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Abstract

Committee scoring rules form a rich class of aggregatoretdre’ preferences for the pur-
pose of selecting subsets of objects with desired progerig., a shortlist of candidates for
an interview, a representative collective body such as kapant, or a set of locations for a
set of public facilities. In the spirit of celebrated Youagharacterization result that axiom-
atizes single-winner scoring rules, we provide an axiomeltiaracterization of multiwinner
committee scoring rules. We show that committee scoringgredespite forming a remarkably
general class of rules—are characterized by the set of fandard axioms, anonymity, neutral-
ity, consistency and continuity, and by one axiom specifimtdtiwinner rules which we call
committee dominance. In the course of our proof, we devedopral new notions and tech-
nigues. In particular, we introduce and axiomatically eltéerize multiwinner decision scoring
rules, a class of rules that broadly generalizes the weadlsknmajority relation.

1 Introduction

One of the most influential results in social choice, Arrow'gpossibility theorem [1], states that
when voters have three or more distinct alternatives (cie$) to choose from, no social welfare
function can map the ranked preferences of individualsaritansitive social preference order while
satisfying four axioms called unrestricted domain, noetatdrship, Paretofieciency, and indepen-
dence of irrelevant alternatives. Arrow’s axioms are reabte at the individual level of cognition
but appeared too strong to require from a social perspefttive seems particularly true for the
independence of irrelevant alternatives axiom). The tesab negative but it had two important
conseguences. First, knowing what is impossible to achieumportant. Second, Arrow created
a framework for developing a positive approach to the sathalce theory, i.e., a framework for
investigations of what is actually possible to achieveekd] numerous axiomatic characterizations
of existing voting rules followed Arrow’s work (these ar@toumerous to list here, see the survey of
Chebotarev and Shamis [13] for a comprehensive list of shahecterizations, as well as Section 2
where we outline work related to ours). This was foreshadotwea certain extent by May who in
a highly original paper axiomatically characterized tha@e 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 ntx@aonsiderations. Hence a
discovery of an axiomatic characterization for a votingerid hard to overestimate. When we ax-
iomatically characterize a rule, we are discovering setaxidms that we know in advance are
consistent (in particular, the rule that is characterizatisBes all of them). This is, in fact, where
the normative theory begins: a commitment to a particulaingorule is a commitment to the set
of axioms that define this rule. Now, if electoral designesspare two voting rules, they can look
at them from diferent ‘angles’ where each axiom provides them with a ceftaén’ of the rule.
These ‘views’ can be interpreted as behavioral charattsrig/ith normative implications. Com-
parisons of such characteristics can cause an electolighdeso prefer one rule to another.

In the process of investigating various voting rules, sgvaxioms were identified that are not
only reasonable at the individual level but also leave ehawgm for a wide class of procedures
for aggregating preferences of the society. Among them pbifee most important is consistenty,
introduced by Smith [56] and adopted by Young [62]. Consisgesays that if two societies decide
on the same set of options and if both societies prefer optimnoptiony, then the union of these
two societies should also prefeto y. Amazingly, together with the symmetry (which says that all
alternatives and all voters are treated equally) and coityjA consistency uniquely defines the class
of scoring social welfare functions [56, 62], which are atatled positionalist voting rules [28, 44]
or, perhaps more commonly, positional scoring rules. Thakes are defined as follows. Given
voters’ rankings over alternatives, each alternativespaints from each voter’s ranking depending
on its position in that ranking. The alternatixds then at least as high in the social orderyat
the total number of points thatgarnered from all the voters is at least as large ag.f¥oung also
obtained a similar axiomatic characterization of socialick functions [60], which, unlike social
welfare functions, determine only the winner(s). Theseattarizations of scoring rules made it
possible to axiomatize some particular scoring rules, mosibly Borda [59] and Plurality [49]
(see also the work of Merlin [41] for a refined presentationYofing’s result, and the survey of
Chebotarev and Shamis [13] for a comprehensive list of aatancharacterizations of voting rules).

The study of single-winner voting rules is now well-advah§®, 2]. This is not the case for the
multi-winner voting rules, i.e., for the rules that aim at&ing committees. The only success in their
axiomatic study was Debord’s characterization of kiH@orda voting rule [16] by methods similar
to Young's. In this paper we provide axiomatic charactéiraof committee scoring rules—the
multiwinner analogues of single-winner scoring ruleserdty introduced by Elkind et al. [17]—in
the style of Smith’s and Young’s results for the single-vanoase [56, 62].

In our model of a multiwinner election, we are given a set ofdidates, a collection of voters
with preferences over these candidates, and an inkegemultiwinner voting rule is an algorithm
that allows us to compare any two committees (i.e., two dslifecandidates of siZg on the basis
of preferences of the voters and, in particular, it allowsaiglentify the best committee. In other
words, multiwinner voting rules are assumed to produce Wiealar orders over the committees.
Multiwinner elections of this type are interesting for a rhem of reasons, and, in particular, due
to a wide range of their applications. For example, we maymgkiwinner elections to choose a
country’s parliament, to identify a list of webpages a skancgine should display in response to a

In Smith's terminology, separability [56].
2In Smith’s terminology, Archimedean [56]



query, to choose locations for a set of facilities (e.g. pitass or fire stations) in a city, to short-list a
group of candidates for a position or a prize, to decide whéathof products a company shoulfier

to its customers (if there is a limited advertising spacegwen as part of a genetic algorithm [18].
There are many other applications and we point the readbetaorks of Lu and Boutilier [38, 39],
Elkind et al. [17], and Skowron et al. [54] for more detailedadissions of them (including the
applications mentioned above).

Multiwinner voting rules diter from their single-winner counterparts in several imaottas-
pects. First of all, some multiwinner voting rules take iacount possible interdependence be-
tween the committee members—the issue which does not ekist whe goal is to select a single
winning candidate. The valuation of a candidate may dep@tdmnly on the voters’ preferences
but also on who the other committee members would be. For ghegiin some cases it is important
to diversify the committee, e.g., when we are choosing lonatfor a set of facilities like hospi-
tals, when we are choosing a set of advertisements (witkirgitren budget) to reach the broadest
possible audience of customers, or when we want to providertaic level of proportionality of
representation in a collective body such as a parliament.

Identifying the class of committee scoring rules has beegcant, important step on the way
of getting a better understanding of multiwinner votingesi[17]. Committee scoring rules extend
their single-winner counterparts as follows. Let us reitelt a single-winner scoring rule is based on
a scoring function that, given a position of a candidate ionta {that is, in the ranking of candidates
provided by the voter), outputs the number of points thatddmedidate gets from this particular
voter. The overall score of a candidate in the election isstira of the points she gets from all the
votes, and the candidate with the highest overall score.Wwirthe case of committee scoring rules,
we elect not a single candidate but a committee of kiz® we need a flierent notion of a position.
Specifically, we say that the position of a committee in a givete is the set of positions of its
members in this vote. A committee scoring function thengasspoints to each possible position of
a committee (withm candidates and committee sizethere ar T such committee positions) and
the total score of a committee is the sum of the points it gets fall the voters. Then committeé
is at least as good as committéef the total number of points that committéereceives is at least
as large as the number of points of committe&Ve view committee scoring rules as social welfare
functions, generalized to the multiwinner setting; in trespect, our approach is closer to that of
Smith [56], Young [62], and Merlin [41] rather than to thatYafung [60].

Although this generalization of single-winner voting reif® committee scoring rules is quite
natural, one can expect much more diversity in the multi@intase. And this is indeed the case:
the committee scoring rules form a remarkably wide class oltiminner election rules, which
includes simple “best” rules such as SNTV dk-Borda (which seleck candidates that are ranked
first most often, or that have the highest Borda scores, céigply), more involved rules, such as the
Chamberlin—Courant rule [12] that focuses on providingpprtional representation, or even more
complex selection procedures, such as the variants of th&-B&%ed rules of Skowron et al. [54]
and Aziz et al. [6], or decomposable rules of Faliszewskil .€tl&] with applications reaching far
beyond political science.

Itis, therefore, remarkable that the committee scoringsadmit an axiomatic characterization
very similar in spirit to the celebrated characterizatiésingle-winner scoring rules. Our first main



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 symmetgonsistent, continuous, and satisfies
committee dominance.

Let us give an informal description of the axioms in this elwderization and explain the appear-
ance of committee dominance among them. Symmetry, as inrthkesvinner case, simply means
that all the voters and candidates are treated in a uniforyn Was is a standard, widely accepted
requirement, and cannot be disputed if the society adhertgetbasic principles of equality both
for the voters and for the candidates.

The requirement of consistency is easily adapted to theiwiniter case. It says that if there
are two groups of voters and for both of them our voting rulenshthat committe€; is at least as
good as committe€,, then the rule must show th@j is at least as good & when the two groups
join together in a single electorate. We saw that in the casmgle-winner rules this requirement is
rather appealing. Rejecting it would befatiult to justify from the point of view of social philosophy
as it would mean that we treat large and small societiffsrently.

Let us now explain continuity. Again two societies are im@al. Suppose that for the first one
the voting rule outputs that committ€x is at least as good as committ&gand for the second one
it outputs the opposite conclusion, that commii@es strictly better than committe@;. Then, if
we join together the first society and the second societyecl@ufficiently many times, then for the
combined society the rule will output th@p is strictly better than committe@;. That is, continuity
ensures that large enough majority of a population alwatsitgechoice®

Now, we move to the new axiom which we call committee domiearithis axiom requires
that if there are two committeeX, andY, such that every voter can pair the candidateX imith
candidates irY into a sequence of pairg y1), ..., (X, Yk) So that for every pairx, y;) this voter
weakly prefersx; to y;, then the society weakly prefe¥sto Y. This is an incarnation, in the case
of multiwinner rules, of the famous Pareto Principle whislihe least disputable principle in social
choice. Any libertarian philosopher would agree that iftsacconcept like social preference is at
all used, then it should be derived in some systematic waw firadividual preferences, and this
inevitably leads to the Pareto Principle. The requiremécbmmittee dominance is, in fact, a part
of the definition of committee scoring rules [17], so it catio@avoided here. Committee dominance
can also be seen as a weak form of monotonicity (see the wbEd&iad et al. [17] and Faliszewski
et al. [19] for extended discussions of various multiwinmamotonicity notions). In his definition
of scoring functions, Young disregards monotonicity cdagitions and his scoring functions can
assign a higher score to a lower position, but if one were ¢otlis standard definition of a single-
winner scoring rule which is predominantly used in socialich and which stipulates that a higher
position yields a number of points that is at least as higlorariy lower position, then one would
have to add to Young's characterization an axiom enfordiegRareto Principle too.

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

3Smith refers to continuity as the Archimedean property drisl is a better name for it but, we stick to Young's
terminology.



Young’s analysis heavily relies on the fact that for any twdeved pairs of candidatea;(ay) and
(b1, bo) there is a permutation of the set of candidates that ragpshb, anda, to b,. This however
fails for two pairs of committeegJ;, C,) and Cs, C4) since the intersectionS; N C, andC3z N Cy
may have dferent cardinalities. As a result, the neutrality axiom (syetry with respect to the
candidates) has much less bite in the context of multiwiefegtions.

Our approach is based on the novel concept of a decisionaylaK-decision rule if we fix the
cardinalityk of the committees involved). Given a profile of the society &mo committees of size
k, ak-decision rule tells us which committee is better for thisisty (or that they are equally good).
However, as opposed to our multiwinner rules, decisionsrake not required to be transitive (e.g.,
it is perfectly legal for a decision rule to say that comnat€ is better tharC,, thatC, is better
thanCs, and thatCs is better tharC,). We note that all the properties of symmetry, consistemt)/ a
continuity are equally applicable to decision rules as tdtimunner rules.

In the class of decision rules, we distinguish the class ofstlen scoring rules that is much
broader than the class of committee scoring rules. A detisioring rule stipulates that any linear
order in the profile, ‘awards’ points (positive or negatite)pairs of committees. If in a ranking
committeesC; andC, have, respectively, committee positidasandl,, then this pair of committees
getsd(l, I2) points fromv, whered is a certain function that returns real values. The scorenof a
ordered pair of committee€(, C,) is the total number of points that this pair gets from ale&n
orders of the profile. If the score is positive, thénis strictly preferred ove€,. If it is negative,
thenC, is strictly preferred ove€,. Otherwise, if the score is zero, the two committees areated|
equally good. Decision scoring rules, while a bit counteeiitive at first, are a very general and
useful notion. For example, one can easily show a decisiorirgerule that generates the standard
majority relation, where alternativeeis preferred to alternativie if and only if more voters placa
higher tharb than the other way around.

As indicated above, decision scoring rules are a very brized that goes far beyond committee
scoring rules. It is, therefore, quite surprising that we sall obtain an axiomatic characterization
for them (especially that it uses the same axioms as Youhggacterization 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, consistentlaontinuous.

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

This paper is organized as follows. First, in Section 2 weulis related work and then, in
Section 3, we provide necessary background regardingwniitter elections and committee scoring
rules. In Section 4 we formally describe the axioms that weeinsour characterization. Section 5
contains our main result and its proof. The proof is quit®ivwed and is divided into two parts. First,
we provide a variant of our characterization for decisiolesyfor this part of the proof, we use a
technique that is very fferent from that used by Young). Second, we build an induangament

5



with Young's characterization providing us with the indoatbase to obtain our final result (while
this part of the proof is inspired by Young's ideas, it usew mechnical approaches and tricks),
using results from the first part as tools. We conclude iniSe@.

2 Related Work

Axiomatic characterizations of single-winner electiotesuhave been actively studied for quite a
long time. Indeed, the classical theorem of Arrow [1] andrilated, and equally important, result
of Gibbard [29] and Satterthwaite [51] can be seen as axicroharacterizations of the dictatorial
rule* (however, typically these theorems are considered as isitplity results, taking the view of
an electoral designer). Other well-known axiomatic chisméations of single-winner rules include
the characterizations of the majority rtildue to May [40] and Fishburn [22], severaffdrent char-
acterizations of the Borda rule [59, 32, 25, 56] and the Rtyraile [49, 14], the characterization of
the Kemeny rul&[61], the characterization of the Antiplurality rule [8héthe characterizations of
the approval voting rufedue to Fishburn [43] and Sertel [52]. Freeman et al. [27] psegl an ax-
iomatic characterization of rufiomethods, i.e., methods that proceed in multiple roundsmaadéh
round eliminate a subset of candidates (the single traaisfervote (STV) rule, a rule used, e.g., in
Australia, is perhaps the best known example of such a radgselimination rule). Still, in terms
of axiomatic properties, single-winner scoring rules ape be the best understood single-winner
rules. Some of their axiomatic characterizations were @sed by Gardenfors [28], Smith [56] and
Young [60] (we refer the reader to the survey of Chebotarel Simamis [13] for an overview of
these characterizations). For a number of voting rules famraatic characterizations are yet known.

Probabilistic single-winner election rules have also baesubject of axiomatic studies. For
instance, Gibbard [30] investigated strategyproofnegzababilistic election systems and blue his
result can be seen as an axiomatic characterization oftldenadictatorship rule. Brandl et al. [10],
by studying diferent types of consistency of probabilistic single-winglection rules, characterized
the function returning maximal lotteries, first proposedHighburn [26].

The state of research on axiomatic characterizations ofiwinher voting rules is far less ad-
vanced. Indeed, we are aware of only one unconditional ctexiaation of a multiwinner rule:
Debord has characterized theBorda rule as the only rule that satisfies neutrality, faitiess,
consistency, and the cancellation property [16]. Yet,déhexists an interesting line of research,
where the properties of multiwinner election rules are isildA large bulk of this literature fo-
cuses on the principle of Condorcet consistency [7, 33, 84 ahd on approval-based multiwinner
rules [35, 36, 6, 5]. Properties of other types of multiwine&ection rules have been studied by
Felsenthal and Maoz [21], Elkind et al. [17], and—in a somawdiferent context—Skowron [53].

4Under the dictatorial voting rule, the winner is the cantidaost preferred by a certain fixed voter (the dictator).

5The majority rule is defined for the set of two candidates dhbelects the one out of two candidates that is preferred
by the majority of the voters.

5The Kemeny rule, given the set of rankings over the altevestireturns a ranking that minimizes the sum of the
Kendall tau [34] distances to the rankings provided by thenso

"In the approval rule, each voter expresses his or her prefeseby providing a set of approved candidates. A candi-
date that was approved by most voters is announced as themwinn



In their efort to analyze axiomatic properties of multiwinner rulekkiid et al. [17] introduced
the notion of committee scoring rules, the main focus of theent work. Committee scoring rules
were later studied axiomatically and algorithmically byliEsewski et al. [19, 20]. In particular,
they have identified many interesting subclasses of corenitoring rules and found that most
committee scoring rules are NP-hard to compute, but in masgsthere are good approximation
algorithms (the work on the complexity of committee scornnf@es can be traced to the studies of
the complexity of the Chamberlin—Courant rule, initiatgdAvocaccia, Rosenschein and Zohar [46]
and continued by Lu and Bouitilier [38], Betzler et al. [9],dagkowron et al. [55]). The axiomatic
part of the works of Faliszewski et al. [19, 20], has lead,artipular, to characterizations of several
multiwinner voting rules within the class of committee sogrrules. They showed that SNTV is
the only nontrivial weakly separable representation-éeclrule, Bloc is the only nontrivial weakly
separable tof-counting rule, and th&-approval-based Chamberlin—Courant rule is the only non-
trivial representation-focused and tkgounting rule® (For brevity, we omit exact description of
these properties here and point the readers to the origaperp.)

Skowron et al. [54] has studied a family of multiwinner rutbat are based on utility values of
the alternatives instead of preference orders, and whese thtilities are aggregated using ordered
weighted average operators (OWA operators) of Yager [98le same class, but for approval-based
utilities, first appeared in early works of the Danish polymahorvald N. Thiele [57] and was later
studied by Forest Simmohsand Aziz et al. [6, 5]). It is easy to express these OWA-bastbras
committee scoring rules.

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

Intransitive preference relations have also been studyedubinstein [50] and by Nitzan and
Rubinstein [42]. Rubinstein [50] shows axiomatic charaz&tion of scoring systems among rules
which take input preferences in the form of tournaments,d@mplete, assymetric (possibly intran-
sitive) relations. Nitzan and Rubinstein [42], on the othand, provide axiomatic characterization

8These characterizations are, in a sense, syntactic, etheiproperties they rely on describe syntactic features
of committee scoring functions. Faliszewski et al. [19, 88 provide some semantic characterizations. For example
within the class of committee scoring rules, a rule is wealdparable if and only if it is non-crossing monotone and,
if a rule is fixed-majority consistent, then it is top-k-coimg. In efect, they characterize the Bloc rule as a committee
scoring rule that is non-crossing monotone and fixed-nigjoansistent.

9See the description in the overview of Kilgour [35].



of the Borda rule, assuming each voter can have intrangtiefrences.

3 Multiwinner Voting and Decision Rules

In this section we provide necessary background regardimigjvamner elections and committee
scoring rules, as well as a definition of our novel concepteaigion rules. For each positive integer
t, by [t] we mean the sdfl, ..., t}, and by f]x we mean the set of ak-element subsets of][ For
each seK and eactk € N, by Si(X) we denote the set of dttelement subsets &f (so, in particular,
we have thaBy([t]) = [t]k). For a given seK, by II.(X) andII.(X) we denote the set of all linear
orders oveiX and the set of all weak orders ovérrespectively.

3.1 Multiwinner Elections

LetA = {ay,...,an} be the set of all the candidates, andNet {1, 2, ...} be the set of all possible
voters. We refer to the members $f(A) as sizek committees, or, simply, as committees, when
k is clear from the context. For each finite sub¥ett N, by £(V) we denote the set of a\V/|-
element tuples of elements frofh. (A), indexed by elements &f. We refer to elements #?(V) as
preference profiles for the set of votafsWe setP = {P € P(V) : V is a finite subset oN} to be
the set of all possible preference profiles. For each pnetergrofileP € #, by Vot(P) we denote
the set of all the voters iR (in particular, we have that for ea¢he P(V) it holds that VotP) = V).
For each profild® and each votev € Vot(P), by P(v) we denote the preference ordendh P.

Our proof approach crucially relies on using what we kadlecision rulesA k-decision rule {,

fi: P — (Sk(A) x Sk(A) - {-1,0,1}),

is a function that for each preference profite= P provides a mappingfx(P): Sk(A) x Sk(A) —
{—1,0,1}, such that for each two sizecommitteesC; and C, it holds that fx(P)(C1,Cy) =
- f(P)(Cy, C1). We interpretfi(P)(Cy, Co) = 1 as saying that at profile the society prefers com-
mittee C; over committeeC, and we denote this &; >p C, (we omit fx from this notation
because it will always be clear from the context). Similawe interpretfi(P)(C1,C,) = 0 as say-
ing that at profileP the society views the committees as equally good (denGteep C,) and
fk(P)(C1, Cy) = —1 as saying that at profile the society prefer€, to C; (denotedC, >p C1). We
write C; >p C, if C; >p C, or C; =p C,, which is equivalent tdy(P)(C1,C) > 0. Sometimes,
whenP is a more involved expression, we wri@ >[P] C, instead ofC; >p C, andCy =[P] C,
instead ofC; =p C,. By C; <p C, we mearC;, >p C4, and byC; <p C, we mearC, >p C;.

A k-winner election rule fis ak-decision rule that additionally satisfies the transiiviéquire-
ment, i.e., it is &-decision rule such that for each profffeand each three committe€s, C,, and
Cs3 of sizek it satisfies the following condition:

Ci1>pCyr and C, >p C3 = C1 >p Cas.

A multiwinner election rulef is a family (fx)keny Of k-winner election rules, with onlkewinner rule
for each committee siZe We remark that often multiwinner rules are defined to simpturn the



set of winning committees, whereas in our case they implidefine weak orders over all possible
committees of a given size. Since the number of such comasiitehuge, we believe that giving a
concise algorithm for comparing committees—this is whaiaaditive decision rule is—is the right
way to define a multiwinner analog of a social welfare funttio

3.2 Committee Scoring Rules and Decision Scoring Rules

Committee Scoring Rules For a preference order € I1..(A), by pos.(a) we denote the position
of candidatea in x (the top-ranked candidate has position 1 and the bottolkedhnandidate has
position m). A single-winner scoring functiory: [m] — R assigns a humber of points to each
position in a preference order so thdt) > y(i + 1) for all i € [m— 1]. For example, the Borda
scoring functions: [m] — N, is defined ag(i) = m— i. Similarly, for eacht € [m], we define
thet-Approval scoring functiongt, so thata(i) = 1 fori < t anday(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 casmmimittees in the following
way. For a preference ordere II.(A) and a committe€ e Si(A), by pos(C) we mean the set
pos,(C) = {pos,(a) : a € C}. By acommittee scoring function for committees of sizeséx mean
a functiona: [m]x — R, that for each element oftflk, interpreted as a position of a committee in
some vote, assigns a score. A committee scoring function atessatisfy the following dominance
requirement. Let andJ be two sets frommk (i.e., two possible committee positions) such that
I ={is,...,ikhIJ={jr,..., jkpwithiy <--- <igandji < --- < jk. We say that dominates] if for
eacht € [K] we havei; < j; (note that this notion might be referred to as “weak domieams well,
since a set dominates itself).lllominates], then we require that(l) > A(J). For each set of voters
V C N and each preference profile € P(V), by scorg(C, P) we denote the total score that the
voters fromV assign to committe€. Formally, we have that sco€, P) = Y.vevorp) 1(POSpy) (C))-
By a committee scoring functiowe 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 @ommittee scoring ruléd
there exists a committee scoring functibeuch that for each two equal-size committegsad G,
we have that € >p C; if and only if scorg(Cq, P) > scorg(Cy, P), and G =p C; if and only if
scorg(Cy, P) = scorg(Co, P).

Committee scoring rules were introduced by Elkind et al] [diid were later studied by Fal-
iszewski et al. [20, 19] (closely related notions were coeed by Thiele [57], Skowron et al. [54]
and by Aziz et al. [5, 6]). Below we present some examples ofradtee scoring rules by specifying
the actions of the corresponding committee scoring funstmnl = {i4, ..., i} withiy <--- <i:

1. The single non-transferable vote (SNTV) rule uses sgdtinctionAsytv(l) = Z{;l a1(i¢). In
other words, for a given voter it assigns score 1 to every citimethat contains her highest-
ranked candidate, and it assigns score zero otherwise.i§HBNTV selects the committee
of k candidates with the highest plurality scores.

2. The Bloc rule uses functiofgioc(l) = Z't‘:l ax(iy), i.e., the score a committee gets from a
single vote is the number of committee members positionedngnthe topk candidates in
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this vote. Bloc selects the committee with the highest tetalre accumulated from all the
voters (and one can see that it seldctandidates with the highektApproval scores).

3. Thek-Borda rule uses functiofy.gorga(l) = Zi(:lﬁ(it), i.e., the score a committee gets from a
single vote is the sum of the Borda scores of the committeelreesnit selects the committee
with the highest total score (and one can see that this cdearibnsists df candidates with
the highest Borda scores).

4. The classical Chamberlin—Courant rule [12] is definedbh the scoring functiofs.cc(l) =
B(i1) (recall that we assumed thigt < --- < iy). Intuitively, under the Chamberlin—Courant
rule the highest-ranked member of a committee is treatedeasepresentative for the given
voter, and this voter assigns the score to the committed &mtlee Borda score of his or her
representative.

5. Thet-Approval-Based Proportional Approval Voting rule [57,, 35 6, 54] (thea:-PAV rule,

for short) is defined by the scoring functiag,.pav(l) = Z‘le T:!'a’t(ij). Thus, the score that a
voterv assigns to a committe@ increases (almost) logarithmically with the number of mem-
bers ofS located among the tappreferred candidates by The use of logarithmic function,
implemented by the sequence of harmonic weighi$/41/3,...) ensures some interesting
properties pertaining to proportional representatiorhefvoters [5], and allows one to view
a-PAV as an extension of the d’Hondt method of apportionmdid fo the setting where
voters can vote for individual candidates rather than fotigs[45].

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

Decision Scoring Rules Decision scoring rulesire our main example d¢fdecision rules. These
rules are similar to committee scoring rules, but with thiftedgence that the scores of two committees
cannot be computed independently. Specifically, for eaéghgfacommittee positionslg, I,) we
define a numerical value, the score that a voter assigns fmaihef committees@;, C,) under the
condition thatC, andC, stand in this voter's preference order on positibpandl,, respectively.

If the total score of a pair of committee€ C,) is positive, therC; is preferred ovelC,; if it is
negative, theit, is preferred ove€y; if it is equal to zero, thelC; andC, are seen by this decision
rule as equally good.

Definition 2 (Decision scoring rules)Let d: [m]x x [m]x — R be adecision scoring functigrthat
is, a function that for each pair of committee positidhs I,), where L, I, € [m]k, returns a score
value (possibly negative), such that for eagtahd b, it holds that dl4, 1,) = —d(l», 11). For each
preference profile B # and for each pair of committed€,, C,), we define the score:

scorg(C1,C2,P) = > d(P0sp(Cr), Posp((C2))- (1)
veVot(P)

A k-decision rule is @ecision scoring rulé there exists a decision scoring function d such that for
each preference profile P and each two committegar@ G it holds that: (i) G >p C; if and only
if scorg(Cy,Cyp, P) = 0, and (ii) C; =p C, if and only ifscorg(Cy, C,, P) = 0.
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As we have indicated throughout the introduction and thateel work discussion, one of the
arguments in favor of decision scoring rules is that theyegalize the notion of a majority relation:
For committee siz& = 1 we definedmaj({i}, {i2}) = 1if iy < i> anddmqj({iv}, {i2}) = =1 if iz > ia.

A candidatex s preferred to candidateif and only if more voters placg ahead ofy than the other
way around. Naturally, each committee scoring rule is amgte 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 ctaxfaation of committee scoring
rules. The properties expressed by these axioms are nattreagjhtforward generalizations of the
respective properties from the world of single-winner ttets. We formulate them for the case of
k-decision rules (for a given value &, but sincek-winner rules are a type ddecision rules, the
properties apply té&-winner rules as well. For each of our propertigswe say that a multiwinner
election rulef = {f}ken satisfiesP if fy satisfiesp for eachk € N.

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

Definition 3 (Anonymity). We say that a k-decision rulg fs anonymousf for each two (not
necessarily dferent) sets of voters,V’ € N such thatV| = |V’|, for each bijectiornp: V — V’

and for each two preference profilegs P P(V) and B € P(V’) such that R(v) = P2(o(v)) for each
v e V, it holds that §(P;) = fk(P>).

Let o be a permutation of the set of candidatesFor a committeeC, by o-(C) we mean the
committee{o(C): ¢ € C}. For a linear order € I1.(A), by o(r) we denote the linear order such that
for each two candidatesandb we havean b < o(a) o(n) o(b). For a givenk-decision rule
fx and profileP, by o-(fx(P)) we mean the function such that for each two s&z®mmmitteesC; and
C, it holds thato(fk(P))(07(C1), 0(C2) = f(P)(C1, Cy).

Definition 4 (Neutrality) A k-decision rule \fis neutralif for each permutatiorr- of A and each
two preference profiles PP, over the same set of voters V, such thafP = o(P2(v)) for each
v eV, it holds that §(P1) = o(fk(P2)).

A rule that is anonymous and neutral is callsgmmetric We note that our definition of
anonymity resembles the ones used by Young [60] or Merlif fdther than the traditional ones,
as presented by May [40] or Arrow [1]. Theffdirence comes from the fact that we (just like Young
and Merlin) need to consider elections with variable setgobérs. The next axiom, in particular,
describes a situation where two elections with disjoing sét/oters are merged. Given two profiles
P andP’ over the same set of alternatives and with disjoint sets wrgpbyP + P’ we denote the
profile that consists of all the voters frofhand P’ with their respective preferences.

Definition 5 (Consistency) A k-decision rule fis consistenif for each two profiles P and 'Rover
disjoint sets of voters, ¥ N and V c N, and each two committeeg,C, € Sk(A), () if C1 >p Cy
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and G, >p Cy, then it holds that € >p.p C5, and (ii) if C; >p Cy and G >p Cy, then it holds
that C; >p.p Co.

In some sense, consistency is the most essential elemeatinfyd characterization, that distin-
guishes single-winner scoring rules from the other singleer rules. In particular, it means that
the rule treats small electorates in the same way as it tisrges ones.

In the framework of social welfare functions (and our demisiules are analogues of those) it is
important to distinguish consistency and reinforcemeitras. If we were to express the reinforce-
ment axiom in our language, it would be worded in the same gahe consistency axiom, except
that the conclusion would only apply to profil®sand P’ such thatf(P) = f«(P’) (i.e., when the
entire rankings produced by the rule for profikandP’ coincide). On the other hand, the premise
of consistency requires only thfP) and f(P’) agree on the ranking & andC’ which is a much
weaker requirement thafa(P) = fk(P’). As a result, the consistency axiom is much stronger than
the reinforcement axiom. For example, Kemeny’s social avelffunction satisfies reinforcement
but not consistency. (We point the reader to the work of Yoand Levenglick for an axiomatic
characterization of the Kemeny’s rule [61] using the reioément axiom.)

Remark 1. In our proofs, we often use the consistency axiom in theviitig way. Let G and G
be two committees and let P and Q be two profiles over disjatsrsets, such thatC>p.q Co
and G =p Cy. Using consistency, we conclude that €5 C,. Indeed, if, for example, it were the
case that G >q C; then by consistency (as applied to merging profiles P and Qyadd have to
conclude that @ >p,q C1 which is the opposite to what is assumed.

The next axiom concerns the dominance relation between dbeenpositions and specifies a
basic monotonicity condition (it can also be viewed as a fofrRareto dominance).

Definition 6 (Committee Dominance)A k-decision rule fhas the committee dominance property
if for every profile P and every two committeeg C, € Sk(A) the following holds: If for every vote
v € Vot(P) we have thaposy,)(C1) dominategpos,,(C2), then G >p Ca.

The definition of committee scoring rules requires thatig a committee scoring function (for
committee siz&) andl andJ are two committee positions such thatominates], thena(l) > A(J).
That is, committee scoring rules have the committee donemanoperty by definition and, thus, we
include this axiom in our characterization. Young [60] dt mclude axioms of this form because
he allowed scoring functions to assign lower scores to migbsitions.

Finally, we define the continuity property, which ensurest tha certain set of voterg prefers
C1 overC,, then for each set of vote¥§, disjoint fromV, there exists some (possibly large) number
n, such that if we clon®¥ exactlyntimes and add such a profile\®, then in this final profileC; will
be preferred t&€, (note that when we speak of cloning voters, we implicitlyuases that the decision
rule is anonymous and that the identities of the cloned satemot matter). Thus, continuity might
be viewed as a kind of “large enough majority always getshtgae” principle.

Definition 7 (Continuity). An anonymous k-decision rulgi$ continuousf for each two committees
C1, C, € Sk(A) and each two profiles Pand P, where G >p, Cp, there exists a number@&NN such
that for the profile Q= P1 + nP, (that consists of the profile;Rand of n copies of the profileJp, it
holds that G >q Co.
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Although we call this axiom continuity (after Young), we aadthat there are many axioms
of this nature in decision theory, where they are called hiredean.” Such axioms usually rule
out the existence of parameters which are infinitely moreoitgmt than some other parameters;
mathematically, this is usually expressed in terms of rthes$ use lexicographic orders (see, for
example, axiom A3 in the work of Gilboa, Schmeidler, and Wal{81] on Case-Based Decision
Theory). In Young’s characterization the continuity axipfays a similar role. For more discussion
on continuity, we refer the reader to the original work of ¥gy60].

5 Proofs of Main Results

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

Since anonymity allows us to ignore the order of linear asdarprofiles, in Section 5.1 we
change the domain of our rules from the set of preferencel@sai the set of voting situations.
A voting situation is amrm!-dimensional vector with non-negative integers speniyhow many
times each linear order representing a vote repeats in ttexsv@references. We use this new
representation of the domain of decision rules in Sectitrmbd we conclude this section by proving
Theorem B.

In Section 5.2 we further extend the domain of our rules toegaized voting situations, al-
lowing fractional and negative multiplicities of lineardars; the voting situations in such extended
domain can then be identified with the element@8¥. We use characterization from Section 5.1 to
prove that for each symmetric, consistent, committee-danti continuoug-winner election rule
fx and each two committees of sikéhe set of voting situations for whidg®; andC, are equivalent
is a hyperplane i@™. This will be an important technical tool in the subsequenbp In particular,
this observation will be used in Lemma 7 which implies thattfe proof of Theorem A it would
be sufficient to find a committee scoring rule that correctly ideesifihe voting situations for which
given committees are equivalent undgr

In Sections 5.3 and 5.4 we then concentrate solely on provireprem A. In Section 5.3, we
prove Theorem A for the case whefds used to recognize in which profiles a certain committee
C. is preferred over some other commit€g when|C1 N Cy| = k- 1. If |[C1 N Cy| = k-1 then
there are only two candidates, let us refer to thens,a@ndc,, such thatC; = (Cy N Cy) U {c1},
andC, = (C1 N Cy) U {cy}. Thus, this case closely resembles the single-winnengetitudied by
Young [60] and Merlin [41]. For each two candidai®sandc,, Young and Merlin present a basis
of the vector space of preference profiles that satisfiesollmving two properties:

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

(i) Candidates; andc;, are “symmetric” and, thus, every neutral and anonymousgatile has
to judge them as equally good.

These observations allow one to use geometric argumentiadhmat the set of profiles in whiah
is preferred ovec, can be separated from the set of profiles in whigls preferred ovec,; by a hy-

13



perplane. The cdicients of the linear equation that specifies this hyperptiaime a single-winner
scoring rule, and this scoring rule is exactly the votingerillat one started with. In Section 5.3 we
use the same geometric arguments, but the constructiore afgbropriate basis is more sophisti-
cated. Indeed, finding this basis is the core technical g&totion 5.3.

In Section 5.4 we extend the result from Section 5.3 to the ohany two committees (irrespec-
tive of the size of their intersection), concluding the grddere, finding an appropriate basis seems
even harder and, consequently, we usefieint technique. To deal with committe@s andC,
that have fewer thak— 1 elements in common, we form a third committ€g, whose intersections
with C; andC, have more elements than the intersectiorCpfand C,. Then, using an inductive
argument, we conclude that the space of profiteghereC; =p C3is (m! — 1)-dimensional, and
that the same holds for the space of profiesuch thatC, =p Cs. An intersection of two vector
spaces with this dimension has dimension at le#st 2 and, so, we have a subspace of profites
such thatC; =p C, whose dimension is at least(- 2)!. Using combinatorial arguments, we find
a profile P’ which does not belong to the space but for whith=p' C, still holds. This gives us
our (m- 1)!-dimensional space. By applying results from the first p&athe proof, this sffices to
conclude that the committee scoring function that we four8ection 5.3 for committees thatdir
in at most one element works for all other committees as well.

5.1 Characterization of Decision Rules

We start our analysis by considerikedecision rules. Recall that the outcomeskafecision rules
do not need to be transitive. That is, fokalecision rulefy it is possible to have a profile and
three committees such th@t >p Cy, C, >p C3, andC3 >p C;. The remaining part of this section
is devoted to proving Theorem B.

The whole discussion, i.e., this and the following sectiagaglivided into small subsections,
each with a title describing its main outcome. These sedtitas are intended to help the reader
navigate through the proof, but otherwise one can read #hesea continuous piece. In particular,
all the notations, conventions, and definitions carry ok@mfone subsection to the next, and so on.

Setting up the Framework. Let us fix, for the rest of the proof, a positive intedgiethe size of the
committee to be elected, and a symmetric, consistent,raomisk-decision rulef,. Our immediate
goal is to show that this rule must be a decision scoring fede.this, we need to find a function
d: [m]x x [mlkx — R such that for each profil® and each two committe&s;, C, it holds that
C1>p Cy if and only if scorg(Cy, C,, P) > O.

Our functiond will be piecewise-defined. For eache [K] we will define a functionds which
applies only to pairsl{, I2) € [m]x x [M]k satisfying|l1 N || = s, outputs real values and such that
the score:

sCor@,(C1,Co,P) = > ds(POSp((Ca), POSH((C2) (2)
veVot(P)

calculated with the use of this function satisfies the follmgyvcondition: if |[C1 N Cy| = s, then
Cy >p Cyif and only if scorg (Cq, Cp, P) > 0. Pursuing this idea, for the rest of the proof we will
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fix sand restrict ourselves to pairs of committees satisfiyign C,| = s. The restriction offy to
such pairs of committees will be denotéd.

The First Domain Change. Anonymity of fy allows us to use a more convenient domain for
representing preference profiles. Indeed, under anonytmétyorder of votes in any profile is no
longer meaningful and the outcome of any symmetric rulelig fletermined by theoting situation
that specifies how many times each linear order repeats imeg girofile. In particular, for any
7 € I1.(A) and voting situatiorP, by P(r) we mean the number of votersihwith preference order
7. Fixing some order on possible votes frdm (A), a voting situation can, thus, be viewed as an
mi-dimensional vector with non-negative integer fimgents.

Correspondingly, we can viedg as a function:

fi : N™ — (Si(A) x Sk(A) — {-1,0,1}),

with the domairilN™ instead ofP (recall the definition of &-decision rule in Section 3.1). Repre-
senting profiles by voting situations will be helpful in ourther analysis, since algebraic operations
on vectors fromiN™ become meaningful: for a voting situati?hand a constant € N, cP is the
voting situation that corresponds Rain which each vote was replicatedimes. Similarly, for two
voting situationsP and Q, the sumP + Q is the voting situation obtained by mergifyand Q.
Subtraction of voting situations can sometimes be meaniragf well.

Given a voting situatior?, when we speak of “some votein P,” we mean “some preference
order that occurs withi.” We sometimes treat each votdi.e., each preference order) as a stan-
dalone voting situation that contains this vote only. Whensay that we modify some vote within
some voting situatio?, we mean modifying only one copy of this vote, and not all thees that
have the same preference order.

Letd : [m]xx[m]x — R be some decision scoring function. Naturally, we can spéaklying
the corresponding decision scoring rule to voting situetimstead of applying them to preference
profiles as in (1). For a voting situatidhe P, the score of a committee paft{, C,) is:

scorr(C1,C2,P) = > P(v) - d'(pog/(C1), pos(C2)). 3)
Vel (A)

Independence of Committee Comparisons from Irrelevant Swas. We will now show that for
each two committee€; andC,, the result of their comparison according fiodepends only on
the positions on whicl; andC, are ranked by the voters (and do not depend on the positions of
candidates not belonging @, U C,). In particular, if a committe€, is better than committe@, in
some election, then it will also be better after we permugest of candidates in some of the votes
but without changing the positions of committ€gsandC, in these votes.

Forv € I1.(A), we writev[a < b] to denote the vote obtained fromby 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 frd?rby
swappinga andb in every vote.
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Lemma 1. Let G and G be two size-k committees, P be a voting situatioh, lze two candidates
such that one of the following conditions is satisfied: (ijpa C; U Cy, (ii) a,b € C; n Cy,
(i) a,b € C1 \ Cyp, or (iv) a,b € C, \ C;. Then for each vote v in P,;.C>p C5 if and only if
C1 Zpvach Co.

Proof. Let us assume th&l; >p C,. Our goal is to show tha€; >ppyach Co, SO for the sake of
contradiction we assume th@p >pjy,acn C1 holds.

We rename the candidates so tRat\ C, = {a,...,a,} andC, \ C; = {by,...,by}, and we
defineo to be a permutation (over the set of candidates) that for ga&cf] swapsay with by, but
leaves all the other candidates intact. Thati&;) = by ando(b;) = g for all i € [£], and for each
candidatec ¢ {a1,...,a.,b1,..., by} it holds thato(c) = c. SinceC; >p C,, by neutrality we have
thatC; >,(p) C1. Due to our assumptions, it holds ti@ >ppyacp; C1 and, by consistency,

Co>[o(P) + Plv,a < b]]| C;. 4)
Let Q = v[a < b] + o(v) be a voting situation that consists just of two votgga, < b] ando(Vv).
We observe that(P) — o(v) = o(P[v,a < b] — v[a & b]). This is becaus®[v,a < b] — v[a « b]
is the same aB — v. Since:
ocP)+Plv,;aebl-Q = (oc(P)-0c(v)) + (P[v,a < b] —v[a« b)),
R/ R//

and both summands on the right-hand-side are symmetric refipect too (i.e., o(R) = R”,

o(R’) = R, ando? is an identity permutation), by symmetry §fwe have:
Cy =[c(P) + P[v,a & b] — Q] C;. )

Thus, by consistency—as applied to equations (4) and (3)@way described in Remark 1—we
get thatC; >q C;. By neutrality, we also infer thal, >qjacb C1. This follows because for each of
the four conditions foml, b from the statement of the lemma it holds that permutatier b maps
committeeC, to committeeC; and committeeC, to committeeC,. Next, by consistency we get
thatC, >[ C,. However, we observe that:

Q+Qlac>h] ]
Q+Qlae b] = (Vao bl +o(v) + (v+oW)ae b])

= (Ma o b] + o(v)[a o b))+ (v+o(v)).
S—— e
Q Q’

Furthermore, ila,b ¢ C1 U Cy, ora,b € C1 N Cy, theno(v)[a « b] = o(v[a « b]). On the other
hand, ifa,b € C1\ C, ora,b € C, \ Cq, theno(v)[a & b] = (o o [a « b])(Va < b]). In other
words, there always exists a permutatiosuch thatQ)’ = 7(Q’), C1 = 7(C5), andC, = 7(Cy) (r is
eithero or o o [a « b)), and, similarly, we hav&)” = o(Q"), C; = 0(Cy), C1 = o(C»). Thus, by
neutrality, we get that:

Co=[V[ae bl +o(Vae b))]C; and C,=[v+ o(V)] Cs.

Thus, by consistency, we infer th@p =[Q+Qlach] C1, which contradicts our previous conclusion.
This completes the proof. m]
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Putting the Focus on Two Fixed Committees. Recall that we have assumégdto be symmetric,
consistent and continuous. Now, we fix a pair of dzmmmitteesC; andC, with |C; N Cy| = s,
and definefc, ¢, to be the rule that acts on voting situations in the same wdy adoes, but with
the diference that it only distinguishes, at any voting situatynwhether (i)C; is preferred over
C,, or (ii) C; andC, are seen as equally good, or (i@} is preferred oveC,. In other words, we
setfc, c,(P) to be-1, 0 or 1 depending ofi s(P) rankingC; lower than, equally to, or higher than
C,, respectively {x s can be viewed as the collection of rul@rcfz, one for each possible pair of
committeeC; andCy).

Defining Distinguished Profiles. For each two committee positiomgsandl, such thatl; N I5| =
|C1 N Cy| = s, we consider a single-vote voting situatiai€; — 1;,C, — 1), whereC, andC, are
ranked on positiont; andl,, respectively, and all the other candidates are rankettariby, but in
some fixed, predetermined order.

Let us consider two cases. First, let us assume that for eacltammittee positiong; and
I> such thatl; N 1] = s, it holds thatC, is as good a€£, relative tov(C1 — 11,Co — 1), i.e.,
Ci1 =[\(C1 — 11,C2 — 12)] Co. By Lemma 1, we infer that for each single-vote voting sitrat
v we haveC,; =, C, (because in any vote the set of positions share@tgndC, always has the
same cardinalitys). Further, by consistency, we conclude tligtc, is trivial, i.e., for every voting
situation P it holds thatC; =p C,. By neutrality, we get thafy s is also trivial (i.e., it declares
equally good each two committees whose intersectiorsicasdidates). Of course, in this cake
is a decision scoring rule (with trivial scoring functiog(l1, I2) = 0).

If the above case does not hold, then there are some two ct&arpimsitionsji andl;, such
that|l] N 15| = sandC; is not equivalent ta; relative tov(Cy — 17,Cz — 13). Without loss of
generality we assume that:

C1>[V(Cy = 1],Co = 15)] Ca. (6)

We note that, by neutrality, this implies:
Co>[V(C2 = 11,C1 = 15)] Cy. @)

Let us fix any two such; andl; for now. As we will see throughout the proof, any choicd pf
andl; with the aforementioned property will Sice for our arguments.

For each two committee positions and I, with [I3 N 12| = [I] N I5] = s, and for each two
nonnegative integersandy, we define the following voting situation:

Y(C1—17.C2—13)
X(C1—11,Co—13)

=y-(MC1 = 17,Co = 15)) + x- (U(C1 = 11,Co — 1)),

where there arg voters that rankC; andC; on positionsl; and |, respectively, and there are
voters that rankC; andC, on positiond; andl,, respectively.
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Deriving the Components for the Decision Scoring Functiondr fc, c,. We now proceed to-
ward defining a decision scoring function ftys. To this end, we define the valdg, |, as:

. (C1—17,Co—13)
sup{L: Co >[PR e ] o %y eNJ for C1 >[V(C1 — 11,Co — 19)] Co,
_ C113.C1;
Aryiy = 4 -inf {L: Co > [PAe @] Co. %y € NJ for Co >[W(Cy — 11.Co = 1)] Cr. (8)
0 for C; =[V(C1 —11,Cr — |2)] Co.

This definition certainly might not seem intuitive at firstolever, we will show that the values
A1, for all possiblel; andlz with [I1 N 15| = s, in essence, define a decision scoring function for
fks- The next few lemmas should build an intuition for the natoféhese values. However, let us
first argue that the values, |, are well defined. Let us fix some committee positibnand|; (such
that|l1nlz| = [I7NI5] = s). Due to continuity off, we see that the appropriate sets in Equation (8) are
non-empty. For example, @1 >[v(C; — 11,Cs — 15)]C, and, thusCy >[V(C1 — 12,Cs — 11)]Cy,
then continuity offy ensures that there exists (possibly largauch thaiC, >[P§(((:é:_'>1lzcé:_'ji)] 1
This proves that the set from the first condition of (8) is mapgy. An analogous reasoning proves
the same fact for the set from the second condition in (8)theurwe claim that the valug,, |,

is finite. This is evident for the case where we take the infimou@r the set of positive rational
numbers. For the case where we take the supremum, this foftom Lemma 2, below.

Lemma 2. For each two committee positionsdnd b with [I1N 1] = s, it holds that\, |, = —A, 1,

Proof. We assume, without loss of generality, tBat>[v(C1 — 11,C, — 15)] C».1% Let us consider
two sets:

(Y. Y(C1—17.Ca—13)
U= {;( Cz >[P><(Cl—>|2,cz—>|1)

]Cl, x,yeN}

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

Y(C1—15.Co—17)
X(Cl—>|1,02—>|2)

L:{%/(:C2>[P ]Cl, x,yeN}

(thus,L is the set that we take infimum of in Equation (8), for,). We will show that supy =
inf L. First, we show that sug < inf L. For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that this is not
the case, i.e., that there exigts U and% € L such thatl > XZ Sincel e U and% e L, we get:

C, >[PV(C1*'1’C2*'5)] C, and C, >[PY(C1_>|;’C2_)ID] C,.

X(Cl—>|2,C2—>|1) X'(C1—>|1,Cz—>|2)
Let us consider the voting situation:

_ Y(C1—17.C2—13) Y (C1—15.Co—17)
S=y- I:)><(Cl—>|2,(32—>|1) ty: PX’(C1—>|1,C2—>|2)'

19This assumption is without loss of generality because thelition from the statement of the lemm, |, = —A,,,,
is symmetric; if it held tha€, >[v(C; — 11,C, — 1,)] C; then we could simply swalp andl,, and we would prove that
Aty = =iy
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By consistency, we have th& >s C;. However, let us count the number of votersSnhat rank
committeesC; andC, on particular positions. There ayg voters that rankC; andC, on positions
|7 andl3, respectively, and the same numiggrof voters that rankC; andC; on positiond ; andl ;.
Due to neutrality and consistency, these voters cancel aaeh out. (Formally, iS” were a voting
situation limited to these voters only, we would h&@ge=s' C,. This is so due to the symmetry &f
and the fact that for any permutationthat swaps all the members Gf \ C, with all the members
of C, \ Cq1, we haveS’ = ¢(S’).) Next, there areX'y voters that rankC; andC, on positionsl,
andl,, andxy of voters that rankC; andC, on positionsl, andl;, respectively. Since we assumed
that¥ > XZ we have tha’'y > xy. So, xy voters from each of the two aforementioned groups
cancel each other out (in the same sense as above), and vedt avéH considering<y — xy > 0
voters that raniC; andC, on positionsl; andl,. Thus, we conclude th&; >s C,. However, this
contradicts the fact th&, >s C; and we conclude that sip < inf L.

Next, we show that sug > inf L. To this end, we will show that there are no valt%eand%

such that sup) < ¥( < % < inf L. Assume on the contrary that this is not the case and that such
values exist. It must be the case t#ds not inU and, so, we have:

C z[Py‘C”'I’Cﬁ'Z)] Co. @)

X(C1—12,Co—11)

Since? also cannot be i, we have:

Y(C1—1%,Coo17)

Ce z[P><(Cl—>|21,Cz—>|i)] Co. (10)

By neutrality (applied to (10), and any permutatiorithat swaps candidates frogy \ C, with
those fromC; \ C,), we have that:

Y(C1—13.C2—13)

Caz Px(Cl—>I2,Cz—>I1)] Ci.

(11)
By putting together Equations (9) and (11), and by noting the same reasoning can be repeated
for % instead of¥(, we conclude that it must be the case that;

_ Y(C1—17.C2—13)
I X(C1—12,Co—11)

|c. and ci=[PL e 2] ca (12)

X (C1—12,Co—11)

Cy

After applying neutrality to the first voting situation inZ)L(and copying the second part of (12))

we obtain: (Caols.Corl?) Y (Crolt Crl?)
Y(C1—1,,L2— 1—1,,L2—
C1 =[PX(01—>|21,C2—>|2)] Cz and C, :[PX'(C1—>|2,02—>|i)] Ca. (13)
We now define voting situation:
_ . pYCi—15Co—l)) Y Ci=11.Co-13)
Q=X "-Piciniicosi) T X PrCionhcomt):
From Equation (13) (and consistency), we get @at=q Cs. In Q there is the same number of
voters who rankC; andC, on positionsl; andl, as those that rank them on positionsand |,
respectively (so these voters cancel each other out). Gotlilee hand, there aged voters who rank
Cy andC; on positionsl; andl;, andy x voters who rank these committees on positighandl?,
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respectively. Sincgx < y'x, we get thatC; >q Cp, which contradicts our earlier observation that
C1 =q C,. We conclude that it must be the case thatdup inf L.

Finally, since we have shown that dup< inf L and sugJ > inf L, we have that sup = inf L.
This proves that\|, |, = —Aj,,. o

The next lemma shows thai, |, provides a threshold value for proportions of voters inikst
guished profiles with respect to the relation betw€grandCo,.

Lemma 3. Let |; and b be two committee positions such thiatn I,| = s, and let xy be two
positive integers. The following two implications hold:

. y Y(C1—17,Co1%)
1. ifC1>[C1 = 11.C2 > 12)] Coand 7 < Ay, then G [Py ci= M7 4| Co,

Y(C1—15,C2—17)

2. IfCy >[V(C1 - 11,Cr — |2)] C and)X( > —A|1’|2, then G >[Px(Cl—>I2,Cz—>I1) 1.

Proof. Let us start with proving the first implication. Assume tRat>[v(C; — 11,C — )] Co,
and, for the sake of contradiction, that;

Ci > [Py(cl*'i’cﬁ'?] Co. (14)

- X(Cl—>|2,02—>|1)

It follows from the definition ofA, |, that there exist two numbess,y’ € N, such that§ < XZ <
A1, and:

V' (C1—1;,Co—13)
Co> [PX/(CWIE’CZ_)E)] Co. (15)
Let us consider a voting situation that is obtained frB C:'égz::i) (i.e., from the voting situa-

tion that appears in (14)) by swapping positionefandC,, I.e., let us consider voting situation

C1—-13,Co> 1% . . . . .
igci—fcz—ng- Naturally, in such a voting situatioB, is weakly preferred ovet;:

Cox Py(cﬁ'z’cﬁ'i)] Cu. (16)

X(Cl—>|1,02—>|2)
By Equations (16), (15), and consistencyfafwe observe that in the voting situation:

, C1—13,Co-1} Ci1—13,Co-13
P =X PLC el + X Py

committeeC, is strictly preferred ove€; (i.e.,C, >p C;). Let us now count the voters i There
are xX of them who putC,; andC, on positionsl, andl,, respectively, and there ased voters
who putC; and C, on positionsl, and 11, respectively. By the same arguments as used in the
proof of Lemma 2, these voters cancel each other out. Neatte threy’ x voters who puiC; and
C on positionsl] and |, respectively, an&’y voters who puC; andC; on positionsl; andl,
respectively. Sincg’x > yx. we conclude tha€; >p C, (again, using the same reasoning as we
used in Lemma 2 for similar arguments). This is a contragiictvith our earlier observation that
C, >p C;. 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 provider the sake of completeness.
We assume thdE, >[v(C; — 11,C, — I2)] C1 and, for the sake of contradiction, that:

Y(C1—15,Co—17)
Ci> PX(01—>|§,02—>|1) Co. a7
From the definition oy, i, we know that there must be two numbetfsy’ € N, such that > % >

A1, and:
Y (C1—15.C2-15)

C2>[Pyc, 1ol C1 (18)
If we swap the positions of committe€s andC, in the voting situation used in Equation (17), then
by neutrality we have that:

C, » [P hCl)| o (19)

X(C1—11,.Co—12)

We now form voting situation:

Q= Pic e +x Prc e
By Equations (19), (18), and consistency fpfwe have thaC, >q C;. However, counting voters
again leads to a contradiction. Indeed, we h&avevoters who puC, andC; on positiond 1 andl»,
respectively, anax voters who pu€,; andC, on positiond, andl,, respectively. These voters can-
cel each other out. Then we hay'ex voters who puC; andC; on positions; andl}, respectively,
and we havex'y voters who putC; andC; on positionsl] and |, respectively. Sincg’x < X,
we have thaC; >q C», which is a contradiction with our previous conclusion t@at-q C;. This
proves the second part of the lemma. m|

Putting Together the Decision Scoring Function forfc, c,. We are ready to define a decision
scoring functionds for fc, c,. For any two committee positiorig andlz, with [I1 N |2 = s, we set:

ds(l1,12) = A1,

We note that ouds formally depends on the choice &f and |, however this is not a problem.
We simple need a decision scoring function that behaveeaiyrand each choice df and|;
would give us one. Intuitively, we can think d§(l, I,) as an (oriented) distance betwdemandl.
The next lemma shows that we treat the distance betweand|; as a sort of gauge to measure
distances between other positions.

Lemma 4. It holds thatAw; =1

Proof. We note that for each positive integerwe haveC, :[Pigg::lg::zg] Co. Further, due to
2’ 1

consistency ofy (used as in Remark 1) and by the choicé;oéndl; (recall Equations (6) and (7)),

Y(C1—17.C2—13) Y(C1—17.C2—13)
PuCiol;Comlt) Pcioi5c,1)] C1 Whenever

y < X. We conclude thad,: ;: = sup{%: y < x, for xye N,} =1 O

we observe tha€; >[ | C2 whenevery > x andC; >|
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The next lemma shows the is a decision scoring function fde, c,. Based on this result, we
will later argue that it works for all pairs of committees timmly for (C1, C,), and hence that itis a
decision scoring function fofy s.

Lemma 5. Let C;,C;, and d; be as defined in the above discussion. Then for each voting- sit
tion P the following three implications hold: (i) gcorg (C1,C,, P) > O, then G >p Cy; (ii) if
scorg,(Cy, Cy, P) = 0, then G =p Cy; (iii) if scorg,(Cy,Cso, P) <0, then G >p C;.

Proof. We start by proving (i). LeP be a voting situation such that scgi€1, C,, P) > 0. For the
sake of contradiction we assume tkat>p Cj.

The idea of the proof is to perform a sequence of transfoomafP so that the result according
to fx does not change (due to the imposed axioms), but, eventiraltiie resulting profile each
voter puts committee§, andC; either on positions;, I or the other way round. Létbe the total
number of transformations that we perform to achieve thi lahP; be the voting situation that
we obtain after theé-th transformation. We will ensure that for each voting &iton P; it holds that
scorg,(Cy1,Co, Pi) > 0 andCy >p, Cs. In particular, for the final voting situatioR; we will have
Cz zp, Cy, scorg,(Cq, Co, Py) > 0, and each voter will have committe€g andC; on positionsl
andl; or the other way round. Therefore, we will have:

Pt = X(Cl - |;_,C2 - |§) +y(C1 - |;,C2 - |:T_)
for some nonnegative integexsandy, and by Lemmas 2 and 4 we will have:
scorey,(C1, Co, Pt) = xds(I7, 15) + yds(15,17) = x-y

However, from scorg(Cq, Cp, Pt) > 0 we will conclude thak > vy, i.e., there must be more voters
who putC; andC; on positionsl] andl; than on positions; andl}. By our choice ofl; and|;
(recall Equation (6) as in the proof of Lemma 4) we will cordguthatC; >p, C,. This will be a
contradiction withC, >p, Cy.

We now describe the transformations. WeRgt P. We perform the-th transformation in the
following way. If for each voter irP;_;, committeeC; andC; stand on positions; andl; (or the
other way round), we finish our sequence of transformatiGtiserwise, we take a preference order
of an arbitrary voter fron#;_1, for whom the set of committee positions@f andC; is not{l7, 15}.

Let us denote this voter by. Let zdenote the number of voters ifi_; who rankC; andC, on the
same positions asg, includingy; (soz > 1). Letl; andl, denote the positions of the committe@s
andC; in the preference order of, respectively. Let = scorg (C1,Cp, Pi_1)/2z > 0.

Case 1:If C1=[V(C1 — 11,Cy — 12)] Cy, then we obtairP; by removing fromP;_; all z voters
with the same preference orderasBy consistency offy, it follows that in the resulting
voting situationP; it still holds thatC, >p, C4 (this is, in essence, the same canceling out of
voters that we already used in Lemmas 2 and 3). Also, by defindf A, |, in Equation (8),
we havej,, |, = 0. Hence, it still holds that scay€C1, C», P;) > O.
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Case 2:If C; >[V(C1 — 11,Cy — )] Cy, then letx andy be such integers tha, |, — € < L <

X
Ay,1, (recall thate is defined just above Case 1, and that the number of voters with the
same preference order a3 We define two new voting situations:
V(C1—17,C2—13)
R_.1=2z- PX(Clﬁlz,Cz—»Ii) and Q-1 =x-Pi_1+R_1.
From Lemma 3 it follows thaC, >r , C; and, by consistency, we get th@ >q , Ci.
Let us now calculate scqiéC, C,, Ri_1). We note thaR,_; consists ofzx voters who rank
C1 andC; on positionsl; and 11 (and who contributexj,,;, = —zxA;, ), to the value of
scorg(Cy, Co, Ri-1)) and ofzyvoters who rankC; andC; on positiond] andl3, respectively
(who contribute valueyAw = zy). That is, we have sco§fC1,Co, R_1) = —zXA, 1, + ZV.
Further, by definition ok, we have that scog€C,, Co, Pi_1) = 2z¢. In consequence, we have
that:

scorg(Cy, Ca, Qi1) = X scorg(Cy, Ca, Pi_1) + scorgy(Cy, Co, Ri_1)
= 22% + (—2XA1,1, + ZY)

= 2Z% + ZX{—A, 1, + )X() > 2zx% — zx > 0.
The first inequality (in the final row) follows from the factahwe assumed,, |, — € < % <
Ay,.1,- We now move on to Case 3, where we also build voting situa@pa with a similar
property, and then describe how to obt&nfrom Q;_1’s.

Case 3:If Cy >[V(C1 — 11,C2 — |2)] Cq, then our reasoning is very similar to that from Case 2.
Let x andy be such integers thatA, |, < £ < —Ay, |, + €. We define two voting situations

GGl 5 _
R1=2-Pyc L ic,my and Qioi=X-Pig+Rig.

Lemma 3 implies thaC, >r_, Cy, and, thus, from consistency, we get tiat >q_, Cs.
Further, using similar analysis as in Case 2, we get that:

scorg(Cy, Co, Qi1) = X~ scorgy(Cyq, Cp, Pi_1) + 2XAy,, — 2y

= 22% + ZX{—A, 1, — %’() > 22% — zX% > 0.

The first inequality (in the final row) follows from the assutiop that-A,, |, < ¥ < =Ap,+
€. Below we describe how to obtal from Q;_; (for both Cases 2 and 3).

In Cases 2 and 3, in the voting situatiQp 1 exactlyzxvoters haveC,; andC, on positionsl,
and |, respectively (for both cases, these voters are introduc®dting situationR;_1). Further,
there are exactlgx voters who rankC; andC, on positionsl; andl,, respectively (these are the
clonedx-times voters that were originally iR;_;). We defineP; as Q;_; with these 2x voters
removed. Since we removed the same number of voters whadaakdC, on positiond, andly,
respectively, as the number of voters who rank these coeesitin positionk, andl,, respectively,
we conclude that scog€Cy, Co, Pj) = scorg(Cy, Co, Qi—1) > 0 and thaCy >p, Cy.
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We note that after the just-described transformation ndrieeovoters has bot®; andC, on
positionsl; andl,, respectively, and that we only added a number of votersrédrtC, andC,
on positionsl] andl; (or the other way round) or we cloned voters already presd¢ence, if we
perform such transformations for all possible pairs of catta® positiond; andl,, we will obtain
our final voting situationpP, for which it holds that the following three conditions agdisfied: (i)
scorg(Cy, Co, Pt) > 0, (i) C2 >=p, Cy, and (iii) in Py each voter rank€, andC; on positions ; and
|5 (or the other way round). Given (i) and (i) we conclude timaP; there are more votes in which
C, stands on positiohj andC; stands on positioh; than there are voters where the opposite holds.
However, this implies tha€; >p, C, and contradicts the fact th@ >p, C;. This completes the
proof of the first part of the lemma.

Next, we consider part (i) of the theorem. L& be some voting situation such that
scorg(Cq, Cy, P) = 0. For the sake of contradiction we assume Gwatp Cq, and, without loss of
generality, we assume th@ >p C;. Since for the voting situatioa(C; — 17,C, — ) it holds
that scorg(C1,Co, V(C1 — 15,Co — Ig)) > 0, then for eaclm € N, in the voting situation

Qn=nP+Vv(C; - 1],Co = 1),

we have scorgCy, Co, Qn) > 0, and—from part (i) of the theorem—we get ti@at>q, Co. On the
other hand, continuity requires that there exists someevain such thatC; >q, C;.

To prove part (iii) of the theorem, it flices to observe that if sco€C1,Cp, P) < 0, then
scorg,(Cy, C1, P) = —scorg,(C1, Co, P) > 0 and use part (i) of the theorem to conclude that in such
case we hav€, >p C;. This gives a contradiction and completes the proof. m|

Completing the Proof of Theorem B. We have dealt with a fixed pair of committeds;(C»)
and we have proven Lemma 5 which justifies ttigis a decision scoring function fdg, c,. From
neutrality it follows thaids will give us a decision scoring function fdg s. However, as we noted at
the beginning of this sectiorfy can be viewed as a collection of independent functifyador s €
{0...k -1}, thus this observation is ficient 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 toobfoving Theorem A. However,
to complete the proof of Theorem A we still need to derive or@artechnical tool—Lemma 7
below—that applies the results obtained so far to comméteeing rules. To achieve this goal, we
need to change our domain fradi® to Q™, and before we make this change, we need to introduce
several new notions. (While the correctness of our first dorohange relied on the decision rule
being symmetric, this second domain change, similarly ¢éoctise considered by Young [60], uses
our further axioms.)

We distinguish one specific voting situatiom= (1,1,..., 1), called thenull profile, describ-
ing the setting where each possible vote is cast exactly.dhimmediately follows that under
each symmetri&-decision rulefy, each two committees are ranked equallg,ime., for each two
committee<C,, C, we haveC; = Co.
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Definition 8 (Independence of Symmetric Profileg) symmetric k-decision rule is independent
of symmetric profilesf for every voting situation Pe N™ and for everyf € N, we have that
f(P + te) = f(P).

Definition 9 (Homogeneity) A symmetric k-decision rulg, fs homogeneoud for every voting
situation Pe N™ and for every € N, we have {(¢P) = fi(P).

Intuitively, independence of symmetric profiles says tliaté add one copy of each possible
vote then they will all cancel each other out. Homogeneiss $hat the result of an election depends
only on the relative proportions of the linear orders in tlting situation and not on the exact
numbers of linear orders. One can verify that each symmatigcconsisterit-decision rule satisfies
both independence of symmetric profiles and homogeneitieéd, the requirement in the definition
of homogeneity is a special case of the requirement from ¢ffi@ition of consistency3!

Second Domain Change. Now we are ready to extend our domain froif' to Q™. To this end,
we use the following result. It was originally stated forglarwinner rules but it can be adapted to
the multiwinner setting in a straightforward way.

Lemma 6 (Young [60], Merlin [41]) Suppose a k-decision rulg:fN™ — (Si(A) x Sk(A) —
{-1,0,1}) is symmetric, independent of symmetric profiles and honsmyen There exists a unique
extension of fto the domairQ™ (which we also denote by)f satisfying for each positivé € N,
and Pe N™ the following two conditions:

1. fi(P - te) = f(P),
2. (%)= f(P).

Lemma 6 allows us to consider voting situations with fractionumbers of linear orders. From
now on, when we speak of voting situations, we mean votingasins from our new domai@™.
We note that within our new domain, the score of a p@ir, C,) of committees relative to a voting
situationP under decision scoring functiahcan still be expressed as in Equation (3). Indeed, for
decision scoring rules, this definition gives the uniquesesion that Lemma 6 speaks of. Thus
Theorem B extends to decision rules with dom@if.

Constructing a Tool for Committee Scoring Rules. SinceQ™ is a vector space over the field of
rational numbers, from Theorem B (extendedt8) we infer that for each two committe€; and

C,, the space of voting situatiofssuch thatC; =p C; is a hyperplane in thel-dimensional vector
space of all voting situations. This is so, because if we &eaoting situationP as a vector om!
variables, then condition scei€1, Co, P) = 0 turns out to be a single linear equation. Hence, the
space of voting situationB such thaiC, =p C, is a hyperplane i®™ and has dimensiom! — 1.
This can be summarized as the following corollary.

1The reader may ask why do we introduce independence of symenpetfiles and homogeneity, when what we
require from them already follows from consistency. Thesogsis that, we believe, these two properties better exptain
on the intuitive level—why the second domain change is albw
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Corollary 1. The set{P € Q™: C; =p C,} is a hyperplane in the vector space of all voting
situationsQ™.

From now on, we assume that dadecision rulefy is transitive, that is, we require that for each
voting situationP and each three committe€s, C,, andCs it holds that:

(C1 >p Cy) and C, =p Cg) implies Cy >p C3).
In other words, from now on we requilfg to be ak-winner election rule.

Lemma 7. Let fx be a symmetric, consistent, committee-dominant, contskewinner election
rule, and let1: [m]x — R be a committee scoring function. If it holds that for each t@mmittees
C: and G and each voting situation P it holds that the committee scofeC;, and G are equal

(according tod) if and only G and G are equivalent according togfthen it holds that: For each
two committees Cand G and each voting situation P, if the committee score pisreater than

that of G (according tod) then G is preferred over G according to £ (i.e., G >p C)).

Proof. Based oni, we build a decision scoring functiog as follows. For each two committee
positionsl, andl,, we haveg(ly,12) = A(l1) — A(l2). The score of a committee paiC{,C,) in
voting situationP underg is given by:

scorg(C1,C2,P) = ) P(x) - g(p0s,(Ca), pos,(C2)).
nell, (A)

Let us fixx € [k — 1] and two arbitrary committeeS; andC; such thalC] n C5| = x. We note
that, by the assumptions of the theorem, if it holds that:

scorg(C;,C5,P) =0 < C; =p C,,

then, by Corollary 1H = (P € Q™: Ci =p C))}is an (! - 1)-dimensional hyperplane. More so,
this is the same hyperplane as the following two (whikeedy is the decision scoring function from
the thesis of Lemma 5, built fof):

{PeQ™: scorg(C;,Cs,P) =0} and {PeQ™: scorg(C;,Cs,P) =0},
We claim that forC; andC3 one of the following conditions must hold:
1. For each voting situatioR, if scorgy(Cj, C5, P) > 0 thenC] >p C.
2. For each voting situatioR, if scoreg,(C*,C;, P)>0 thenC; >p CJ.

Why is this so? For the sake of contradiction, let us assumethlere exist two voting situations,
P andQ, such that scogﬁC*,C;, P) > 0 and scorg(C*,C;, Q) > 0, butC: >p G, andCZ >q Ci.
From the fact that scogéC;, C5, P) > 0 and scorg(C;, C3, Q) > 0, we see that the poinisandQ
lie on the same side of hyperplakkand neither of them lies oH. FromCj >p C;, C; >q Cj,
and from Lemma 5, we see that sqﬂ@{,C*, P) > 0 and scorﬁC*,Cz, Q) < 0. That is, at least
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one of the voting situationB andQ lies on the hyperplane, or they both lie offdrent sides of the
hyperplane. This gives a contradiction and proves our claim

Now, using the committee dominance axiom, we exclude thergkpossibility. For each
[m-k+1]wesetli ={i,i+1,...,i + k- 1}. Let] andJ denote, respectively, the best possible and
the worst possible position of a committee, iles |, andJ = I,_k.1. For the sake of contradiction,
let us assume that there exists a proRfe where scorgC;,C;, P) >0 andC; >p Ci. Since
there exists a profile with scqy€;, C5, P’) > O, it must be the case tha(l) > A(J) (otherwised
would be a constant function). Thus there must epistich thati(l,) > A(1p.k-x). Let us consider a
profile S consisting of a single vote whe@ stands on positioh, andC} stands on positiohy, k-«
(as|C; N Cj| = X, this is possible). Sincg(lp) > A(lpik—x), we have that scogeC],C3, S) > 0.
By committee-dominance ofy, it follows that Ci zs C;. However, from the reasoning in the
preceding paragraph (applied to prof#¢, we know that eitheC] >s C; or C; >s Cj. Putting
these two facts together, we conclude t@at-s C;. Since we have shown a single profesuch
that scorg(C},C3, S) > 0 andC] >s C3, by the argument from the previous paragraph, we know
that for every profileP it holds that:

If scorgy(C3, C5, P) > 0 thenC] >p C.

Our choice of committee@j andC; was arbitrary and, thus, the above implication holds for all
pairs of committees. This completes the proof. m]

Due to Lemma 7, in our further discussion, given a symmetoasistent, committee-dominant,
continuousk-winner election rulefy we can focus solely on the subspdée C; =p Cy}. If we
manage to show that committe€s andC, are equivalent if and only if the score 6f is equal to
the score ofC, according to some committee scoring functibnthen we can conclude thét is
a committee scoring rule defined by this committee scorimgtion A. This important observation
concludes the first part of the proof.

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

We now start the second part of the proof. The current sediamiependent from the results of
the previous one, but we do use all the notation that wasdoted and, in particular, we consider
voting situations ove@™ . We will use results from Sections 5.1 and 5.2 only in Secfi@gh where
we conclude the whole proof.

The Setting and Our Goal. As before, the size of committees is denotek.ashroughout this
section we assuméy to be ak-winner election rule that is symmetric, consistent, cotteet
dominant, and continuous. Our goal is to show that as longeasomnsider committees that contain
somek — 1 fixed members and canftlir only in the final onefx acts on such committee pairs
as a committee scoring rule. The discussion in this sectidnspired by that of Young [60] and
Merlin [41], but the main part of our analysis is original @articular Lemma 11).
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Position-Difference Function. Let P be a voting situation iQ™, C be some sizé-committee,
and| be a committee position. We define the weight of positiavith respect taC within P as:

pos-weight(C, P) = Z P(r),
nell, (A): pos,(C)=I

That is, pos-weigh{C, P) is the (rational) number of votes in which committ€eis ranked on
positionl.

For each two committeg81, C, such thaiC; N Cy| = k— 1, we define a committee position-
difference functioruc, c,: QM — Q(T) that for each voting situatioR € Q™ returns a vector of
(V) elements, indexed by committee positions (i.e., elemefritsig), such that for each committee
positionl, we have:

ac,c,(P)[1] = pos-weight(Cy, P) — pos-weight(Cz. P).

Naturally,ac, c,(P) is a linear function of. We claim that for each voting situatid?, we have:

>, acie(P) =0, (20)

le[mlk

To see why this is the case, we note thaty, pos-weight(Cy, P) = 3 e (a) P(7) because every
vote is accounted exactly once. Thus, we have that:

Z ac, c,(P)1] Z (pos—weighf[(Cl, P) — pos-weight(C,, P))

le[m]k le[mlk
= Z pos-weight(C1, P) — Z pos-weighy(Cs, P)
le[m]k Je[mlk
= > P@- > P@&)=0
rells (A) 7€l (A)

Position-diterence functions will be important technical tools that wiswon use in the proof
(in particular, in Lemma 11 we will show thatdfc, c,(P) = (0, ...,0) thenC; =p C, ). 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 followamalysis. We mention that the graphs
that Lemmas 8 and 9 speak of are called Johnson graphs. Lermaa Bnown before (we found
the result in the work of Asplach [4] and could not trace arieareferencé?), and we provide the
proof for the sake of completeness.

12\We suspect the results might have been known before the Vidptach. Indeed, similar results appear in the form
of algorithms that output all sizksubsets of a given set in the order so that each two conseastts dier in only one
element. Yet, we need the specific variants provided in Les&and 9 that finish the Hamiltonian path on a specific
vertex. Asplach [4] does not mention directly that his peopfovide this property, but close inspection shows thatithi
the case.

28



Lemma 8. Let p and j be integers such that< j < p. Let ], p) be a graph constructed in the
following way. We associate j-element subsetd,of . p} with vertices and we say that two vertices
are connected if the corresponding subseffedby exactly one element (they have ] elements
in common). Such a graph contains a Hamiltonian path, i.@ath that visits each vertex exactly
once, that starts from the sgt, ..., j} and endsinthe sép—j+1,..., p}.

Proof. We prove this lemma by induction ovérand p. For j = 1 and for eachp > 1, it is easy
to see that the required path exists (in this case, the gsapimiply a full clique). This provides
the induction base. For the inductive step, we assume thet #ire two numbergy and j’, such
that for eachp andj (j < p) such thatp < p’ andj < j’ it holds that graphG(j, p) contains a
Hamiltonian path satisfying the constraints from the lemitva will prove that such a path also
exists forG(j’, p’).

We patrtition the set of vertices @(j’, p’) into p’ — j + 1 groupsV(j’, p’,1),...,V(j’, p', p' —
j+ 1), where for eactx € {1,...,p  — j + 1}, groupV(j’, p’, X) consists of all sets of elements
(vertices of the graph) such thais the lowest among them.

We build our Hamiltonian path foB(j’, p’) as follows. We start with the vertdq, ..., j’}. By
our inductive hypothesis, we know that there is a path tlatsswith{1, ..., |}, traverses all vertices
inV(j’,p,1),and ends idl,p = jy+2,...,p'}. From{lL p - | + 2,..., p’} we can go, over a
single edge, t¢2, p’ — |’ + 2,..., p’}. Starting with this vertex, by our inductive hypothesis, vea
traverse all the vertices of(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 repeatisgptocedure, we will eventually
reach some vertex in the sé(j’, p’, p' — j’ + 1). HoweverV(j’, p’, p' — J’ + 1) contains exactly one
vertex,{p’ — j/ + 1,..., p’}. This means that we have found the desired Hamiltonian path. o

Lemma 9. Letr, pand jbe integers such that< r < pandl < j < p—1. LetG(j, p,r) be a graph
constructed in the following way: (i) A j-element subsetlof. ., p} is a vertex of5(j, p, r) if and
only if it contains at least one element smaller than r. (ijefe is an edge between two vertices if
they djfer in exactly one element (i.e., if they haveljelements in common). Such a graph contains
a Hamiltonian path.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the previous one. We partitioa $iet of vertices o&(j, p, r) into
r—21groupsvV(j,p,1),...,V(j,p,r — 1), where foreackx € {1,...,r — 1}, groupV(j, p, X) consists
of all the sets (i.e., all the vertices) such tkas their smallest member.

We build our Hamiltonian path foB(j, p,r) as follows. We start with the vertdd, .. ., j}. By
Lemma 8, we can continue the path frdfy.. ., j}, traverse all vertices iVv(j, p, 1), and end in
{Lp—j+2,...,p}. From{l, p-j+2,...,p}we cango, over asingle edge{Byp-j+2...,p}
and we can traverse all vertices\{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 m]

The Range ofac,c,. Let us consider two distinct committe€s andC,. Using Lemma 8, we
establish the dimension of the range of functiaf) c,. This result will be useful in the proof of
Lemma 11.

Lemma 10. For two committees, Cand G, the range of the functioac, ¢, has dimensimﬁ’l‘g) -1.
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Proof. From Equation (20), we get that the dimension of the rangainftion ac, c, is at most
(W) - 1. Now, let us consider grap® = G(k, m) from Lemma 8 and the Hamiltonian path specified
in this lemma. Note that we can understand each vert€as a committee position. For each edge
(1,1”) on our Hamiltonian path, consider a single vote wheyestands on positioh andC, stands

on positionl’. For such a votegc, ¢, returns a vector with all zeros except a single 1 on position
| and a single-1 on positionl”. It is easy to observe that there 4[g — 1 such votes and that so
constructed vectors are linearly independent. m]

(C1,Cy)-Symmetric Profiles. The final tool that we need to provide before we prove Lemma11i
the definition of C;, C,)-symmetric profiles. Supposeis a permutation oA. Then we can extend
its action to linear orders and voting situations in the ratway.

Definition 10. Let G, and G be two size-k committees. We say that a voting situatio(®;i<C,)-
symmetricif there exists a permutation of the set of candidateand a sequence of committees
F1,Fo, ..., Fxsuch that P= ¢(P) and:

1. CGG=F1=Fsand G = F»,
2. for each ie [x — 1] it holds thato(F;) = Fi,1.

If a voting situationP is (Cq, Cy)-symmetric then we know th&; =p C,. Why is this the case? For
the sake of contradiction let us assume tBat:p C,, and, without loss of generality, th@g >p Co.
FromC, >p C;, (which translates té1 >p F5) by neutrality of f we infer thatF, >, F3, thus
thatF, >p F3. By the same arguments, we get tkat>p F» >p F3 >p - - - >p Fy. In consequence,
we get thaC; >p Cq, a contradiction.

Further, we observe that for ead®y( Cz)-symmetric voting situatiof it holds thatac, c,(P) =
(0,...,0). Indeed, ifo is as in Definition 10, we note that sine€C,) = C, and sincer(P) = P,
for each (fractional) vote P where committeeC; stands on some positionwe can uniquely
assign a (fractional) vote iR where committe€C, stands on the same positibnThis shows that
ac, c,(P)[1] is a vector of non-positive numbers. By an analogous arguirfiesing the fact that
oD(Cy) = C1 ando™V(P) = P) we infer thatec, c,(P)[1] is a vector of nonnegative numbers,
and, so, we conclude that, c,(P) = (0, ..., 0).

Inferring Committee Equivalence Usingac, c,. We are ready to present Lemma 11, our main
technical tool required in this part of the proof. On the itite level, it says that fojlC;NCy| = k-1

the information provided by the functiarc, ¢, in relation to a profileP is suficient to distinguish
whetherC; is equivalent taC, with respect tdP.

Lemma 11. For each two committees,(0C, € Sk(A) such thatC; NnC,| = k—1 and for each voting
situation Pe Q™, if ac, c,(P) = (0,...,0) then G =p Cy.

Proof. The kernel of a linear function is the space of all vectorsviiich this function returns
the zero vector. In particular, the kernel @f, c,, denoted kekfc, c,), is the space of all voting
situationsP such thatrc, c,(P) = (0, ..., 0). Since the domain of functiodc, c, has dimensiom!

30



and, by Lemma 10, its range has dimengifj- 1, the kernel ofi, ¢, has dimensiom! — () + 1.
We will construct a base of this kernel that will consists ©f,(C,)-symmetric voting situations
only. Since for eachGs, C2)-symmetric voting situatio® it holds thatC; =p C; andac, c,(P) =
(0,...,0), by consistency ofy and linearity ofac, c, we will prove the conclusion of the theorem.

We prove the statement by a two-dimensional inductiork ¢tine committee size) aneh (the
size of the set of candidates). As a base for the induction iVehlow that the property holds for
k = 1 and all values ofn. For the inductive step we will show that from the fact that firoperty
holds for committee siz¢ — 1 and forp — 1 candidates it follows that the property also holds for
committee sizg and for p candidates. This will allow us to conclude that the propedids for all
values ofmandk with m > k.

Fork = 1 and for an arbitrary value a@f, the problem collapses to the single-winner setting. It
has been shown by Young [60] (and by Merlin [41]) that for eaeb candidates; andc;, there
exists a base of key(cl},{dl }) that consists om! — (m — 1) voting situations which ardd}, {c;})-
symmetric. This gives us the base for the induction.

Let us now prove the inductive step. We want to show that théestent is satisfied for
Ap = {ag,a,...ap}, C1j = {ag,@,...,aj} andCyj = {&], &, ..., dj}, where we sel] = aj,1.
(We note that sincdy is symmetric, the exact names of the candidates we use hergeevant,
and we picked these for notational convenience.) From tteefge C1 j andC; j we take out ele-
menta; and getAy_1 = {ag, a,...,8j-1,8j+1,...8p}, Cy(j-1) = {as, @, ..., aj-1} andCy(j-1) =
{a,a,...,aj-1}. Let Vj_; be a base of ketic, , c,,) that consists of Gy (j-1), Cz(j-1))-
symmetric voting situations. We know that it exists fromitiguction hypothesis. We also know that
it consists of p—1)! —('j.’j)+ 1 voting situations. We now build the desired base forder(c, ) us-

ing Vj_1 as the starting point. Our base has to consigt ef(‘j’)+ 1 linearly independenty j, C )-
symmetric voting situations.

First, for each voting situatioR € Vj_; and for each € {1,... p} we create a voting situatid?
as follows. We take each votein P and we pufta; in ther-th position ofv, pushing the candidates
on positionsr,r + 1,r + 2,... back by one position, but keeping their relative order ungled.
There arep! — p(';’j) + p such vectors and it is easy to see that they are linearly entégmt. Let
us refer to the set of these vectorsBas Naturally, the vectors frorB; do not span the whole space
reason for this and understanding this reason will help dbduin the proof. Let linB;) denote the
set of linear combinations of voting situations fr@&n For eactr € {1,..., p} and eaclT € lin(By),
let T(a; — r) denote the voting situation that consists of all votes fibmehich havea; on ther-th
position. We can see that for eack {1,..., p} and eachl € lin(By), it holds thatac, ; c, (T (g —
r)) = (0,...,0) (the reason for this is that(a; — r) is, in essence, a linear combination of voting
situations fronV;_,, with a; inserted at position) . This property certainly does not hold for all the

...........

We now form the second part of our base, denddgend consisting op(® ) - % —(p-1)
voting situations (€1 j, Cy,j)-symmetric and linearly independent from each other arnti@voting
situations inB;). We start constructing each voting situationBp by constructing its distinctive
vote. To construct a distinctive vote, we first select thetmrsfor candidatea;; we consider each
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position from{1,..., p}. Letusfixr € {1,..., p} as the position that we picked. Next, we select a set
of j positions for the candidates frofay, .. .,a;-1,a;}. To do that, we first construct the following
graph. We associate all sets jof 1 positions such thatis greatel® than at least one of them with
vertices (for a fixed there are('}’j) - ('j’_‘{) such vertices; we chooge- 1 positions out op— 1 still
available, but we omit the situations where all th¢sel positions are greater thah We say that
two vertices are connected if the corresponding séiterdiy exactly one element. From Lemma 9 it
follows that such a graph contains a Hamiltonian path. Nonefch edgeX, X’) on the considered
Hamiltonian path we do the following. L& = X n X’, and letb andb’ be the two elements such
thatb < b’ and{b, b’} = (X \ B) U (X" \ B). (In other wordsb andb’ are the two elements on which
XandX’ differ.) Note thatB| = j—2. We form a distinctive vote by putting candidaigon position
r, candidatesy, . .., aj-1 on the positions fronB (in some arbitrary orderp; on positionb, & on
positionb’, and all the other candidates on the remaining positionsdine arbitrary order).

How many distinctive votes have we constructed? Thereparessible values for the position
of aj, and for each such position we consider a graph. If the posaf a; is r, then the graph has

(") - ('j’_‘{) vertices. Thus, altogether, the number of vertices is:

11 G B o

<o a) ()=o) S0 AT

where the second equality follows from the following prdgef binomial codficients: form,n e N
we haveyp (%) = (3)- (An intuitive way to obtain the same result is as follows. Letfix
the valuer chosen uniformly at random. The vertices for the graph fog Halue ofr are size-
(j = 1) subsets op — 1 positions, except those subsets that contain only elenggatter tham.
By symmetry, on the average the number of subsets that wei®atj fraction of all the subsets.
Since we have all the graphs for all values péltogether we havp(';.’j 1;11 vertices.) One of the
graphs is empty (it is the one that is constructedrferl, because there is no elementin.. ., p}
lower thanr = 1). Thus we havep — 1 non-empty graphs. As a result, the total number of edges
in the considered Hamiltonian paths;j@[j’j)% — (p - 1). Every edge corresponds to a distinctive
vote, so this is also the number of distinctive votes cocgta

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

Case 1.1f &y anda] are both ranked ahead af, then we letr be permutation := (a1, aj, &) (i.e.,
we letr be the identity permutation except thdby) = a;, 7(a;) = a}, 7(a}) = a1) and we let
the voting situation consist of three votesz(v), andr@(v):

. / .
Vicee>ap>ce>ap > >ap >
T(V): - >ay>-->a > >a >
T(z)(v):"'>a§|_>"'>aj>“‘>al>“‘

BThere is a possible point of confusion here. By “greater” veamgreater as a number. So, for example, position 7 is
greater than position 5 (even though we would say that a datelranked on position 5 is ranked higher than candidate
ranked on position 7).
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Note that permutatiom and the sequencé; = {a,...,aj}, F2 = {ap,....qj,a}}, F3 =
{a,...,aj-1,8}, F4 = {ay,..., aj} witness that this voting situation i€ j, C; j)-symmetric.

Case 2.1f it is not the case tha#; anda; are both ranked ahead af in distinctive votev, then
we know that there is some other candidate{ay, ...,a;_1} ranked ahead d;. This is due
to our construction of distinctive votes—we always pyion positionr and make sure that
there is some candidate ranked on a position aheadfddll the candidatesy, .. ., aj_1 were
ranked behindy;, then it would have to be the case that batranda] are ranked ahead of
a;.1* Since it is not the case that bogh anda, are ranked ahead af, there must be some
other candidate frorfey, ..., a;_1} that is. We call this candidat@ We letp be permutation
p = (a1, a))(a a) (i.e., we leto be the identity permutation, except that it swagswith a;
andawith a;j). We form a voting situation that consists\oandp(v):

Vv ...>a>...>aj>...>a1>...>a3->...
p(v): ...>aj >...>a>...>a§[>...>a1>...

Permutatiorp and the sequendé; = {ai,...,a;}, F2 = {az,....a;, &}, F3 = {a&1,...,a;}
witness that this is &3 j, C» j)-symmetric voting situation.

Let B, consists of all the voting situations constructed from tiséirtctive votes.

Foreach € {1,..., p}, each set of—1 positionsRfrom {1, ..., p}\{r}, and each voting situation
P, we definey, r(P) to be the total (possibly fractional) number of votes frBrthat havea; on the
r-th position and that have candidates fream ay, ..., aj-1} on positions fronR. We definey; o(P)
analogously, for the votes whegg is on positionr and candidatea’l,az, ...,aj_1 take positions
from R. We defines; r(P) to bey, r(P) —y;’R(P). For example, for each € B; we haveg, r(P) = 0.

Let us consider voting situations froBy which were created from a single Hamiltonian path in
one of the graphs. The distinctive votes for all these vasiigations have; on the same position;
we denote this position by For each such voting situatid® each non-distinctive vote belonging
to P hasa; on a position ahead of positian Further, we see that there exist exactly two $ts
andR, such thafs; g,(P) # 0 andg;r,(P) # 0. These are the sets that correspond to the vertices
connected by the edge from which the distinctive voteRawras created (for one of them, let us
sayRy, we haves, g, (P) = 1, and for the other we hayg ,(P) = —1; to see that this holds, recall
thata; is ranked on positions aheadrah non-distinctive votes and, thus, itfiges to consider the
distinctive vote only).

Now we are ready to explain why the vectors fr@nu B, are linearly independent. For each
nontrivial linear combinatior. of the vectors fronB; U B, we will show thatL cannot be equal to
the zero vector. For the sake of contradiction let us assbhaté t= (0, ..., 0). We start by showing

14To see why this is the case, recall how the distinctive votepeoduced. We have an edgé X’) on a Hamiltonian
path in our graph. We s& = X n X" and{b, b’} = (X\ B) U (X" \ B). B contains positions of the candidas. .., a;_1,
whereasb andb’ are positions ofy anda;. Without loss of generality, we can take= B U {b} and X’ = BU {'}.
Since—Dby our assumption here—the positionsoft . ., a;_; (i.e., the positions iB) are greater than the position af
(denoted in the description of distinctive votes construction), ¥oand X’ to be vertices in the graph, we need bbth
andb’ to be smaller than (and, in éfect, botha; anda] precedes;).
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that all codficients of vectors fronB, in L are equal to zero. Again, for the sake of contradiction let
us assume that this is not the case. Bjgtonsist of those vectors froBp that appear i with non-
zero codicients. Let be the largest position af in some vote irB), (by “largest position” we mean
largest numerically, i.e., for each votethat occurs in some voting situation froBj it holds that
pos/(aj) <r). LetB;, be the set of all voting situations froB, that have some votes which haag

on positionr. Each votmg situation i3, = consists of either two or three votes. However, the votes
belonging to those voting situations WhICh hayeon positionr must be distinctive votes (all non-
distinctive votes for voting situations iB, havea; on positions ahead af. Each such distinctive
vote is built from an edge of a single Hamiltonian path (thegne from the same Hamiltonian path
because otherwise they would not hayen the same position). L& be a voting situation i,

that has a distinctive vote built from the latest edge on thtt,pamong the edges that contributed
voting situations toB,  (to make this notion meaningful, we orient the path in onehef two
possible ways). LeIRl and R, be the sets of — 1 positions that form this edge. By the reasoning
from the previous paragraph we have that, (S) # 0, 5 r,(S) # 0, and one of the following two
conditions must hold (depending on the orientation of thentanian path that we chose):

1. For each voting situatio@” in B, other tharS we haveg; r,(Q’) = 0
2. For each voting situatio in B, other tharS we haveg, g,(Q’) = 0

Further, for eaclQ € B; we haveg,r,(Q) = Brr,(Q) = 0. Thus, sinces, g, andp, r, are linear
functions, we have that eithgfr,(L) # 0 or8r r,(L) # 0. Thus,L cannot be a zero-vector, which
gives a contradiction.

We have shown that all c@ecients of vectors fronB, used to formL are equal to zero. Thus
L must be a linear combination of vectors frad&. However, the vectors fronB; are linearly
independent, which means thalifis {0,. .., 0), then the cofficients of all the vectors frorB,; are
zeros. Thus we conclude that the vectors fiepu B, are linearly independent.

It remains to show thaB; U B, indeed forms a base of the kernelaf, ; c,;. Since vectors in
B1 andBsy are linearly independent, it fices to check that the cardinality Bf U B, is equal to the
dimension of keigc, ; c,;)- The number of vectors iB; U B; is equal to:

A e A (R v

Byl B2l

This completes our induction. The proof works for arbitrapypnmittee<C; andC, with |[C1 N Cy| =
k — 1 due to symmetry ofy. m|

We are almost ready to show that for committees th&edby one candidate onlyfy is a
committee scoring rule, and to derive its committee scofimgtion. However, before we do that
we need to change the domain once again. We will also need sotioais from topology.

Topological Definitions. For every sefS in some Euclidean spad”, by int(S) we mean the
interior of S, i.e., the largest (in terms of inclusion) open set cont@iineS. By conv(S) we mean
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the convex hull o5, i.e., the smallest (in terms of inclusion) convex set theattainsS. Finally, by
S we define the closure &, i.e., the smallest (in terms of inclusion) closed set tloatainsS. We
use the concept @d-convex sets of Young [60] and we recall his two observations

Definition 11 (Q-convex sets) A set SC R" is Q-convex if SC Q" and foreach §s, € S and
eachge Q,0<g<l itholdsthatg s+ (1-q)- s €S.

Lemma 12(Young [60]) Set SC R"is Q-convex if and only if S Q" n conv(S).

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

Third Domain Change. In the following arguments, we fix two arbitrary committeégsandC,
such thalC; N Cy| = k-1 and focus on them. (In other words, we consider funcfgm, instead
of fx.) In this case, Lemma 11 allows us to change the domain ofietibn.

Let us consider two voting situatiofsandQ such thatrc, ¢, (P) = ac,.c,(Q). Sinceac, c, is a
linear function, we havec, c,(P—Q) = (0,...,0). Thus, by Lemma 11, we know th@4 =p_q Co.
We can expres® asQ = P + (Q — P) and thus, by consistency &f, c,, we have that:

Ci1>pCo & Cy1>qCa

Consequently, to answer the question “what is the relataiwéen committeeS; andC, according
to fc, c, in voting situationP?” it suffices to know the valuec, c,(P). This is exactly because for
any two profiles,P and Q, with the same values of functia@c, c, the result of comparison of
committeesC; andC; according tofc, ¢, is the same P andQ.

In effect, we can restrict the domain &, ¢, to an((}) - 1)-dimensional spacB:

D:{PeQ(T): > P[|]:o}.

le[mli

We interpret elements d as the values of the committee positiofffglience functionrc, c, and,

so, the conditiony ¢, P[] = O corresponds to the property of committee positidiiedence
functions given in Equation (20). By the argument given iptiothe definition ofD, we know that
from the point of view of comparing committe€y and C; using functionfc, c,, the vector of
valuesac, c, provides the same information as a voting situation fromcwilit is obtained. Thus,
we can think of elements @ as corresponding to voting situations.

Separating Two Committees. We proceed by defining two se3;, D, C D, such that:
Di1={Pe DZC1>pC2} and Dy, ={Pe DZC2>pC1}.

That is,D; corresponds to situations where, accordindda:,, committeeC, is preferred ove€,,
andD; corresponds to the situations where it is the other way roran consistency ofc, c,, it
follows thatD; andD, areQ-convex.
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Let us consider the case whefg ¢, is trivial, i.e., for each voting situation it ranks; andC,
as equal. By neutrality, it follows thdf ranks equally each two committe€$ andC’,, such that
IC] N C = k- 1. This means thafy (for committees with intersectiok — 1) can be expressed
by means of the trivial committee scoring functiere 0. So let us assume thé, ¢, is nontrivial
and there is some voting situation where it does not @nkndC, equally. In this case one of the
setsD1 and D is nonempty. From neutrality it follows that so is the otheeoNow, we move our
analysis fromQ(¥) to R(9), by analyzing the closures of the s&ig andD,.

Lemma 14. The setsnt(D1) and D, are disjoint, convex, and nonempty relative to D (ixet(D1) N
D #0andD, N D # 0).

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

From Lemma 13, it follows that the ses andD, are convex and, thus, the interior DY) is
also convex. Now, we prove thBt; U D, = D, a fact that will be useful in our further analysis. If
this is not the case, thdb — (D1 U D) is open inD. Thus, there exists a poiftand an((}) - 1)-
dimensional balB such thaf € 8 ¢ D — (D1 U D). Naturally,C; =p C,. Thus, for somé e D1,
there exists a (small € Q, such thatQ = x-S + (1 — Xx) - P belongs to the balB. SinceQ belongs
to B, it must be the case th@y =g C,. However, by consistency dg, c,, we have thaC; >q C»
and, so, we hav® € D;. This is a contradiction.

Next, we show that the set if2¢) is nonempty, relatively td. For the sake of contradiction,
assume that inf;) N D = 0. Then, from neutrality, it follows that also if?g) N D = 0. Thus,
D, andD; are nowhere dense D, and so ar®4, D,, andD; U D, = D. Consequently, we get
thatD is nowhere dense iD, a contradiction with the density d@ in D6 (density ofD follows
immediately from its definition).

To see thaD, N D is nonempty, it sfiices to note thafy is nontrivial (by assumptions just ahead
of the statement of the lemma) and, Bn,is nonempty. Sinc®; is a subset of botD, andD, we
get thatD, N D # 0.

Now we show that infD1) and D, are disjoint. For the sake of contradiction, let us assurae th
there exists? € D, such thatP e int(D;) andP e D,. From Lemma 13, we get that im{) =
int(conv(D1)) = int(conv(D1)). This means tha® € int(conv({D1)) N D, and, soP € conv(D1) N D.
SinceP € Dy, we know thatP € Q). By Lemma 12 we know thab; = Q) N conv,).
Thus, sinceP € Q(T) andP e conv(D;), we know thatP € D;. All in all, it must be the case that
P € D1 n Dy, which is a contradiction becaufg N D, = 0.

Finally, for the sake of contradiction, let us assume thertatexist€Q € D, such thaR e int(D1)
andQ € D,. SinceQ e D, this means that every open set containfgnust have nonempty
intersection withD,. Consequently, in1) has nonempty intersection with,, which—by the
previous paragraph—gives a contradiction. This complgstegroof of the lemma. m|

15A subsetA of a topological spacX is called nowhere dense (i) if there is no neighborhood iX on whichA is
dense.

16A subsetA of a topological spacX is dense inX if for every pointx in X, each neighborhood ofcontains at least
one point fromA (i.e., A has non-empty intersection with every non-empty open sudfse).
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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 follihasthere exists a vectgre R() such
that (for P € D, by n - P we mean the dot product & ands, both treated afy) dimensional
vectors):

1. For each voting situatioR € D, it holds thaty - P < 0.
2. For each voting situatioR € int(D,) it holds thaty - P > 0.

We note that Lemma 14 allows us to directly apply the hypemplseparation theorem as the sets
int(D1) andD;, are disjoint!”

We now show that iP € D andn - P > 0, thenP € D;. Sincen - P > 0, P cannot belong t®,,
but it might be the case th&l; =p C,. For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that this is the
case. We observe that there exists(@') - 1)-dimensiona| balB in D with P € 8, such that for

eachS e 8 we haveC; >g C; (this is becaus® does not belong t®,). Let us now consider two
cases.

Case 1.If for eachS € 8 we haveC; =5 C,, then we proceed as follows. Let us take saghguch
thatC, >q C,. There must exist some (possibly very smalbuch thaS = x-Q+(1-x)-P €
8. However, from consistency we would get tiaat>s Cyp, a contradiction.

Case 2.1f there existsQ € 8 such thatC; >q Cy, then we observe that there exists<Oe < 1
such thatS = 52 € 8. SinceS € B, we have thaC; >s C,. Further, we have that
P = €Q + (1 - €)S. By consistency offc, c, we get thatC; >p Cp. However, this is a
contradiction.

Next, we show that if; - P < 0, thenP € D,. For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that
there isP such thaty- P < 0 butC; >p Cy. Then there exists sueththat if Q- P| < e thenn-Q < 0
(and soQ ¢ int(D1)). Thus there exists a ba#t in D with P € 8, such that8 n int(D1) = 0. Thus,
Bn D1 = 0. We infer that some poir$ in 8 could be represented as a linear combinatioR ahd
some point fronD;. From consistency we would get tHat >5 C,, a contradiction.

Remark 2. We have shown that for each & D, (&) - P > 0 implies that Pe D1 (and, so,
Ci1 >p Cy), and (b)n - P < 0 implies that Pe D, (and, so, G >p C;). From symmetry, the same
vectorn works for each pair of committees @nd G such thaiC; N Cy| = k— 1.

Now we will use continuity to prove thatif-P = 0 thenC; =p C,. For the sake of contradiction
let us assume that this is not the case, i.e., that theresexigtting situatiod® € D such tha;-P = 0
butC; #p C,. Without loss of generality, let us assume tBat>p C,. Let Q be a voting situation
such that; - Q < 0 and sdC; >q C;. For eachx it holds thaty - (xP + Q) < 0 and saC, >yp,q Cs.
However, this contradicts continuity df. Thus, for everyP € D, if n- P = 0 thenC; =p Co.

This is different from Young’s [60] and Merlin's [41] approach, who omteron sets with disjoint interiors, but which
do not have to be disjoint on their own.
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From vectom, we retrieve a committee scoring functi@gnFor each committee positidne [my]
we setA(l) = n[l]. Now, we can see that for each two committésC,, and for each voting
situationP € Q™ it holds that (see the comment below for an explanation oft\Whis):

scorg(C,, P) — scorg(Cy, P) = Z (A(I) - pos-weight(C1, P) — A(l) - pos-weight(Ca, P))

le[mli
= > ac,e,Pl = Y alll-ac,e,(Pl =1+ Q,
le[m]k le[mli

whereQ € D is the representation ¢ in the spaceD (i.e., Q is the vector of values of the com-
mittee position-dierence functiorc, c, for profile P). From the above inequality we see that
scorg(Cy, P) > scorg(C,, P) implies thatC; >p C, and that scorgC, P) = scorg(C», P) implies
thatC; =p C,. From neutrality we get that the same committee scoringtioma works for every
two committee<C; andC;, with |C; N C)| =k -1

There is one more issue we need to deal with. So far, we gavegnmant as to whyl should
satisfy the dominance property of committee scoring fumdi(i.e., that if andJ are two commit-
tee positions such thatdominates], thenA(l) > A(J)). However, to get this property it fiices to
assume the committee dominance axiomffor

Summarizing our discussion from this section, we get oummasult, Theorem A, for the
committee<C, andC,, with |C; N Cy| = 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 extegdire reasoning from the previous
section to apply to every two committe€g andC, irrespective of the size of their intersection.

Setting Up the Proof. Let fx be ak-winner election rule that is symmetric, consistent, awnbus,
and has the committee dominance property. Léte the scoring function derived for thig as
described at the end of the previous section. We know thadoh two committeeS; andC, such
that|C1 N Co| = k— 1 and each voting situatio® € Q™ it holds that scorgC1, P) > scorg(C,, P)

if and only if C; >p C5, and scorg(C4, P) = scorg(C,, P) if and only if C; =p C,. We will show
that the same holds for all committe€s andC,, irrespective of the size of their intersection. We
will show this by induction ovek — |C1 N C5|.

Let us fix some valu&’ < k — 1 and let us assume thatcan be used to distinguish whether
some committe€, is preferred over some committ€2 whenevelCy N Cy| > K'. We will show
that the same can be used to distinguish whether commit®eis preferred over committe€,
when|C; N Cy| = K.

LetC; andC; be two arbitrary committees such th@i NC,| = k’. Let us rename the candidates
sothatC; \Co ={cq1,..., 0k}, C1NCo = {Ckek+1,-..,Ck andCy \ C1 = {Cks1, ..., Coki }-

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 ok2- k' positions{pa, ..., p2k_k ) such that:

AP, -+ Pd) + AU Pk s1s - -5 Pk ) # 24 Pacie g5 - -5 Piegey })- (21)

Let us consider the committé®; = {Cxx ,;,...,Ckx ,,}. We consider the vector space of
2 2

voting situationd® € Q™ such thaC;, =p C3 andCs =p C, (the fact that this is a vector space
follows from the inductive assumptiof€G, N C3| = |C, N C3| > k’). The conditionC, =p C3
andC3; =p C, are not contradictory (consider the profile in which eachevstcast exactly
once—in such profile all sizk<committees are equivalent with respectith This space has
dimension eithem! — 2 orm! — 1. This is so, because each of the conditi@ias=p C3 and
C, =p C3 boils down to a single linear equation. If these equatiomsiadependent then
the dimension ign! — 2. Otherwise, it ism! — 1. By transitivity of fy we get that in each
voting situationP from this space it holds th&; =p C, and that the committee score ©f
(according ta1) is equal to the committee score©$. Let B be a base of this space. Further,
let v be a vote where each candidagei € {1,...,2k — k'}, stands on position; (recall
Equation (21) above), and let be an identical vote except that candidates ffoy C, are
listed in the reverse order (i.a&4 is on positionpyk_k, C2 iS 0N positionpak_k -1 and so on).
Let Sy be a voting situation that consistswéndv'. The positions o€, andCs in v are:

Pos(C1) = {pP1....., P} and  pog(Cs) = {Pick 1, -+ +» Pk i}
The positions of2; andCs in V' are:

POS/(C1) = {Pkk+1s- > Pk} @nd - PO§(Ca) = {Picke g5+ -5 Picke )

Consequently, according to Equation (21), in voting sitma$;, the committee score @ is
not equal to that o€3. By the inductive assumption, it must be the case @hats, Cs. This
means that the voting situations 1 {Sp} are linearly independent.

We now show tha€C; =5, C,. Consider a permutatiom (over the candidate set) that swaps
€1 with Cok_, Co with k-1, and so on. We note that(C,) = Cy, o(Cp) = C4, and
Sp = 0(Sp). Thus, by symmetry off, it must be the case th&l; =s, C,. Further, the
committee scores @, andC, are equal irS,.

Altogether, the bas8 U {Sy} defines anrfl — 1)-dimensional space of voting situatioRs
such thatC, =p C, and the committee scores Gf andC, are equal. From Corollary 1 we
know that the set of voting situatiofssuch thatC; =p C, forms a vector space of dimension
m! —1. As a result, we get that for each voting situatidthe conditionC,; =p C; is equivalent
to the condition thaC; has the same committee scoreCasaccording tol.

The fact thatC; >s C, whenever the committee score@f is greater than that @, follows
from Lemma 7.

Case 2: For each vector of R— k' positions{ps, ..., px_k ) it holds that (note that the condition
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below is a negation of the condition from Case 1):

A({p1, - .-, pk})—/l({pk_zk/ R pk__zk/+k}) =
APk 35+ Picke gl = Al Pkt - -5 Pk })-

As before, l1e1C3 = {Cix ;.. .., Crr . Since the above equality must hold for each vector
2 2

of 2k—k’ positions, we see that if the committee scor€gpfs equal to the committee score of
C3, then the committee score ©f is equal to the committee score®@f. Consequently, by the
inductive assumption, we get thaf =p C3 implies thatC3 =p C,. Thus, byfy’s transitivity,
we get that for each voting situatid®? the conditionC; =p C3 implies thatC, =p C,. As a
consequence of this reasoning, there existsrdr-(L)-dimensional space of voting situations
P such thaiC; =p C, and such tha€; has the same committee scoreGas Similarly as in
Case 1, we conclude that for each voting situattotine conditionC; =p C; is equivalent to
the condition thaC; has the same committee scoreCasaccording tol, and that it holds that
C1 >p C, whenever the committee score®f is greater than that @, (by Lemma 7).

The Case Where k- k’ > 3and k- k’is Odd. Similarly as before we consider two cases:

Case 1: There exists a vector ofk2- K’ positions{ps, ..., px_k) and a numbek € {1,... k- k’}
such that:

A{APL, - -5 Pr}) + A Prk+15 - - -» Pokk'}) #
/l({ Px;---» pk+x—1}) + /l({pk—k’+2—x, ey p2k—k/+1—x})-

In this case we can repeat the reasoning from Case 1 from éh@ps subsection (it $lices
to takeCz = {Cx, ..., Ckix-1})-

Case 2: For each vector of R— k' positions{pa, ..., pak_x ) and each numbexe {1,.. . k- Kk} it
holds that:

AU{PL, - ) + A Pr-k 415 - - -5 P2k }) =
A(Pxs - - -5 Prax=1)) + AU Pr—k+2-x - - - » P2k’ +1-x})-

The above inequality fox = Lk‘—z"'J and forx = Lk‘—z"'J + 1 gives, respectively (note that
k=K — 5] = 1'54):

AP, - - Ped) + AU Prk+15 - -+ > Pk ]) =
/l({ ka-_zk’J R pk+|_k-_2k’J_1}) + /l({ pr%]_*_z EER) pk+|'%'|+1}).

and:
A{PL, - ) + AU Pr-k 415 - - -5 Pokke}) =

/l({ ka—_ZWJ+1 ) pk+Lk;2i<’J}) + /1({ prk;zw]+1 cees pkH%]})-
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Together, these two equalities give that:

A({ ka-_zk’J cees pk_,.L%J_l}) + A(f pr%]_*_z cees pk+|'k-_2k"|+1}) =

/1({ ka;ZWJ+1 ) pk+Lk;2WJ}) + /1({ prk;zw]+1 cees pk+rk;2W]})-
Since the above equality holds for each vectorafl positions, after renaming the positions,
we get that for each set &f+ 3 positions(qy, . . ., Ok.3) it holds that:

ﬂ({Ql, ceey qk}) + ﬁ({Q4, ey Qk+3}) = ﬂ({QZ, ceey Qk+l}) + ﬂ({QS, cee QK+2})-
After reformulation we get:

A{de, ..., Gk)) — A2, . . ., Oke1)) = A{Ts, - - -, Oke2}) — A({Gas - - - » Gur3})- (22)

If kis odd, we obtain the following series of equalities (the sgmutive equalities, except
for the last one, are consequences of applying Equationt®je cyclic shifts of the list
(01, %, - . - , Ok+3); the last equality breaks the pattern and is a consequeraggpbfing Equa-
tion (22) to the liskQk2, Gk+3, A1, 02, - - - » Ok-1, Ok+1, Ok)):
A(qu, - - ) — A2, - - -, Ge1}) = A{D, - - -, Aka2}) — A({Gas - - -, Or3})
= A{05, - - -, Ok+3, A1}) — A({Cs. - - - » Oks3, Ol1, A2})
= A({07. - - . Ok+3, A1, G2, A3}) — A({C. - - - » Gk+3, Ol1. G2, Of3, Ga})

= A({Ok+2, Qs3> A1 - - - » Ok—2}) — A({ O35 - - - » Ol1, Ok-11)
= A({Ql, ce ey qk—la Qk+l}) - A({QZ, ceey Qk+l}),

In consequence, it must be the case th@d),...,0}) = A({ds,...,0k-1,U+1})- Thus, by
transitivity, we get thafl is a constant function (in essence, what we have shown isvbat
can replace positions in the setlopositions, one by one, without changing the value of the
committee scoring function). L&l3; = {cp, ..., Ck1}. SinceA is a constant function, then by
the inductive assumption we have that for every voting sitagP it holds thatC,; =p C3 and

C3 =p Cy. By transitivity we get that for each voting situatiérit holds thatC, =p C,. Thus
our trivial scoring function works correctly d@; andCs.

Let us now assume thitis even. Now we obtain the following series of equalitiestfirs
case all the consecutive equalities are consequences lgfrapgquation (22) to the cyclic
shifts of the sequenc@y, p, . . ., Ok+3)):
A(qu, - - ) — A2, - - -, Ge1}) = A{D, - - -, Aka2}) — A({Gas - - -, Or3})
= A({05. - - -, Ok+3, A1}) — A({G. - - - » Ok+3, 1. G2})
= A({a7. - - . Ok+3, A1, G2, A3}) — A({C. - - - » Gk+3, 01, G2, Of3, Ga})

= /l({CIk+3, i, ..., CIk—l}) - /l({ql’ s CIk})
= /l({CIZa cees CIk+1}) - /l({q3’ B CIk+2}).
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In consequence, it is the case that:

Az, .- -» A) — A2, .-, A1) = A2, - -, Gr1}) — (T, - -, Ak 2}),

and this holds for every sequen@s, .. ., k.2) of positions. Thus, we get that for each voting
situation in which{cs, ..., ¢} is equivalent tdcy, . . ., Ck.1}, it also holds thatcy, . . ., Cki1} IS
equivalent tocs, . . ., Cki2}, it also holds thafcs, . . ., ck. 2} is equivalent tdcy, . . ., Ck.3}, etc.
LetCs = {cp,..., k1) From the preceding reasoning we have that for each votingtsin

P the fact that it holds that; =p Cs implies thatC; =p C,. We conclude the proof in the
same way as in the case of eden k' (Case 2). Specifically, we conclude that there exists an
(m! — 1)-dimensional space of voting situatioRssuch thatC; =p C, and such thaC; has
the same committee score @s. This means that for each voting situatiBrthe condition
C1 =p Cyis equivalent to the condition th&4 has the same committee scoreCasaccording

to 4, and that it holds that, >p C, whenever the committee score®f is greater than that
of C, (by Lemma 7).

The End. We have shown that if e&winner rule is symmetric, consistent, continuous, andthas
committee-dominance property, then it is a committee sgorille. On the other hand, committee
scoring rules satisfy all these conditions. This completasproof of Theorem A.

6 Conclusions

We have provided an axiomatic characterization of committeoring rules, a new class of mul-
tiwinner voting rules recently introduced by Elkind et a.7]. Committee scoring rules form a
remarkably general class of multiwinner systems that stesif many nontrivial rules with a va-
riety of applications. Thus, our characterization coosté a fundamental framework for further
axiomatic studies of this fascinating class and makes amwitapt step towards their understand-
ing. We mention that various properties of committee sgprinles, and the internal structure of
the class, were already studied by Elkind et al. [17] andsEalvski et al. [20, 19]. However, they
mostly focused on specific rules and on subclasses of theevetads, while this work distinguishes
the class of committee scoring rules among the universe timmner voting rules.

Our Theorem A required developing a set of useful tools awd ecencepts, such as decision
rules. We believe that they are an interesting notion thag¢ides further study.
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