Q < 0
(and soQ < int(D1)). Thus there exists a ballB in D with P ∈ B, such thatB ∩ int(D1) = ∅. Thus,
B ∩ D1 = ∅. We infer that some pointS in B could be represented as a linear combination ofP and
some point fromD1. From consistency we would get thatC1 ≻S C2, a contradiction.

Remark 2. We have shown that for each P∈ D, (a) η · P > 0 implies that P∈ D1 (and, so,
C1 ≻P C2), and (b)η · P < 0 implies that P∈ D2 (and, so, C2 ≻P C1). From symmetry, the same
vectorη works for each pair of committees C1 and C2 such that|C1 ∩C2| = k− 1.

Now we will use continuity to prove that ifη ·P = 0 thenC1 =P C2. For the sake of contradiction
let us assume that this is not the case, i.e., that there exists a voting situationP ∈ D such thatη ·P = 0
but C1 ,P C2. Without loss of generality, let us assume thatC1 ≻P C2. Let Q be a voting situation
such thatη · Q < 0 and soC2 ≻Q C1. For eachx it holds thatη · (xP+ Q) < 0 and soC2 ≻xP+Q C1.
However, this contradicts continuity offk. Thus, for everyP ∈ D, if η · P = 0 thenC1 =P C2.

17This is different from Young’s [60] and Merlin’s [41] approach, who operate on sets with disjoint interiors, but which
do not have to be disjoint on their own.
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From vectorη, we retrieve a committee scoring functionλ. For each committee positionI ∈ [mk]
we setλ(I ) = η[I ]. Now, we can see that for each two committeesC1,C2, and for each voting
situationP ∈ Qm! it holds that (see the comment below for an explanation of what Q is):

scoreλ(C1,P) − scoreλ(C2,P) =
∑

I∈[m]k

(

λ(I ) · pos-weightI (C1,P) − λ(I ) · pos-weightI (C2,P)
)

=
∑

I∈[m]k

λ(I ) · αC1,C2(P)[I ] =
∑

I∈[m]k

η[I ] · αC1,C2(P)[I ] = η · Q,

whereQ ∈ D is the representation ofP in the spaceD (i.e., Q is the vector of values of the com-
mittee position-difference functionαC1,C2 for profile P). From the above inequality we see that
scoreλ(C1,P) > scoreλ(C2,P) implies thatC1 ≻P C2 and that scoreλ(C1,P) = scoreλ(C2,P) implies
thatC1 =P C2. From neutrality we get that the same committee scoring function λ works for every
two committeesC′1 andC′2 with |C′1 ∩C′2| = k − 1

There is one more issue we need to deal with. So far, we gave no argument as to whyλ should
satisfy the dominance property of committee scoring functions (i.e., that ifI andJ are two commit-
tee positions such thatI dominatesJ, thenλ(I ) ≥ λ(J)). However, to get this property it suffices to
assume the committee dominance axiom forfk.

Summarizing our discussion from this section, we get our main result, Theorem A, for the
committeesC1 andC2, with |C1 ∩C2| = k− 1. We continue our analysis in the next section.

5.4 Putting Everything Together: Comparing Arbitrary Comm ittees

In this section we conclude the proof of Theorem A by extending the reasoning from the previous
section to apply to every two committeesC1 andC2 irrespective of the size of their intersection.

Setting Up the Proof. Let fk be ak-winner election rule that is symmetric, consistent, continuous,
and has the committee dominance property. Letλ be the scoring function derived for thisfk as
described at the end of the previous section. We know that foreach two committeesC1 andC2 such
that |C1 ∩C2| = k− 1 and each voting situationP ∈ Qm! it holds that scoreλ(C1,P) > scoreλ(C2,P)
if and only if C1 ≻P C2, and scoreλ(C1,P) = scoreλ(C2,P) if and only if C1 =P C2. We will show
that the same holds for all committeesC1 andC2, irrespective of the size of their intersection. We
will show this by induction overk− |C1 ∩C2|.

Let us fix some valuek′ < k − 1 and let us assume thatλ can be used to distinguish whether
some committeeC1 is preferred over some committeeC2 whenever|C1 ∩ C2| > k′. We will show
that the sameλ can be used to distinguish whether committeeC1 is preferred over committeeC2

when|C1 ∩C2| = k′.
LetC1 andC2 be two arbitrary committees such that|C1∩C2| = k′. Let us rename the candidates

so thatC1 \C2 = {c1, . . . , ck−k′ }, C1 ∩C2 = {ck−k′+1, . . . , ck} andC2 \C1 = {ck+1, . . . , c2k−k′ }.

The Case Where k− k′ Is Even. If k− k′ is even, we consider the following two cases:
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Case 1: There exists a vector of 2k − k′ positions〈p1, . . . , p2k−k′〉 such that:

λ({p1, . . . , pk}) + λ({pk−k′+1, . . . , p2k−k′ }) , 2λ({pk−k′
2 +1, . . . , pk−k′

2 +k}). (21)

Let us consider the committeeC3 = {ck−k′
2 +1, . . . , ck−k′

2 +k}. We consider the vector space of

voting situationsP ∈ Qm! such thatC1 =P C3 andC3 =P C2 (the fact that this is a vector space
follows from the inductive assumption;|C1 ∩C3| = |C2 ∩C3| > k′). The conditionsC1 =P C3

andC3 =P C2 are not contradictory (consider the profile in which each vote is cast exactly
once—in such profile all size-k committees are equivalent with respect tofk). This space has
dimension eitherm! − 2 or m! − 1. This is so, because each of the conditionsC1 =P C3 and
C2 =P C3 boils down to a single linear equation. If these equations are independent then
the dimension ism! − 2. Otherwise, it ism! − 1. By transitivity of fk we get that in each
voting situationP from this space it holds thatC1 =P C2 and that the committee score ofC1

(according toλ) is equal to the committee score ofC2. Let B be a base of this space. Further,
let v be a vote where each candidateci , i ∈ {1, . . . , 2k − k′}, stands on positionpi (recall
Equation (21) above), and letv′ be an identical vote except that candidates fromC1 ∪C2 are
listed in the reverse order (i.e.,c1 is on positionp2k−k′ , c2 is on positionp2k−k′−1 and so on).
Let Sb be a voting situation that consists ofv andv′. The positions ofC1 andC3 in v are:

posv(C1) = {p1, . . . , pk} and posv(C3) = {pk−k′
2 +1, . . . , pk−k′

2 +k}

The positions ofC1 andC3 in v′ are:

posv′(C1) = {pk−k′+1, . . . , p2k−k′ } and posv′(C3) = {pk−k′
2 +1, . . . , pk−k′

2 +k}

Consequently, according to Equation (21), in voting situation Sb the committee score ofC1 is
not equal to that ofC3. By the inductive assumption, it must be the case thatC1 ,Sb C3. This
means that the voting situations inB∪ {Sb} are linearly independent.

We now show thatC1 =Sb C2. Consider a permutationσ (over the candidate set) that swaps
c1 with c2k−k′ , c2 with c2k−k′−1, and so on. We note thatσ(C1) = C2, σ(C2) = C1, and
Sb = σ(Sb). Thus, by symmetry offk, it must be the case thatC1 =Sb C2. Further, the
committee scores ofC1 andC2 are equal inSb.

Altogether, the baseB ∪ {Sb} defines an (m! − 1)-dimensional space of voting situationsP
such thatC1 =P C2 and the committee scores ofC1 andC2 are equal. From Corollary 1 we
know that the set of voting situationsP such thatC1 =P C2 forms a vector space of dimension
m!−1. As a result, we get that for each voting situationP the conditionC1 =P C2 is equivalent
to the condition thatC1 has the same committee score asC2 according toλ.

The fact thatC1 ≻S C2 whenever the committee score ofC1 is greater than that ofC2 follows
from Lemma 7.

Case 2: For each vector of 2k − k′ positions〈p1, . . . , p2k−k′〉 it holds that (note that the condition
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below is a negation of the condition from Case 1):

λ({p1, . . . , pk})−λ({pk−k′
2 +1, . . . , pk−k′

2 +k}) =

λ({pk−k′
2 +1, . . . , pk−k′

2 +k}) − λ({pk−k′+1, . . . , p2k−k′ }).

As before, letC3 = {ck−k′
2 +1, . . . , ck−k′

2 +k}. Since the above equality must hold for each vector

of 2k−k′ positions, we see that if the committee score ofC1 is equal to the committee score of
C3, then the committee score ofC3 is equal to the committee score ofC2. Consequently, by the
inductive assumption, we get thatC1 =P C3 implies thatC3 =P C2. Thus, byfk’s transitivity,
we get that for each voting situationP, the conditionC1 =P C3 implies thatC1 =P C2. As a
consequence of this reasoning, there exists an (m! −1)-dimensional space of voting situations
P such thatC1 =P C2 and such thatC1 has the same committee score asC2. Similarly as in
Case 1, we conclude that for each voting situationP the conditionC1 =P C2 is equivalent to
the condition thatC1 has the same committee score asC2 according toλ, and that it holds that
C1 ≻P C2 whenever the committee score ofC1 is greater than that ofC2 (by Lemma 7).

The Case Where k− k′ ≥ 3 and k− k′ is Odd. Similarly as before we consider two cases:

Case 1: There exists a vector of 2k − k′ positions〈p1, . . . , p2k−k′ 〉 and a numberx ∈ {1, . . . k − k′}
such that:

λ({p1, . . . , pk}) + λ({pk−k′+1, . . . , p2k−k′ }) ,

λ({px, . . . , pk+x−1}) + λ({pk−k′+2−x, . . . , p2k−k′+1−x}).

In this case we can repeat the reasoning from Case 1 from the previous subsection (it suffices
to takeC3 = {cx, . . . , ck+x−1}).

Case 2: For each vector of 2k − k′ positions〈p1, . . . , p2k−k′ 〉 and each numberx ∈ {1, . . . k − k′} it
holds that:

λ({p1, . . . , pk}) + λ({pk−k′+1, . . . , p2k−k′ }) =

λ({px, . . . , pk+x−1}) + λ({pk−k′+2−x, . . . , p2k−k′+1−x}).

The above inequality forx = ⌊ k−k′
2 ⌋ and for x = ⌊ k−k′

2 ⌋ + 1 gives, respectively (note that
k− k′ − ⌊ k−k′

2 ⌋ = ⌈
k−k′

2 ⌉):

λ({p1, . . . , pk}) + λ({pk−k′+1, . . . , p2k−k′ }) =

λ({p
⌊ k−k′

2 ⌋
. . . , pk+⌊ k−k′

2 ⌋−1}) + λ({p⌈ k−k′
2 ⌉+2 . . . , pk+⌈ k−k′

2 ⌉+1}),

and:

λ({p1, . . . , pk}) + λ({pk−k′+1, . . . , p2k−k′ }) =

λ({p
⌊ k−k′

2 ⌋+1 . . . , pk+⌊ k−k′
2 ⌋
}) + λ({p

⌈ k−k′
2 ⌉+1 . . . , pk+⌈ k−k′

2 ⌉
}).
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Together, these two equalities give that:

λ({p
⌊ k−k′

2 ⌋
. . . , pk+⌊ k−k′

2 ⌋−1}) + λ({p⌈ k−k′
2 ⌉+2 . . . , pk+⌈ k−k′

2 ⌉+1}) =

λ({p
⌊ k−k′

2 ⌋+1 . . . , pk+⌊ k−k′
2 ⌋
}) + λ({p

⌈ k−k′
2 ⌉+1 . . . , pk+⌈ k−k′

2 ⌉
}).

Since the above equality holds for each vector of 2k−k′ positions, after renaming the positions,
we get that for each set ofk+ 3 positions〈q1, . . . , qk+3〉 it holds that:

λ({q1, . . . , qk}) + λ({q4, . . . , qk+3}) = λ({q2, . . . , qk+1}) + λ({q3, . . . , qk+2}).

After reformulation we get:

λ({q1, . . . , qk}) − λ({q2, . . . , qk+1}) = λ({q3, . . . , qk+2}) − λ({q4, . . . , qk+3}). (22)

If k is odd, we obtain the following series of equalities (the consecutive equalities, except
for the last one, are consequences of applying Equation (22)to the cyclic shifts of the list
〈q1, q2, . . . , qk+3〉; the last equality breaks the pattern and is a consequence ofapplying Equa-
tion (22) to the list〈qk+2, qk+3, q1, q2, . . . , qk−1, qk+1, qk〉):

λ({q1, . . . , qk}) − λ({q2, . . . , qk+1}) = λ({q3, . . . , qk+2}) − λ({q4, . . . , qk+3})

= λ({q5, . . . , qk+3, q1}) − λ({q6, . . . , qk+3, q1, q2})

= λ({q7, . . . , qk+3, q1, q2, q3}) − λ({q8, . . . , qk+3, q1, q2, q3, q4})

...

= λ({qk+2, qk+3, q1, . . . , qk−2}) − λ({qk+3, . . . , q1, qk−1})

= λ({q1, . . . , qk−1, qk+1}) − λ({q2, . . . , qk+1}),

In consequence, it must be the case thatλ({q1, . . . , qk}) = λ({q1, . . . , qk−1, qk+1}). Thus, by
transitivity, we get thatλ is a constant function (in essence, what we have shown is thatwe
can replace positions in the set ofk positions, one by one, without changing the value of the
committee scoring function). LetC3 = {c2, . . . , ck+1}. Sinceλ is a constant function, then by
the inductive assumption we have that for every voting situation P it holds thatC1 =P C3 and
C3 =P C2. By transitivity we get that for each voting situationP it holds thatC1 =P C2. Thus
our trivial scoring function works correctly onC1 andC2.

Let us now assume thatk is even. Now we obtain the following series of equalities (inthis
case all the consecutive equalities are consequences of applying Equation (22) to the cyclic
shifts of the sequence〈q1, q2, . . . , qk+3〉):

λ({q1, . . . , qk}) − λ({q2, . . . , qk+1}) = λ({q3, . . . , qk+2}) − λ({q4, . . . , qk+3})

= λ({q5, . . . , qk+3, q1}) − λ({q6, . . . , qk+3, q1, q2})

= λ({q7, . . . , qk+3, q1, q2, q3}) − λ({q8, . . . , qk+3, q1, q2, q3, q4})
...

= λ({qk+3, q1, . . . , qk−1}) − λ({q1, . . . , qk})

= λ({q2, . . . , qk+1}) − λ({q3, . . . , qk+2}),
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In consequence, it is the case that:

λ({q1, . . . , qk}) − λ({q2, . . . , qk+1}) = λ({q2, . . . , qk+1}) − λ({q3, . . . , qk+2}),

and this holds for every sequence〈q1, . . . , qk+2〉 of positions. Thus, we get that for each voting
situation in which{c1, . . . , ck} is equivalent to{c2, . . . , ck+1}, it also holds that{c2, . . . , ck+1} is
equivalent to{c3, . . . , ck+2}, it also holds that{c3, . . . , ck+2} is equivalent to{c4, . . . , ck+3}, etc.
Let C3 = {c2, . . . , ck+1}. From the preceding reasoning we have that for each voting situation
P the fact that it holds thatC1 =P C3 implies thatC1 =P C2. We conclude the proof in the
same way as in the case of evenk− k′ (Case 2). Specifically, we conclude that there exists an
(m! − 1)-dimensional space of voting situationsP such thatC1 =P C2 and such thatC1 has
the same committee score asC2. This means that for each voting situationP the condition
C1 =P C2 is equivalent to the condition thatC1 has the same committee score asC2 according
to λ, and that it holds thatC1 ≻P C2 whenever the committee score ofC1 is greater than that
of C2 (by Lemma 7).

The End. We have shown that if ak-winner rule is symmetric, consistent, continuous, and hasthe
committee-dominance property, then it is a committee scoring rule. On the other hand, committee
scoring rules satisfy all these conditions. This completesour proof of Theorem A.

6 Conclusions

We have provided an axiomatic characterization of committee scoring rules, a new class of mul-
tiwinner voting rules recently introduced by Elkind et al. [17]. Committee scoring rules form a
remarkably general class of multiwinner systems that consists of many nontrivial rules with a va-
riety of applications. Thus, our characterization constitutes a fundamental framework for further
axiomatic studies of this fascinating class and makes an important step towards their understand-
ing. We mention that various properties of committee scoring rules, and the internal structure of
the class, were already studied by Elkind et al. [17] and Faliszewski et al. [20, 19]. However, they
mostly focused on specific rules and on subclasses of the whole class, while this work distinguishes
the class of committee scoring rules among the universe of multiwinner voting rules.

Our Theorem A required developing a set of useful tools and new concepts, such as decision
rules. We believe that they are an interesting notion that deserves further study.
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