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Abstract

Weighted voting games is one of the most important classes of cooperative games. Recently, Zhang

and Grossi [53] proposed a variant of this class, called delegative simple games, which is well suited to

analyse the relative importance of each voter in liquid democracy elections. Moreover, they defined a

power index, called the delagative Banzhaf index to compute the importance of each agent (i.e., both

voters and delegators) in a delegation graph based on two key parameters: the total voting weight she

has accumulated and the structure of supports she receives from her delegators.

We obtain several results related to delegative simple games. We first propose a pseudo-polynomial

time algorithm to compute the delegative Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik values in delegative simple

games. We then investigate a bribery problem where the goal is to maximize/minimize the voting

power/weight of a given voter in a delegation graph by changing at most a fixed number of delegations.

We show that the problems of minimizing/maximizing a voter’s power index value are strongly NP-

hard. Furthermore, we prove that having a be�er approximation guarantee than 1 − 1/4 to maximize

the voting weight of a voter is not possible, unless % = #% , then we provide some parameterized com-

plexity results for this problem. Finally, we show that finding a delegation graph with a given number

of gurus that maximizes the minimum power index value an agent can have is a computationally hard

problem.

1 Introduction

Weighted voting games form a simple scheme to model situations in which voters must make a yes/no
decision about accepting a given proposal [14]. Each voter has a corresponding weight and the proposal
is accepted if the sum of weights of agents supporting the proposal exceeds a fixed threshold also called
the quota. In weighted voting game, weights of voters can represent an amount of resource and the quota
represents the quantity of this resource which should be gathered to enforce the proposal. For instance,
agents may be political parties and weights could be derived from the relative importance of each party in
terms of number of votes received. �ere is a large literature in cooperative game theory to measure the
relative importance of each agent in such a situation. Notably, the computational and axiomatic properties
of two power indices, the Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik indices [4, 51], have been extensively studied. �e
computational properties investigated obviously include the computational complexity of computing the
power index of a given agent [18] but they also involve several manipulation problems, as computing the
quota maximizing or minimizing the power index of a specific voter [54, 55] or determining the impact
of spli�ing an agent in two [2, 28, 40]. �ese are only few examples of the many questions that have been
investigated in weighted voting games, despite the apparent simplicity of these cooperative games.

One possible limitation of weighted voting games is that they consider each agent as an indivisible
entity. However, if the agents are corporations or political parties, then they do have some inner structure
which may have an impact on the relative strength of each agent.

Example 1. Let us consider two political parties Π and Π′ represented in Figure 1. Each party has a political

leader (agents � and �′ respectively) and different inner political trends with subleaders (agents �, � , � , �
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Figure 1: Two political parties Π and Π
′ with two different inner structures.

in Π and agents �′, � ′, and � ′ in Π
′). Each leader and subleader have their own supporters which provide

them some voting weights, wri�en next to each agent in Figure 1. In each party, the different agents form

a directed tree structure of support, where each arc represents the fact that an agent supports another agent.

For instance, in party Π, agent � endorses agent � which herself endorses agent �. In this way, agent �

implicitly supports agent � and puts at her disposal her voting weight. Note however that it may not be

possible for agent � to directly endorse agent �. Indeed, if agent � represents the most le�-wing sensibility

of the party whereas agent � represents a more consensual political trend, it may be difficult for agent � to

publicly support agent � without losing credibility in the eye of her supporters.

�e total weight accumulated by voters� and�′ are respectively worth 12 and 11. Hence, the total weight

gathered by � is greater than the one of �′. Could this indicate that agent � is at least as powerful as agent

�′. �e inner structures of parties Π and Π
′ suggest that it may not be the case. Indeed, agent � receives

a greater total weight and is endorsed (directly and indirectly) by more agents. However, agent �′ receives

direct support from all other subleaders of her party which is not the case of agent �. As a result, if agent �

decides to secede and create her own party, then agent� would lose the support of agents � and � conceding a

total weight lose of 5. Conversely, the most important weight lose that agent �′ can suffer from the secession

of another agent is worth 3. Hence, the inner structure of political party Π
′ which supports candidate �′

seems more robust than the one of candidate �.

Example 1 suggests to study a more complex model than the one of weighted voting games where
agents are backed up by an internal support structure with transitive supports. Studying this kind of
model has been recently initiated by Zhang and Grossi [53]. Indeed, the authors investigate how to
measure the relative importance of voters in the framework of Liquid Democracy (LD) [6, 29]. LD is a
collective decision paradigm in which agents can vote themselves or delegate their vote to another agent.
One important feature, is that an agent who receives delegations can in turn delegate her vote and the
ones that she has received to another agent which is exactly the kind of transitive support discussed in
Example 1. In their work, Zhang and Grossi [53] define delegative simple games, a variant of weighted
voting games in which the capacity of a subset of agents to reach the quota does not only depend on
their voting weights but also on their delegations. Delegative simple games make it possible to take into
account the support (delegation) structure underlying the game and to favor agents who receive more
direct supports, compared to agents receiving more distant chains of support. �e authors notably study
axiomatically the Banzhaf index applied to this kind of game which they term the delegative Banzhaf

index.

Our contribution. In this work, we study in more depth the delegative Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik
indices. While the computation of these indices is computationally hard, we show that they can be calcu-
lated by a pseudo-polynomial dynamic programming algorithm similar to the one of standard Banzhaf and
Shapley-Shubik indices. Second, we study a bribery problem, in which one tries to maximize/minimize
the voting power/weight of a given agent by changing at most : delegation choices. We show that these
problems are NP-hard and provide several parameterized complexity results. Lastly, we investigate a
power distribution problem in which one tries to find a delegation graph with a predefined number of
gurus to maximize the minimum power index value of an agent. We show that this is an NP-hard problem
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even when the weight of each voter is 1.

2 Related Work

Weighted voting games originated in the domain of cooperative game theory [13, 14]. Two well-known
solutions to measure the voting power of an agent in a weighted voting game are the Shapley-Shubik
and Banzhaf indices [4, 51]. Both indices share several properties [20]. For instance, they both satisfy the
well-known axioms Dummy Player, Symmetry and Additivity. Several works characterize both indices
in different ways which emphasize their differences [5, 47, 51, 52]. Computing the Shapley-Shubik and
Banzhaf indices is #P-Complete [18, 49]. However, Matsui and Matsui [43] showed that there exists pseu-
dopolynomial algorithms that can compute the Shapley-Shubik and Banzhaf indices in time $ (=3Fmax)

and $ (=2Fmax) respectively, where = is the number of agents and Fmax is the maximum weight of an
agent. Several other works have been dedicated to the computation of these power indices, either to
compute them exactly [10, 17, 33, 34], or approximately [3, 25, 26, 41, 42, 45, 48]. Moreover, several ma-
nipulation problems involving power indices have been investigated, as computing the quota maximizing
or minimizing the power index of a specific voter [54, 55] or determining the impact of spli�ing an agent
in two [2, 28, 40].

Several works have studied the measurement of voters’ relative importance in an LD election [8, 9, 38,
53]. Boldi et al. [8, 9] proposed a way to measure the relative importance of each voter in a social network
using a power index similar to PageRank. In theirmodel, each voter can recommend one of her neighbor in
the social network. �e recommendations of the voters are then transitively delegated but are a�enuated
by using a multiplicative damping factor. �e authors term the resulting system a viscous democracy
election as the voting power does not flow completely but rather meets some resistance do to the damping
factor. In this way, the model by Boldi et al. [8, 9] favors the voters who receive direct supports instead
of more distant ones. Kling et al. [38] studied the behavior of voters using the LiquidFeedback so�ware
in the German Pirate Party. �e authors studied the number and types of interactions with the so�ware,
the distribution in terms of number of delegations received per voter as well as the behavior of “super-
voters” which receive a large number of delegations. �e authors then apply several power indices from
game theory (e.g., the Shapley-Shubik and Banzhaf indices) to analyze the power distribution in liquid
democracy elections. �is analyse led the authors to propose modifications to the existing power indices
to fit be�er to the real world data they gathered. More precisely, the authors designed generalizations
of the Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik power indices which allow to model non-uniform distributions of
approval rates1. Lastly, as detailed in the introduction, Zhang and Grossi [53] have very recently proposed
a formal way to measure the influence of voters in an LD election by introducing a variant of weighted
voting games. �is variant as well as the resulting power indices will be presented in Section 3.

Other questions related to LD have been investigated. Several articles have investigated the stability
of the delegation process in LD. �is question was first studied by Bloembergen, Grossi and Lackner [7]
and Escoffier, Gilbert and Pass-Lanneau [23, 24] by using standard concepts from game theory. Kavitha et
al. [36] also studied this problem but using popularity as the stability criterion. Christoff and Grossi [15]
studied other possible pitfalls of LD as delegation cycles or possible inconsistencies that can occur if
voters should vote on different but connected issues. Brill and Talmon [11] investigated a se�ing called
pairwise liquid democracy, in which each voter should provide a complete ranking over candidates. �is
work illustrated the difficulty of unraveling ballots arising from complex delegation processes, a problem
that was tackled by Colley, Grandi and Novaro [16]. Kotsialou and Riley [39] a�empted to incentive par-
ticipation in the delegation/voting process in the LD se�ing using several delegation rules. �e question
of the expected accuracy of voters has been considered by Green-Armytage [32], Kahng, Mackenzie and
Procaccia [35] as well as Caragiannis and Micha [12]. Lastly, several articles considered a potential pitfall
of LD being that some gurus could accumulate an undesirably high voting power [19, 31, 38]. �e authors
proposed optimization problems to mitigate this problem and obtained approximation and parameterized
complexity results.

1Stated otherwise, the assumption that voters vote with equal probability in favour or against a proposal is not made.
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3 Preliminaries

In this section, we formalize delegative simple games [53] and specify our se�ing.

3.1 Weighted voting games and power indices

A simple game is a tuple G = 〈+ ,a〉, where + = [=] is a set of = agents and a : 2= → {0, 1} is a
characteristic function which only takes values 0 and 1. �e notation [8] and [8]0 will denote the sets
{1, . . . 8} and {0, 1, . . . , 8} respectively. Moreover, a subset � ⊆ + will also be called a coalition. For any
coalition� ⊆ + ,� is said to be a winning coalition if a (�) = 1, otherwise, it is said to be a losing coalition.
An agent 8 is said to be a swing agent for coalition � if X8 (�) := a (� ∪ {8}) − a (�) is equal to 1.

Weighted voting games are particular simple gameswhich admit a compact representation. Inweighted
voting games, there exists a quota @ and each agent (also called voter) 8 is associated with a weight F8 .
�e characterization function a is then defined by a (�) = 1 iff

∑

8 ∈� F8 ≥ @. Stated otherwise, a coalition
is winning if the sum of weights of agents in the coalition exceeds the threshold. Several power indices
have been studied to measure the relative importance of an agent in weighted voting games. We recall
two of the most well known power indices:

Definition 3.1. �e Banzhaf index of a voter 8 in a simple game G is defined as

�8 (G) =
∑

�⊆+ \{8 }

1

2=−1
X8 (�).

Definition 3.2. �e Shapley-Shubik voting index of a voter 8 in a simple game G is defined as

(ℎ8 (G) =
∑

�⊆+ \{8 }

1

=

(= − |� | − 1)!|� |!

(= − 1)!
X8 (�).

In words, the Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik indices of an agent 8 measure how likely it is that 8 is a
swing agent for specific probability distributions on coalitions � ⊆ + \ {8}. For the Banzhaf index, each
such coalition is equally likely. For the Shapley-Shubik index, the coalitions are drawn as follows: one
first selects u.a.r. a number B in [= − 1]0; then one selects a coalition � ⊆ + \ {8} u.a.r. within coalitions
of size B .

In aweighted voting game, voters debate on a given proposal and their weights can be seen as amounts
of resource related to the proposal at hand. A coalition is then successful if it can gather enough of this
resource to realize the proposal. For instance, voters may be heads of political parties and the weights
could be derived from the relative importance of each party. However, as explained in the introduction,
this simple intuition neglects the inner structure of each agent, which could be of importance. Zhang
and Grossi followed this intuition and defined delegative simple games, a variant of weighted voting
games [53] which makes it possible to take into account this structure. Delegative simple games are
motivated by liquid democracy elections.

3.2 Liquid democracy elections

A finite set of agents+ = [=] will vote on a proposal. Each agent is associated with a weightF8 , i.e., there
is a weight function l : + −→ N>0, assigning a positive weight F8 to every agent 8 . In LD elections a
special case of interest is the one where every voter has weight one. �e rule used is a super-majority rule

with quota @ ∈ (
∑

8∈+ F8

2 ,
∑

8 ∈+ F8 ] ∩ N>0
2. Stated otherwise, the proposal is accepted if the total voting

weight in favor of it is at least worth @.
We assume the election to follow the LD paradigm. Notably, we assume voters to be vertices of a Social

Network (SN) modeled as a directed graph � = (+ ,�), i.e., each node in the graph corresponds to a voter
8 ∈ + and a directed edge (8, 9 ) ∈ � corresponds to a social relation between 8 and 9 . More precisely, it
specifies the fact that agent 8 would accept to delegate her vote to 9 or more generally speaking to endorse

2In this work, we restrict the values of weights F8 and @ to N>0. �is restriction can be motivated by a result by Muroga [46].
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9 . �e set of out-neighbors (resp. in-neighbors) of voter 8 is denoted byNb>DC (8) = { 9 ∈ + | (8, 9 ) ∈ �} (resp.
Nb8=(8) = { 9 ∈ + | ( 9 , 8) ∈ �}). Each agent 8 has two possible choices: either she can vote directly, or she
can delegate her vote to one of her neighbors in Nb>DC (8). As usual in LD, delegations are transitive,
meaning that if voter 8 delegates to voter 9 , and voter 9 delegates to voter : , then voter 8 indirectly
delegates to voter : . If an agent votes, she is called a guru of the people she represents and has an
accumulated voting weight equal to the total weight of people who directly or indirectly delegated to her.
If she delegates, she is called a follower and has an accumulated voting weight worth 0. �e information
about delegation choices is formalized by a delegation function 3 , where

• 3 (8) = 9 if voter 8 delegates to voter 9 ∈ Nb>DC (8),

• 3 (8) = 8 if voter 8 votes directly.

We write 3 = (31, 32, ..., 3=) to denote a delegation profile, representing each voter’s delegation choice, i.e.,
38 = 3 (8) for any 8 ∈ [=]. �e delegation digraph �3 = (+ , �) resulting from 3 is the subgraph of � ,
where (8, 9 ) ∈ � iff 3 (8) = 9 . We assume that this digraph is acyclic. More precisely, we assume �3 is a
spanning forest of directed trees where all vertices have out-degree exactly one except the roots which
have out-degree 0. In �3 , we denote by 23 (8, 9 ) the delegation chain between voters 8 and 9 , which starts
with voter 8 and ends with voter 9 . Put another way, 23 (8, 9 ) is a sequence ((E1, E2), . . . , (E:−1, E: )) of arcs
such that E1 = 8 , E: = 9 and ∀; ∈ [: − 1], 3 (E; ) = E;+1. By abuse of notation, we may also use this notation
to denote the set {E8 , 8 ∈ [:]} of voters in the chain of delegations from 8 to 9 . For any digraph� , we write
Δ(�) to denote the set of all acyclic delegation graphs �3 that can be induced by delegation functions 3
on � .

3.3 Delegative Simple Games

Consider a social network � = (+ ,�) and a delegation graph �3 = (+ , �) ∈ Δ(�). Let )3 (8) be the
directed subtree rooted in 8 in delegation graph �3 , where 8 has out-degree 0 and all other vertices have
out-degree 1. Let �D3 = {8 ∈ + |38 = 8} be the set of gurus induced by 3 , i.e., the roots of the directed
trees in �3 . �e voter who votes on behalf of voter 8 is called the guru of 8 and denoted by 3∗8 in �3 .
�e delegation function 3 induces an accumulated weight function U3 , such that U3 (8) =

∑

9 ∈)3 (8)F 9 if
8 ∈ �D3 and 0 otherwise. We define another weight function. Given a set � ⊆ + , we denote by )3 (8,�)
the directed subtree rooted in 8 in the delegation graph �3 [�]. �e subtree )3 (8,�) contains each voter
ℎ such that 3∗

ℎ
= 8 and 23 (ℎ, 8) only contains elements from � . Given a set � ⊆ + , we define the weight

function U3,� , such that U3,� (8) =
∑

9 ∈)3 (8,�)
F 9 if 8 ∈ �D3 and 0 otherwise. Moreover, we denote by

U3 (�) =
∑

8 ∈� U3,� (8).
We follow and slightly adapt some notations from Zhang and Grossi [53]. We call a Liquid Democracy

Election (LDE) a tuple E = 〈�,l,3,@〉 or E = 〈�,l,�3 , @〉 (by abuse of notation, we may use �3 in place
of 3 when it is convenient). For � ⊆ + , we denote by 3∗� (ℎ) = 9 the fact that 9 is the guru of ℎ and that

23 (ℎ, 9 ) only contains elements from � . We write �̂ (�) = { 9 ∈ � |∃: ∈ �,3∗� ( 9 ) = :} the set of voters
that have a guru in � and such that the chain of delegations leading to this guru is contained in � . In a
delegation graph �3 , a voter 8 is called a distant agent if U3 (23 (8, 3

∗
8 ) \ {8}) ≥ @.

In the delegative simple game GE induced by an LDE E, aE (�) = 1 iff U3 (�) ≥ @, i.e., a coalition �

is winning whenever the sum of weights accumulated by gurus in � from agents in � meets the quota.
�is defines a new class of simple games which have a compact structure but different from the one of
weighted games. In our case, the weights are not given in advance, but rather derived from a graph
structure. �e different power indices defined for simple games can of course be applied to this new class.
It is worth noticing that in this new class of simple games the power of each voter 8 does not only depend
on the amount of delegations she receives through delegations, but also on the structure of the subtree
rooted in her in the delegation graph. Notably, the more direct the supports of 8 are, the more important
she is in the delegation graph.

Definition 3.3 (Active Agent). Consider a delegation graph 3 and a coalition � ⊆ + . We say that a voter

8 ∈ � is an active agent in � , if 8 ∈ �̂ (�); otherwise, 8 is called an inactive agent.
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Notice that according to the definition of delegative simple game, an active (resp. inactive) agent
8 ∈ � contributes weight F8 (resp. 0) to the coalition � (see Example 2). Given a delegative simple game
GE , let ��8 (E) and �(8 (E) denote the Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik values of voter 8 in GE , respectively.
Sometimes we may write �8 (GE ) (resp. (8 (GE )) instead of ��8 (E) (resp. �(8 (E)). When speaking about
these indices, we drop parameter E (or GE ) when it is clear from the context. �ese values are referred
to as the delegative Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik indices of voter 8 . Let us give an illustrative example to
understand all aspects and notations of our model.

Example 2. Consider an LDE E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉, where+ = [8] is a set of 8 voters delegating through
a social network with delegation profile 3 = (3, 3, 3, 7, 6, 7, 8, 8) illustrated in Fig. 2 and @ = 3. Each voter 8 has
weight l (8) = 1. �e set of gurus is �D = {3, 8}, so, U3 (3) =

∑

9 ∈)3 (3) F 9 = 3, U3 (8) =
∑

9 ∈)3 (8) F 9 = 5, and
for any 8 ∈ + \ {3, 8}, U3 (8) = 0 (as 8 is a follower). Consider the set� = {3, 5, 7, 8}. )3 (8,�) (resp. )3 (3,�)) is
the subtree rooted in 8 (resp. 3) and composed of voters {7, 8} (resp. {3}). �us, U3,� (3) =

∑

9 ∈)3 (3,�) F 9 = 1,
U3,� (8) =

∑

9 ∈)3 (8,�) F 9 = 2 and U3,� (8) = 0 for 8 ∈ {5, 7}, and then U3 (�) =
∑

8 ∈� U3,� (8) = 3. Also,

3∗� (3) = 3, 3∗� (7) = 8, 3∗� (8) = 8 and �̂ (�) = {3, 7, 8} as for any 8 ∈ {3, 7, 8}, 23 (8, 3
∗
� (8)) ⊆ � . Note that

5 ∉ �̂ (�) as 23 (5, 8) * � . Now we intend to compute ��8 and ��6.

We first compute ��8 by counting the coalitions � ⊆ + \ {8} for which 8 is a swing agent. Note that

if {1, 2, 3} ⊆ � , then 8 cannot be a swing agent for � . Second, if {1, 2, 3} ∩ � ∈ {{1, 3}, {2, 3}}, then 8 will
always be a swing agent for � . �ere are 32 such coalitions. �ird, if {1, 2, 3} ∩ � = {3}, then 8 will be a

swing agent for � iff 7 ∈ � . �ere are 8 such coalitions. Last, if 3 ∉ ({1, 2, 3} ∩ �), then 8 will be a swing

agent for � iff |� ∩ {4, 6, 7}| ≥ 2. �ere are 24 such coalitions. Hence ��8(+ ) =
1
27
× 64 = 1

2 .

Now we compute ��6. Note that in order for 6 to be a swing agent in any coalition � , it is necessary

that {7, 8} ⊆ � . Hence, the coalitions � for which 6 is a swing agent are of the form � = {7, 8} ∪ ( where

( ⊆ {1, 2, 5}. �e number of such coalitions is 8. Hence, ��6 =
1
27
× 8 = 1

16 .

8

7

6

5

4

3

2 1

Figure 2: �e delegation graph �3 (do�ed arcs are the other arcs of � = (+ ,�)) with the set of gurus
�D3 = {3, 8}.

In the upcoming section, we address the computational problem of computing the delegative Banzhaf
and Shapley-Shubik indices of a given voter 8 .

4 Pseudo-Polynomial Algorithm for �� and �(

In weighted voting games, evaluating the Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik indices is computationally chal-
lenging. Indeed, computing each of them in weighted voting games is #P-complete [18, 49] and several
decision problems related to their computation are NP-complete or coNP-complete [13, 44, 49]. As del-
egative simple games include weighted voting games as a subcase (consider the restriction when each
voter votes herself), these hardness results also hold for delegative simple games.

However, it is known that these indices can be computed by a pseudo-polynomial algorithm [44] in
weighted voting games, that is an algorithm running in time ?>;~(=,Fmax), whereFmax := max8 ∈+ l (8) is
the maximal weight of an agent. In what follows, we provide a similar dynamic programming approach
to compute the delegative Shapley-Shubik and Banzhaf indices in pseudo-polynomial time.
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�eorem 4.1. Given a delegative simple game GE induced by an LDE E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉 and a voter

8 ∈ + , ��8 and �(8 can be computed in $ (=2F<0G max{=,Fmax}) and$ (=4F2
<0G ), respectively.

Proof. Consider a coalition � ⊆ + . Observe first that when a coalition � does not include voter 9 , a
subset ( of 9 ’s followers (i.e., ( ⊆ )3 ( 9 ) \ { 9 }) could join � only as inactive agents and are not able to
increase the total weight of � . For instance in Example 2, in the case voter 7 does not join a coalition �

(i.e., U3,� (8) = 1), all of her followers could join� as inactive agents.
By relabeling the vertices we can make the assumption that the vertex we consider is voter =.
We run a depth-first search of �3 starting from voter =. Let c3 be the ordering of voters in �3 such

that voters are sorted in decreasing order of their discovering times in the depth first search. As = is first
visited in the depth first search, it is the last voter in the ordering c3 . In Example 2, voters are sorted in
such a way (i.e., c3 =< 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 >), when computing ��8 (E). We first show how to compute the
delegative shapely value. We decompose the proof in two sub-cases :

Case 1: voter = is a guru. Consider a guru = with accumulated weight U3 (=). Recall that F= is the
initial weight that voter = is endowed with before starting the delegation process and U3 (=) is the total
weight that voter = receives through delegations in �3 .

Let #B denote the number of coalitions � of size B for which = is a swing agent. �en �(= can be
rewri�en as follows.

�(= =

=−1
∑

B=0

B!(= − B − 1)!

=!
#B . (1)

Let C 9 = |)3 ( 9 ) |, i.e., the size of the tree)3 ( 9 ) rooted in a vertex 9 . Moreover, let �4; ( 9 ) = 23 ( 9 ,3
∗ ( 9 )) \

{ 9 } be the set of voters to which 9 delegates to directly or indirectly (not to be confused with the guru
of 9 ). To compute �(= efficiently, we use a dynamic programming approach. Given a forest F with =

vertices, we define a table �F where �F [ 9 ,F, B] is the number of sets � ⊂ {1, ..., 9 } such that |� | = B and
U3 (�4; ( 9 ) ∪ �) = U3 (�4; ( 9 )) + F , where 9 and B range from 0 to = and F ranges from 0 to

∑

8 ∈+ F8 . In
words, we count the number of s-element subsets in {1, ..., 9 } who will contribute a weightF when added
to a coalition containing all elements of �4; ( 9 ) (this ensures that 9 will be an active agent). �ese table
entries will be filled as follows.

First, for 9 = 0, we have

�F [0,F, B]=

{

1 if F = 0 and B = 0
0 otherwise.

More generally, �F [ 9 ,F, B] = 0 if B > 9 orF >

∑9

;=1
F; . Second, if B = 0, then �F [ 9 ,F, B] = 0 if F > 0 and

1 otherwise. �ird, in the special caseF = 0, and 9 ≥ B > 0, we have

�F [ 9 , 0, B] =

C 9−1
∑

G=0

(

C 9 − 1

G

)

�F [ 9 − C 9 , 0, B − G] . (2)

Indeed, in this case 9 cannot be part of the coalition as she would contribute a positive weight. Conversely,
as 9 is not part of the coalition, any subset of vertices in )3 ( 9 ) \ { 9 } may be part of the coalition as a set
of inactive agents. We consider each possible cardinality (variable G ) for such a subset before moving to
the next tree rooted in 9 − C 9 .

Now for 9 = 1, . . . , =, B = 1, . . . , 9 , andF = 1, . . . , @ −F=, � [ 9 ,F, B] will be computed as follows.

�F [ 9 ,F, B] =

C 9−1
∑

G=0

(

C 9 − 1

G

)

�F [ 9 − C 9 ,F, B − G]

+ �F [ 9 − 1,F −F 9 , B − 1]

(3)

We recall that �F [ 9 ,F, B] is the number of sets � ⊂ {1, ..., 9 } such that |� | = B and U3 (�4; ( 9 ) ∪ �) =

U3 (�4; ( 9 )) + F . Here, the two summands correspond to the cases 9 ∉ � and 9 ∈ � respectively. Note
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that in the first case, voters in )3 ( 9 ) can only join � as inactive agents. Hence in the first summand, we
consider all possible ways of adding to � inactive agents from the tree rooted in 9 before moving to the
next subtree (rooted in 9 − C 9 ).

We use this dynamic programming equations considering two forests F1 = {)3 (=)} and F2 = �3 −

)3 (=) of sizes C= and = − C= , respectively. We conclude by noticing that:

#B =

B
∑

:=0

@−1
∑

F=0

�F2 [= − C=,F, :] (

U3 (=)
∑

F′=@−F

�F1 [C=,F
′, B − : + 1]). (4)

Case 2: voter = is a delegator. If = is a delegator, then = can only be a swing agent for coalition � if
�4; (=) ⊆ � . Hence, we should count only coalitions which meet this condition. To take this fact into
account we use our dynamic programming approach on the delegation graph �3 [+ \�4; (=)]. Moreover,
in this case #B is obtained by a different formula. Let �X = �4; (=), then we use the formula:

#B =

BX
∑

:=0

@X−1
∑

F=0

�F2 [= − C=,F, :] (

U3 (=)
∑

F′=@X−F

�F1 [C=,F
′, BX − : + 1]), (5)

where BX = B − |�X | and @X = @ − U3 (�X ).
We move to the complexity analysis. �e running time of this algorithm is bounded by the time

required to fill out the tables �F1 and �F2 . �e size of each table is bounded by =×=F<0G ×= and Equation
3 can be computed in $ (=) operations (if values

(=
:

)

are precomputed). �is leads to a complexity of
$ (=4F<0G ) for computing tables �F1 and �F2 . As Equations 4 and 5 can be computed in $ (=3F2

<0G ),
computing all values #B can be performed with $ (=4F2

<0G ) operations. Last, we compute the Shapley
value which requires $ (=) operations.

For the Banzhaf index, we can simply adapt the dynamic program and omit the third index B . �us, the
complexity to fill out both adapted tables �F1 and �F2 in this case will be upper bounded by $ (=3F<0G ).
To compute the Banzhaf index of each agent =, we need to find the number of subsets # \)3 (=) having
weight at least @ − U3 (=) and at most @ − 1. �is leads to a complexity of $ (=2F<0G max{=,F<0G }) for
computing the Banzhaf index. �

5 Bribery by Delegation Modifications

5.1 Power index modification by bribery

�e support structure in delegative simple games induces the following natural question: which voters
should one influence under a budget constraint to maximize/minimize the voting power of a given voter?
�is question leads to the following computational bribery problems.

Problems: BMinP, SMinP, BMaxP and SMaxP

Input: An LDE E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉, a voter D ∈ + , a budget : ∈ N, and a
threshold g ∈ Q+.
Feasible solution: A delegation function 3 ′ s.t. |{8 ∈ + : 3 (8) ≠ 3 ′(8)}| ≤ : leading to
an LDE E ′

= 〈�,l,3 ′, @〉.
�estion: Can we find a feasible solution 3 ′ such that:

BMinP: ��D (E
′) ≤ g? BMaxP: ��D (E

′) ≥ g?
SMinP: �(D (E

′) ≤ g? SMaxP: �(D (E
′) ≥ g?

Stated otherwise, in the Banzhaf Minimization (resp. Maximization) Problem, BMinP (resp. BMaxP)
for short, we wish to determine if we can make the Banzhaf index of voter D lower (resp. greater) than or
equal to a given threshold, by only modifying : delegations. �is cardinality constraint can be justified
by the fact that influencing each voter is costly. SMinP and SMaxP are similar problems corresponding
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to the Shapley-Shubik index. While BMaxP and SMaxP correspond to the constructive variant of the
bribery problem, BMinP and SMinP correspond to its destructive variant. �ese bribery problems are
natural in the se�ing of LD, where one voter could for instance try to get the delegations of several
other voters to increase her influence on the election. Moreover, we believe these bribery problems are
also relevant in more traditional elections where several politicians or political parties could seek which
alliances to foster as to increase their centrality or to make an opponent powerless.

We show that all four problems are NP-hard. Note that computing the delegative Banzhaf or Shapley-
Shubik indices in these problems is already intractable unless the voters’ weights are given in unary.
However, our hardness results hold even if voters’ weights are given in unary (resp. even if all voters
have weight one) for BMaxP and SMaxP (resp. for BMinP and SMinP).

�eorem 5.1. �e restriction of BMinP and SMinP to the case where all voters have weight 1, i.e., when

∀8 ∈ + ,l (8) = 1, is NP-complete.

Proof. �e membership in NP is implied by theorem 4.1. For the hardness part, we use a reduction from
the NP-complete Hamiltonian path problem [30]. Recall that in the Hamiltonian path problem, the goal
is to determine if there exists a path in an undirected graph that visits each vertex exactly once. Consider
an instance � = (+ , �) of the Hamiltonian path problem, where + is the set of vertices and � is the set
of edges. We create the following instance from � which is the same for both SMinP and BMinP. We
create a digraph � = (+̄ , �̄) where +̄ = + ∪ {D} is obtained from + by adding an additional vertex and
�̄ = {(8, 9 ), ( 9 , 8) : {8, 9 } ∈ �} ∪ {(D, 8) : 8 ∈ + } is obtained from � by adding an arc from D to every
other vertex (and making the graph directed). Now consider the delegation graph �3 ∈ Δ(�), where all
voters vote directly, i.e., ∀8 ∈ +̄ , 3 (8) = 8 . We set F8 = 1, for every voter E8 ∈ +̄ . Also, we set : = |+ |,
@ = |+ | and E = 〈�,l,3,@〉. Suppose that the goal is to modify 3 (yielding another delegation function
3 ′) in order to make D a distant agent. Indeed, note that ��D (GE′) = 0 (resp. �(D (GE′) = 0) iff D is a
distant agent. We can make D a distant agent in E ′ iff there exists a Hamiltonian path in � . Indeed, if
there exists an Hamiltonian path (E1, E2, . . . , E=) in� we can makeD a distant agent by adding delegations
3 ′(E8) = E8+1,∀8 ∈ [= − 1] and making D delegate to E1. Conversely, if we can makeD a distant agent, then
D is at the end of a simple path of length |+ | implying that there exists a Hamiltonian path in � . �

�eorem 5.2. BMaxP and SMaxP with voters’ weights and the quota given in unary are NP-complete.

Proof. Membership in NP is induced by �eorem 4.1. For the hardness part, we make a reduction from
the NP-complete exact cover by 3-sets problem (X3C) [30]. In the X3C problem, we are given a universe
* = {G1, . . . , G3=} of 3= elements and a collection) = {(1, . . . , (<} ⊂ * 3 of< subsets of* , each containing
3 elements. �e question asked is to determine if there exists a subcollection of ) which covers each
element of* exactly once.

Given an instance (* ,) ) of X3C, with |* | = 3= and |) | = <, we create the following instance which
is the same (up to the threshold g ) for problems BMaxP and SMaxP. �e voter set+ = {E∗, E3 } ∪+* ∪+)
is composed of one voter E3 with weight # = 9=2<+9=, 3= element voters+* = {EG : G ∈ * } with weight
#̄ = 3=< + 3, 3<= set voters +) = {E(8 : ( ∈ ) , 8 ∈ [3=]} with weight 1, and one voter E∗ with weight 1.
Remark that weights depend only polynomially on =. �e digraph � = (+ ,�) has the following arcs. We
have arcs from each element voter EG to each set voter E(1 for which G ∈ ( , one arc from each set voter
E(8 to set voter E(8+1 for 8 ∈ [3=−1] and one arc from each set voter E(3= to E∗. �e initial delegation graph
has no delegations, i.e., ∀8 ∈ + ,3 (8) = 8 . �e quota @ is set to 9=2< + 3=< + 9= + 2. �is value is chosen
such that 1) # + #̄ > @, 2) 3=#̄ + 3=< + 1 < @, and 3) # + 3=< + 1 < @. Lastly, the budget : is set to
3= + 3=2.

Let us first observe that a coalition� will be successful iff it includes E3 and at least one element voter
as active voters. Hence, if E∗ is a swing agent for a coalition� then first E3 ∈ � , second no element voter is
active in� , and third� should contain an element voter and a path from this element voter to E∗ through
a path (E(1 , E(2 , . . . , E(3= , E

∗) for some set ( ∈ ) .
Let� = (+ , !) be a delegation graphwhich is a feasible solution in theBMaxP (resp. SMaxP) instance

resulting from the reduction. We will say that the (-path is active in � , if (E(8 , E(8+1 ) ∈ ! for 8 ∈ [3= − 1],
and (E(3= , E

∗) ∈ !. Note that the number of active paths in � is at most = (we do not consider the only
feasible solution � with = + 1 active paths, as E∗ is never a swing agent for this solution). For a set ( ∈ ) ,
we denote by �� (() the set of element voters EG such that (EG , E(1) ∈ !.
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Let us assume that there exists an exact cover by 3 sets {)81 , . . . ,)8= }. Note that by relabeling the
indices we can assume that {)81 , . . . ,)8= } = {)1, . . . ,)=} and )8 = {G3(8−1)+1, G3(8−1)+2, G38}. We create the
following delegation graph� . We make all voters EG8 delegate to E) 1

⌈8/3⌉
for 8 ∈ [3=], all voters E

)
9
8
delegate

to E
)

9+1
8

for 8 ∈ [=] and 9 ∈ [3= − 1] and all voters E3=
)8

for 8 ∈ [=] to E∗. Note that (up to the relabeling) �

does not depend on the specific exact cover by 3 set. However, such a solution� is feasible only if the X3C
instance is a yes instance. Let us show that such a solution � achieves the highest possible delegative
Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik indices for agent E∗. Indeed, let us consider another feasible solution � ′

and let {)81 , . . . ,)8C } be the sets in ) whose paths are active in � ′. By relabeling, we can assume that
{)81 , . . . ,)8C } ⊆ {)1, . . . ,)=} and �� ′ ()8 ) ⊆ {G3(8−1)+1, G3(8−1)+2, G38}. �e claim then follows by noticing
that the set of coalitions for which E∗ is a swing agent in � ′ is a subset of the set of coalitions for which
E∗ is a swing agent in � and is even a proper subset if � ≠ � ′ (a�er relabeling).

We conclude by noticing that the delegative Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik indices of a solution� corre-
sponding to an exact cover by 3-set can be easily computed. Indeed, this is simply implied by�eorem 4.1.

�

5.2 ProblemWMaxP

As shown by�eorems 5.1 and 5.2, problems BMinP, SMinP, BMaxP and SMaxP are NP-hard. We also
believe that these problems are complex in the sense that the power indices they rely on can be hard to
grasp for people not used to solution concepts from cooperative game theory. In this subsection, instead
of maximizing the power index of a voter, we study a problem with a related but conceptually simpler
objective. Indeed, we investigate if we can modify at most : delegation choices to make the accumulated
weight of a given voter 8∗ (i.e., the size of the delegation tree rooted in her) greater than or equal to a
given threshold g . Possible interesting values for g can be @ or

∑

8 ∈+ l (8) − @ + 1. In the first case, 8∗ and
her supporters do not need the support of anyone else to reach the election quota. In the second case, 8∗

is sure that she has enough weight to veto the election. We term this optimization problemWMaxP for
Weight Maximization Problem. It is clear that problemsWMaxP, BMaxP and SMaxP are related in the
sense that a greater voting weight may result in a greater power index value. However, it is well known
from the literature in weighted voting games that this relation is limited as voters with sensibly different
weights may have the same relative importance in the election. It is worth mentioning that if the given
voter receives too much weight, we may end up in a situation where the voter’s power gets decreased
(see Observation 3).

We now formally introduce the WMaxP problem. Note that this problem does not require to know
the quota of the election. Hence, we define a Partial LDE (PLDE) as a tuple E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3〉, i.e., an
LDE without a quota value.

Problems: WMaxP

Input: A PLDE E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3〉, a voter 8∗ ∈ + , a budget : ∈ N, and a threshold
g ∈ N.
Feasible Solution: A delegation function 3 ′ s.t. |{8 ∈ + : 3 (8) ≠ 3 ′(8)}| ≤ : leading to
a PLDE E ′

= 〈�,l,3 ′〉.
�estion: Can we find a feasible solution 3 ′ such that U3′ (8∗) ≥ g .

We first show that WMaxP is NP-complete and that the optimization variant of the problem cannot
be approximated with an approximation ratio be�er than 1 − 1/4 if % ≠ #% .

�eorem5.3. WMaxP is NP-complete and the optimization variant of the problem cannot be approximated

with an approximation ratio be�er than 1 − 1/4 if % ≠ #% , even when all voters have weight one.

Proof. �e membership in NP is straightforward. Let us prove the approximation hardness result (the
NP-hardness result can be proved by a similar reduction). We design a reduction from the maximum
coverage problem. In the maximum coverage problem, we are given a universe * = {G1, . . . , G=} of =
elements, a collection % = {(1, (2, ..., (<} of< subsets of * , and an integer : . �e goal is to pick at most
: sets (81, . . . , (8: such that |

⋃:
9=1 (8 9 | is maximized. Stated otherwise, we want to cover the maximum

number of elements in * . �is problem is known to be hard to approximate be�er than 1 − 1/4 [27].
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�e reduction. From an instance � = (* , %, :) of the maximum coverage problem, we create the follow-
ing instance � ′ of the optimization variant of WMaxP. As illustrated in Figure 3, the graph � = (+ ,�) is
compounded of the following elements:

• For each element G ∈ * , we create a voter EG . �ese voters will be called element voters or element
vertices in the following.

• For each set ( ∈ % , we create (= + 1) voters E(1 , . . . , E( (=+1) . We create an arc from E(8 to E( (8+1) for
8 ∈ [=]. �ese voters will be called set voters or set vertices in the following.

• For every G ∈ * and ( ∈ % , we create an arc from EG to E(1 if G ∈ ( .

• We create a voter E∗. For every ( ∈ % , we create an arc from E( (=+1) to E∗.

• For every G ∈ * , we create a set VG with " − 1 vertices where " := ((= + 1)< + 1)) and ) is a
constant the value of which will be discussed later on. We create an arc from each vertex in VG to
element voter EG .

• We define a budget :̄ = (= + 1): + =.

All voters have weight equal to one. In the initial delegation function, we have that ∀G ∈ * ,3 (EG ) = EG ,
∀( ∈ %,∀8 ∈ [= + 1],3 (E(8 ) = E(8 , and 3 (E

∗) = E∗. Last, we have that ∀G ∈ * , and ∀D ∈ VG , 3 (D) = EG .
Let us consider a delegation function 3 ′, such that |{8 ∈ + : 3 (8) ≠ 3 ′(8)}| ≤ :̄ . We say that the (-path

is active for3 ′ if 3 ′(E(8 ) = E( (8+1) for 8 ∈ [=] and3 ′(E( (=+1) ) = E∗. Note that the budget only allows : (-paths
to be active and we denote by S(3 ′) the set of sets ( such that the (-path is active for 3 ′. Moreover, we
will say that an element G is covered by 3 ′ if 3 ′(EG ) = E(1 for some set ( ∈ % such that the (-path is active
for 3 ′. We denote by U(3 ′) the set of elements covered by 3 ′.

It is easy to notice that |U(3 ′) |" ≤ U3′ (E∗) ≤ |U(3 ′) |" + "/) (we assume that delegations from
voters in sets V8 do not change as this can only be counter-productive for the problem at hand). Let
us assume we have a 2-approximation algorithm for WMaxP. Let 3 ′ be the solution returned by this
algorithm and 3∗ be the optimal solution. �en, (|U(3 ′) | + 1/) )" ≥ U3′ (E∗) ≥ 2U3∗ (E∗).

Let $%) be the optimal value of the maximum coverage instance and - ∗ be an optimal solution.
Consider the delegation function 3- ∗ obtained from 3 by making each (-path for which ( ∈ - ∗ active and
making each element voters EG delegate to E(1 if G is covered by ( in solution - ∗ (the choice of ( can be
made arbitrarily if several sets cover G in - ∗). It is clear that 3- ∗ is a valid solution such that |U(3- ∗ ) | =

$%) . Hence, U3∗ (E∗) ≥ U3- ∗ (E
∗) ≥ |U(3- ∗ ) |" = $%) ·" . Hence, we obtain that |U(3 ′) | + 1/) ≥ 2$%) .

We conclude by noticing that S(3 ′) provides a solution in the maximum coverage instance covering the
elements in U(3 ′) and that by making 1/) tend towards 0, we would obtain a 2 (1 − Y) approximation
algorithm for the maximum coverage problem with Y as close to 0 as wanted.

�

A parameterized complexity point of view. We now define the two following parameters:

• We denote by ¯req =
∑

8 ∈+ l (8) − g the amount of voting weight that 8∗ does not need to reach the
threshold g ;

• We denote by req = g − U3 (8
∗) the amount of additional voting weight that 8∗ needs to reach the

threshold g .

We study the parameterized complexity of WMaxP with respect to these two parameters. It can indeed
be expected that the problem becomes easier if one of them is small. If ¯req is small, then the combi-
nations of voters that may not delegate to 8∗ in a solution 3 , such that U3 (8

∗) ≥ g , are probably limited.
Conversely, if req is small, then the number of voters that 8∗ needs an additional support of to reach g

is small. �ese intuitions indeed yield positive parameterized complexity results (�eorems 5.4 and 5.7).
�ese two parameters seem to be opposite from one another. Indeed a small value for parameter ¯req
(resp. req) indicates that reaching the threshold g is probably hard (resp. easy). Parameter ¯req could
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Figure 3: An example of digraph � resulting from the reduction. For every G ∈ * , each set VG includes
" − 1 vertices, where there exists an arc from each vertex in VG to the element voter EG . For each ( ∈ % ,
there exists a directed path (E(1 , E(2 , . . . , E(=+1 , E

∗).

for instance be small if g = @ and the election is conservative (i.e., @ is close to
∑

8 ∈+ l (8)). Meanwhile,
parameter req can be small if 8∗ has already a large voting power.

We start with parameter ¯req.

�eorem 5.4. WMaxP is in XP with respect to parameter ¯req.

To prove this theorem we fist show that WMaxP can be solved in polynomial time if ¯req = 0.

Lemma 5.5. WMaxP can be solved in polynomial time if ¯req = 0.

Proof sketch. Let � = (〈� = (+ ,�), l,3, :〉, 8∗, :, g) be an instance of WMaxP where ¯req = 0. Note
that to reach the threshold in this case, we should make all voters delegate to 8∗ by modifying at most :
delegations.

Let us consider a delegation function 3 ′ such that |{8 : 3 (8) ≠ 3 ′(8)}| ≤ : , and U3′ (8∗) = g (assuming
such a solution exists). Even if 8∗ is not a guru in 3 , notice that 8∗ is necessarily a guru in 3 ′. Indeed, 8∗

needs the delegations of every other voters including the ones in 23 (8
∗, 3∗8∗), and we should not have a

cycle in 3 ′. Hence, we can assume that 8∗ is a guru in 3 , decreasing the budget : by one if it is not the
case. Now consider the weighted digraph �̄ = (+ , �̄, _), where

• �̄ is obtained from� by removing the outgoing edges from 8∗ and then reversing all the other edges;

• _((D, E)) = = + 1 if 3 (E) = D and _((D, E)) = =, otherwise.

A branching 1 of �̄ is a set of edges such that (i) if (G1,~1), (G2, ~2) are distinct edges of 1 then ~1 ≠ ~2
(nodes have in-degree at most one); and (ii) 1 does not contain a cycle. An optimum branching 1 of �̄ is
one that maximizes

∑

4∈1 _(4). We run Edmond’s algorithm on �̄ [21] to find an optimum branching 1.
Let Γ(1) be the number of edges in 1, and Ω(1) be the number of edges (D, E) in 1 such that 3 (E) = D. It is
clear that

∑

4∈1 _(4) = Γ(1)=+Ω(1). As Ω(1) ≤ =−1, an optimum branching lexicographically maximizes
the value of Γ and then the one of Ω. We claim that � is a yes instance iff Γ(1) = =−1, and Ω(1) ≥ =−1−: .
Indeed, notice that one obtains a one to one correspondence between branchings and delegation graphs
by simply reversing the arcs. Having Γ(1) = =−1, implies that there is only one root in the branching, i.e.,
only one vertex with no incoming edge, and hence only one guru in the corresponding delegation function.
As we have removed possible delegations of 8∗, this guru is necessarily 8∗. Additionally, Ω(1) ≥ = − 1 − :

implies that at most : delegations choices are changed w.r.t. 3 . �

Proof of �eorem 5.4. As voters’ weights are positive integers, the maximum number of voters that 8∗ does
not necessarily need the support of to reach the threshold is bounded by ¯req. One can hence guess the
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set � of voters that are not required with |� | ≤ ¯req. Indeed, the number of possible guesses is bounded

by
|+ | ¯req+1−|+ |

|+ |−1 . Let - ⊂ + be one such guess. Once these voters are removed from the instance, we obtain
another instance of WMaxP in which (if the guess is correct) 8∗ should obtain the support of all other
voters. �is amounts to solving an instance of WMaxP where ¯req = 0. Hence, it can be solved in
polynomial time by Lemma 5.5. �

Hence, interestinglyWMaxP can be solved in polynomial time if ¯req is bounded by a constant. How-
ever, unfortunately,WMaxP is W[1]-hard w.r.t. ¯req and hence is unlikely to be FPT for this parameter.

�eorem 5.6. WMaxP is W[1]-hard with respect to ¯req, even when all voters have weight one.

Proof. We design a parameterized reduction from the Independent Set problem. In the Independent Set
problem, we are given a graph� = (+ , �) and an integer : and we are asked if there exists an independent
set of size : . �e Independent Set problem is W[1]-hard parameterized by : . From an instance � = (� =

(+ , �), :) of the Independence Set problem, we create the followingWMaxP instance. We create a digraph
� = (+̄ , �̄) where:

• +̄ = * ∪, ∪ {8∗} with * = {DE : E ∈ + } and, = {F4 ,F
1
4 , . . . ,F

:
4 : 4 ∈ �}.

• �̄ = {(DE, 8
∗) : E ∈ + } ∪ {(F4 ,DE) : 4 ∈ �, E ∈ + , E ∈ 4} ∪ {(F1

4 ,F4), . . . , (F
:
4 ,F4) : 4 ∈ �}.

All voters have weight one. �e initial delegation function is such that 3 (G) = G for G ∈ * ∪ {8∗} ∪ {F4 :
4 ∈ �} and 3 (F

9
4 ) = F4 for each 9 ∈ [:] and 4 ∈ �. �e budget :̄ = |� | + |+ | − : and g is set to

(: + 1) |� | + |+ | − : + 1. Hence, ¯req = : . We show that the instance of the Independent Set problem
is a yes instance iff the instance of the WMaxP problem is a yes instance. To reach the threshold of g ,
8∗ necessarily needs the delegations of all voters F4 . �is requires spending a budget of |� | to make all
voters F4 delegate to some voters in * (which should then delegate to 8∗). �en, there only remains a
budget |+ | − : to make these voters in * delegate to 8∗. Hence, we can reach the threshold g iff we can
make all voters in {F4 : 4 ∈ �} delegate to less than |+ | − : voters in * . �is is possible iff � is a yes
instance. �

Let us now consider parameter req. Interestingly, WMaxP is FPT with respect to req.

�eorem 5.7. WMaxP is FPT with respect to req.

Proof. Let � = (〈� = (+ ,�), l,3, :〉, 8∗, :, g) be an instance of WMaxP. As voters’ weights are positive
integers, the maximum number of additional voters that 8∗ needs the support of to reach the threshold is
bounded by req. We first note that one can collapse the tree)3 (8

∗) in one vertex with weight U3 (8
∗). Let

us consider a delegation function 3 ′ such that |{8 : 3 (8) ≠ 3 ′(8)}| ≤ : , and U3′ (8∗) ≥ g (assuming such a
solution exists). A subtree of)3′ (8∗) rooted in 8∗ with at most req+1 voters accumulates a voting weight
greater than or equal to g . We denote this tree simply by ) . One can guess the shape of ) and then look
for this tree in � . Note that ) should be a directed tree with all vertices delegating directly or indirectly
to 8∗. �is can be done in FPT time by adapting a color coding technique [1]. �e idea is to color the
graph randomly with req + 1 colors. If the tree that we are looking for is present in graph � , it will be
colored with the req + 1 colors (i.e., one color per vertex) with some probability only dependent of req.
We say that such a tree is colorful. Let A be an arbitrary vertex in ) . In $ (2$ (req):2 |�|) time, we find,
for each vertex E ∈ + , all color sets that appear on colorful copies of) in � in which E plays the role of A .
More precisely, for each colorset � , we do not only keep one element but rather at most : + 1 elements.
Indeed, two trees )� and ) ′

�
rooted in A with colors � are not equivalent in the sense that one may have

a higher accumulated weight than the other; we use U ()� ) to denote this weight in tree)� . Moreover)�
may only be part of a valid solution for WMaxP if | (D, E) ∈ )� , 3 (D) ≠ E | ≤ :; we use X ()� ) to denote
| (D, E) ∈ )� , 3 (D) ≠ E |. Hence, for each color set � , we keep at most : + 1 elements: For each 8 ∈ [:]0,
we keep the tree )� with highest value U ()� ) for X ()� ) = 8 . �is is done by dynamic programming. If )
contains only a single vertex, this is trivial. Otherwise, let 4 = (A , A ′) be an arc in) . �e removal of 4 from
) breaks ) into two subtrees ) ′ and ) ′′. We recursively find, for each vertex E ∈ + , the color sets that
appear on colorful copies of ) ′ in which E plays the role of A , and the color sets that appear on colorful
copies of) ′′ in which E plays the role of A ′. For every arc 4 = (D, E) ∈ �, if� ′ is a color set that appears in
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D’s collection corresponding to ) ′ and (U ()�′), X ()�′ )) is one of the : + 1 elements recorded for� ′, if � ′′

is a color set that appears in E’s collection (corresponding to) ′′), and (U ()�′′), X ()�′′)) is one of the : + 1
elements recorded for � ′′. If � ′ ∩� ′′

= ∅ and X ()�′ ) + X ()�′′) + 13 (D)=E ≤ : , then � ′ ∪� ′′ is added to the
collection of D (corresponding to ) ) with pair (U ()�′) + U ()�′′), X ()�′ ) + X ()�′′) + 13 (D)≠E). Note that if an
element already exists for X ()�′ ) +X ()�′′) +13 (D)≠E and color set�

′∪� ′′, then this one only replaces it if it
has a higher accumulated weight. �e algorithm succeeds with guess ) if one obtains in 8∗ the complete
set � of req colors with an element )� with U ()� ) ≥ g . �is algorithm can then be derandomized using
families of perfect hash functions [1, 50].

�

6 Power Distribution

�e structure of a delegation graph has a considerable impact on the power distribution among agents.
In this section, we aim to find a delegation graph with a fixed number of gurus to maximize the minimum
power an agent can have. Such delegation graph could for instance be useful to determine a commi�ee
within the set of voters in such a way that all voters feel important. Ensuring that all voters have a “high”
relative importance incentives participation and prevents some voters to accumulate too much power.

More formally, given a digraph� , and a delegation graph� ∈ Δ(�), we denote by 5 �8 the power index
of voter 8 in � . �e value of 5 �8 may be computed using the delegative Banzhaf index or the delegative
Shapley-Shubik-index. Hence, the weakest agents in � have a power index worth:

(weakest) `(� ) := min
8 ∈+

5 �8 .

�egoal here is to organize the delegations in� tomaximize `(� ). We term this problem theMaxiMin
Weight Problem (MMWP for short). Formally,

MMWP

Input: A graph � , a weight function l , a quota @ and an integer : .
Feasible Solution: A delegation graph � = (+ , �) ∈ Δ(�) with : gurus.
Measure forMWP : `(� ) to maximize, where `(� ) can be computed using either the del-
egative Banzhaf value or the delegative Shapley-Shubik value.

Consider the following observation from Zang and Grossi [53],

Fact 6.1 (Fact 2 in [53]). For any pair of agents 8, 9 ∈ + (�), such that 38 = 9 , ��8 ≤ �� 9 .

Let us assume that 5 �8 is computed using the delegative Banzhaf value. Hence, using Fact 6.1, it is
worth noting that to give an optimal solution to MMWP, we only need to find a delegation graph �3 in
which min; ∈!40E4B (�3 ) 5

�3

;
is maximized where !40E4B (�3 ) is the set of all leaves in �3 . In the following,

we will show that MMWP is NP-hard.

�eorem 6.2. Problem MMWP is NP-hard.

To prove�eorem 6.2, we will give a reduction from the NP-complete 3D-Matching problem [37]. �is
problem is defined as follows. Let- , . , and / be finite, disjoint sets, and) ⊆ - ×. ×/ be a set of ordered
triples. �at is, ) consists of triples (G,~, I) such that G ∈ - , ~ ∈ . , and I ∈ / . Now " ⊆ ) is a 3D-
Matching if the following holds: for any two distinct triples (G1, ~1, I1) ∈ " and (G2, ~2, I2) ∈ " , we have
G1 ≠ G2, ~1 ≠ ~2, and I1 ≠ I2. In an instance � = () , :) of 3D-Matching, the goal is to find a 3D-Matching
" ⊆ ) of size |" | = : . �e resulting decision problem is NP-complete even when |- | = |. | = |/ | = : .

From an instance � = () , :) of 3D-Matching, we create an instance � ′ = (�,l,@, : ′) of MMWP

as follows. For any G ∈ - , ~ ∈ . and I ∈ / , we create voters EG , E~ and EI , respectively. We let
+- := {EG : G ∈ - }, +. := {E~ : ~ ∈ . } and +/ =:= {EI : I ∈ / } respectively. For any triple (G,~, I) ∈ ) ,
we create two directed edges: one from EG ∈ +- to E~ ∈ +. , and the other one from E~ ∈ +. to EI ∈ +/ .
We set the budget : ′ to : and the quota @ to 3. All voters have voting weight 1. �e power index which
is used is the delegative Banzhaf index.

We need the following observation to prove �eorem 6.2.
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Observation 1. Given an instance � ′ = (�,l,@, : ′) resulting from our reduction, `(�3 ) ≥ 2−:−1 iff for any

subtree ) of �3 rooted in a vertex in +/ , |) | = 3.

Proof. Since : ′ = |/ |, in a solution of MMWP, all voters EI ∈ +/ should vote and all other voters E~ ∈ +.
and EG ∈ +- should delegate to voters in +/ (directly or indirectly). Let #( (EG ) be the set of coalitions �
that EG is a swing agent in. As @ = 3, any voter EG is a swing agent for a coalition � iff:

• (23 (EG , 3
∗
EG
) \ {G}) ⊆ � , where 3∗EG ∈ +/ . ;

• the other voters of� in +- \ 23 (EG , 3
∗
EG
) and +. \ 23 (EG , 3

∗
EG
) are inactive agents in �;

• the coalition � does not include another voter from +/ than 3∗EG .

Hence for any EG , |#( (EG ) | ≤ 22:−2 as #( (EG ) ⊆ {(23 (EG , 3
∗
EG
) \ {G}) ∪ ( : ( ⊆ (+. \ {3EG }) ∪ (+- \ {EG })}.

Moreover, for any EG , |#( (EG ) | = 22:−2 if#( (EG ) = {(23 (EG , 3
∗
EG
) \{G})∪( : ( ∈ (+. \{3EG })∪ (+- \{EG })}.

Stated otherwise, all voters in+- \{EG } and+. \{3EG } are always inactive agents in a coalition containing
23 (EG , 3

∗
EG
) and no other voters in+/ than 3∗EG . It is easy to realize that this condition is met in a delegation

graph �3 iff all subtrees rooted in a vertex of+/ in �3 have size equal to 3. �is proves the obervation as
the delegative Banzhaf index of a voter EG ∈ +- is then equal to |#( (EG ) |/2

=−1
= 2−:−1 which proves the

observation. �

We are now ready to prove �eorem 6.2.

Proof of �eorem 6.2. Let � = () , :) be an instance of 3D-Matching, and � ′ = (�,l,@, : ′) be the instance of
MMWP resulting from our reduction. We want to show that � is a yes instance iff we can find a solution
�3 in � ′ such that `(�3 ) ≥ 2−:−1. For the first direction, suppose that we have a 3D-Matching" ⊆ ) of
size : = |- | = |. | = |/ |. Consider the delegation graph, where for any (G,~, I) ∈ " , G delegates to ~ and
~ delegates to I, respectively. Hence, in the resulting delegation graph �3 , all subtrees rooted in a vertex
of+/ are of size equal to 3. Using Observation 1, we obtain the desired conclusion. Let�3 be a solution in
� ′ such that `(�3 ) ≥ 2−:−1. Using Observation 1, we obtain that all subtrees rooted in a vertex of +/ are
of size equal to 3. Notably, each of these subtrees necessarily contain one element of +- , one element of
+. and one element of+/ . �ere are : of them and they do not share any vertex. Hence, they correspond
to a 3D-Matching of size : . �

7 Axiomatic Properties of �(

In this section, we provide further properties of the delegative Shapley-Shubik index. We follow notations
and techniques from several other papers in the literature [5, 13, 22, 47, 51, 53]. Let aE be the characteristic
function of a delegative simple game GE induced by an LDE E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉. In the following 5

denotes a generic delegative power measure and 58 is the delegative power index value of agent 8 .

Definition 7.1 (Dummy Agent). An agent 8 ∈ + is called a dummy agent if for any � ⊆ + , aE (�) =

aE (� \ {8}).

Put another way, when a voter 8 cannot contribute anything to any coalition of + , she is said to be a
dummy agent. For instance, an agent is dummy when she is a distant agent. In Example 2, voter 5 is a
distant agent, so she is dummy.

Definition 7.2 (Efficient Index Power). An index power 5 is said to be efficient if
∑

8 ∈+ 58 (E) = aE (+ ).

Definition 7.3 (Symmetric Agents). Two agents 8 and 9 are said to be symmetric if for any coalition

� ⊆ + \ {8, 9 }, aE (� ∪ {8}) = aE (� ∪ { 9 }).

�at is, two voters are symmetric if they both are pivotal for the same coalitions of + . For example,
voters 1 and 2 are symmetric in Example 2 as they are pivotal for the same coalitions. We borrow the
following two definitions from Zhang and Grossi [53].
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Definition7.4 (Composition). Let two LDEs E1 = 〈�1 = (+1, �1), l1, 3
1, @1〉 and E2 = 〈�2 = (+2, �2), l2, 3

2, @2〉,

such that for any 8 ∈ +1 ∩ +2, if 3
1(8) = 9 (resp. 32(8) = 9 ), then 9 ∈ +2 (resp. 9 ∈ +1) and 3

2(8) = 9 (resp.

31(8) = 9 ), and l1(8) = l2 (8). We define two new delegative simple games E1 ∧ E2 = 〈�1∧2 (+1 ∪ +2, �1 ∪

�2), l1∧2, 31∧2, @1 ∧ @2〉 and E1 ∨ E2 = 〈�1∨2 (+1 ∪+2, �1 ∪ �2), l1∨2, 31∨2, @1 ∨ @2〉, where:

• for any 8 ∈ +1 (resp. 8 ∈ +2), l1∨2(8) = l1∧2(8) = l1 (8) (resp. l1∨2(8) = F1∧2(8) = l2(8));

• for any 8 ∈ +1 \+2 (resp. +2 \+1), 31∨2(8) = 31∧2(8) = 31(8) (resp. 31∨2(8) = 31∧2(8) = 32(8)), and for

any 8 ∈ +1 ∩+2, as 3
1(8) = 32(8) by initial conditions, then 31∨2(8) = 31∧2(8) = 31(8) = 32(8);

• @1 ∧ @2 (resp. @1 ∨ @2) is met iff
∑

8 ∈�̂ (�∩+1)
l1(8) ≥ @1 and (resp. or)

∑

8 ∈�̂ (�∩+2)
l2(8) ≥ @2.

Put another way, when two LDEs E1 and E2 coincide in their intersection, by composing E1 and E2,
we obtain two new LDEs E1 ∧ E1 and E1 ∨ E2. Let GE1∨E2 (resp. GE1∧E2) be the delegative simple game
induced by E1 ∨ E2 (resp. E1 ∧ E1). In GE1∨E2 (resp. GE1∧E2 ), a coalition � ⊆ +1 ∪ +2 wins if � wins
in GE1 or (resp. and) GE2 . Note that according to our se�ing, Definition 7.4 does not consider the case
where voters abstain, which is the only difference between Definition 7.4 and the one given by Zhang
and Grossi [53].

Definition 7.5 (Bloc formation). Given E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉 and for any 8, 9 ∈ + such that 3 (8) = 9 or

8, 9 ∈ �D3 , E
′
= 〈� ′

= (+ ′, �′), l ′, 3 ′, @′〉 is called the bloc LDE joining 8 and 9 into a bloc 8 9 , where

• + ′
= + ∪ {8 9 } \ {8, 9 };

• Let �8 9 = {(01, 8), (8, 02), ( 9 ,11), (12, 9 ) |01 ∈ Nb8=(8), 02 ∈ Nb>DC (8), 11 ∈ Nb>DC ( 9 ), 12 ∈ Nb8=( 9 )}.

Let �′′
= {(8 9 , 0), (1, 8 9 ) |0 ∈ Nb>DC (8) ∪ Nb>DC ( 9 ) \ {8, 9 } and 1 ∈ Nb8=(8) ∪ Nb8=( 9 ) \ {8, 9 }}. �en,

�′
= � ∪ �′′ \ �8 9 .

• for 3 ′, for any 0 ∈ + \ {8, 9 }, such that 3 (0) = 8 or 3 (0) = 9 , 3 ′(0) = 8 9 ; if 3 (8) = 9 , and 9 ∉ �D3 , then

3 ′(8 9 ) = 3 ( 9 ), else 3 ′(8 9 ) = 8 9 .

• l ′(8 9 ) = l (8) + l ( 9 ).

When two voters 8 and 9 are adjacent or they are both gurus, i.e., 8, 9 ∈ �D3 , a bloc LDE joins 8 and 9 ,
and considers them as a new agent 8 9 .

We are now in position to present several axioms.

Axiom 1 (Dummy Player (DP)). If 8 is a dummy player, then 58 (E) = 0.

Axiom 2 (Efficient Index (EI)). For any LDE E,
∑

8 ∈+ 58 (E) = aE (+ ).

Axiom 3 (Symmetric Agents (SA)). If agents 8 and 9 are symmetric, 58 (E) = 59 (E).

Axiom 4 (Sum Principle (SP)). For any two LDEs E1 and E2, such that any 8 ∈ +1∪+2 satisfies the condition

in Definition 7.4, 58 (E1 ∧ E2) + 58 (E1 ∨ E2) = 58 (E1) + 58 (E2).

Axiom 5 (Bloc Principle (BP)). For any two agents 8, 9 ∈ + such that 3 (8) = 9 , or 8, 9 ∈ �D3 , let E
′ be the

bloc LDE obtained by joining 8 and 9 into bloc 8 9 . �en 58 9 (E
′) = 58 (E) + 59 (E).

Axiom 6 (Monotonicity w.r.t. Direct Delegations (MDD)). Consider two LDEs E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉

and E ′
= 〈� ′, l ′, 3 ′, @′〉 and two agents 8, 9 ∈ + such that 9 ∉ 23 (8, 3

∗
8 ), � = � ′, l = l ′, @ = @′, 3 ′( 9 ) = 8

and 3 (;) = 3 ′(;) for ; ≠ 9 . �en, 58 (E
′) ≥ 58 (E).

Axiom 7 (Monotonicity w.r.t. Delegations (MD)). Consider two LDEs E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉 and

E ′
= 〈� ′, l ′, 3 ′, @′〉 and three agents 8, 9 , : ∈ + such that 9 ∉ 23 (:, 3

∗
:
), 8 ∉ 23 ( 9 , 3

∗
9 ), 8 ∈ 23 (:, 3

∗
:
), � = � ′,

l = l ′, @ = @′, 3 ′( 9 ) = : and 3 (;) = 3 ′(;) for ; ≠ 9 . �en, 58 (E
′) ≥ 58 (E).
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Before proceeding, we note that there are different ways in which the Shapley value of an agent can
be expressed. We recall the following one. Let Π[=] (or Π when the value = is clear from the context) be
all possible permutations of voters in [=]. For any c ∈ Π, let�c (8) denote the set of all voters preceding i
in c . Let<aE

c (8) be the marginal contribution of voter 8 with respect to c ∈ Π which is defined as follows:

<
aE
c (8) := aE (�c (8) ∪ {8}) − aE (�c (8)). (6)

When aE is clear from the context, we write<c (8) instead of<aE
c (8). It is well known that the Shapley

value of voter 8 can be rewri�en as follows:

�(8 =
1

=!

∑

c ∈Π

<c (8). (7)

Recall that in a delegative simple game GE , aE (�) = 1 iff
∑

8 ∈�̂ (�) l (8) ≥ @, where �̂ (�) represents the
set of all active voters in � .

Lemma 7.6. �e delegative Shapley-Shubik value satisfies DP, EI, SA, SP and MDD.

Proof. Note that axioms DP, EI, SA have nothing specific to delegative simple games and hence the
standard proof to show that the Shapley-Shubik index satisfies them apply. For completeness, we re-
call these proofs. Consider an arbitrary permutation c . By definition, for any dummy agent 8 , we have
aE (�c (8)) = aE (�c (8) ∪ {8}), and hence<c (8) = 0. Since this holds for any permutation c , �( satisfies
axiom DP.

To show that �( satisfies axiom EI, we proceed as follows. First note that the sum of marginal con-
tributions of voters with respect to c ∈ Π is aE (+ ). More formally, let 08 be the 8th player in c , then

∑

8 ∈+

<c (8) = aE ({01}) − aE (∅) + aE ({01, 02}) − aE ({01}) + . . .

+ aE ({01, . . . , 0=}) − aE ({01, . . . , 0=−1}) = aE ({01, . . . , 0=}) = aE (+ ).

Hence, we have

∑

8 ∈+

�(8 =
1

=!

∑

8 ∈+

∑

c ∈Π

<c (8) =
1

=!

∑

c ∈Π

∑

8 ∈+

<c (8)

=
1

=!

∑

c ∈Π

aE (+ ) = aE (+ ).

Toprove axiom SA, we proceed as follows. Consider a permutationc ∈ Π, let c (:) denote the position
of the :Cℎ voter in c . We now create a permutation c ′ as follows: c ′(8) = c ( 9 ), c ′( 9 ) = c (8) and for any
: ≠ 8, 9 , c ′(:) = c (:). In words, c ′ is obtained from c by swapping agents 8 and 9 . Now, we show that
<c (8) =<c′ ( 9 ) by distinguishing two cases.

1. 8 precedes 9 in c . So, we have �c (8) = �c′ ( 9 ). Let ( = �c (8) = �c′ ( 9 ). We have

<c (8) = aE (( ∪ {8}) − aE (() and<c′ ( 9 ) = aE (( ∪ { 9 }) − aE (().

Since 8 and 9 are symmetric agents, i.e., aE (( ∪ {8}) = aE (( ∪ { 9 }),<c (8) =<c′ ( 9 ) in this case.

2. 9 precedes 8 in c . Let ( = �c (8) \ { 9 }. We have

<c (8) = aE (( ∪ {8, 9 }) − aE (( ∪ { 9 }) and<c′ ( 9 ) = aE (( ∪ {8, 9 }) − aE (( ∪ 8).

Again by symmetry, we have aE (( ∪ {8}) = aE (( ∪ { 9 }), which results in<c (8) = <c′ ( 9 ) in this
case.
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As this holds for any permutation, �( satisfies axiom SA.
To show that�( satisfies axiom SP, we recall that for any� ⊆ +1∪+2, aE1∧E2 (�) = 1 (resp. aE1∨E2 (�) =

1) iff aE1 (� ∩+1) = 1 and (resp. or) aE2 (� ∩+2) = 1. Let %
E 9

8 (with 9 ∈ {1, 2}) be the set of permutations

for which agent 8 is a swing agent in GE 9
, i.e., %

E 9

8 = {c ∈ Π 9 : <
aE 9
c (8) = 1}, where Π 9 is the set of all

permutations of +9 . Let =1 = |+1 |, =2 = |+2 | and = = |+1 ∪+2 |. Consider a permutation c of +9 ( 9 ∈ {1, 2}).
Let c ′

c be a permutation of +1 ∪+2 in which voters in +9 has the same order as in c . �e number of such
permutations c ′

c is =!
= 9 !

.

Given a permutation c of +1 ∪ +2, we will denote by c [+1] (resp. c [+2]) the restriction of c to +1
(resp. +2). We will now count the permutations for which 8 is a swing in GE1∨E2 . Note that a necessary
condition for 8 to be swing in c for GE1∨E2 or GE1∧E2 is that 8 should be a swing in c [+1] for GE1 or 8
should be a swing in c [+2] for GE2 .

Given a permutation c ∈ +1, for which 8 is a swing agent in c for GE1 , then c can be extended in =!
=1

permutations c ′
c such that aE1 (�c′

c
(8) ∪ {8} ∩+1) = 1 and aE1 (�c′

c
(8) ∩+1) = 0. For such a permutation

c ′
c , 8 will be swing for GE1∨E2 if aE2 (�c′

c
(8) ∩+2) = 0. Moreover 8 will then be a swing in c ′

c for GE1∧E2

if aE2 (�c′
c
(8) ∩+2) = 1 or if 8 is also a swing in c ′

c [+2] for GE2 . Hence, note that if 8 is not a swing for c ′
c

in GE1∨E2 , then 8 is a swing for c ′
c in GE1∧E2 .

A symmetric analysis can be applied for permutations c ∈ +2, for which 8 is a swing agent in c for
GE2 . From this analysis, we can derive the following formula:

|%
E1∨E2

8 | =
=!

=1!
|%

E1

8 | +
=!

=2!
|%

E2

8 | − |%
E1∧E2

8 |. (8)

As a last comment to justify the formula, note that if a permutation c ∈ Π[=] is counted twice in the
two first summands because 8 is both a swing in c [+1] for GE1 and a swing in c [+2] for GE2 , then this is
corrected by the fact that 8 is also a swing in c for GE1∧E2 .

Now if we divide each side of Equation 8 by =!, then we have

|% E1∨E2

8 |

=!
=

|% E1

8 |

=1!
+
|% E2

8 |

=2!
−

|% E1∧E2

8 |

=!

�is implies that for any 8 ∈ +1 ∪+2, we have �(8 (E1 ∨ E2) +�(8 (E1 ∧ E2) = �(8 (E1) +�(8 (E2) and the
proof is complete.

Last, we turn to axiom MDD. Consider two LDEs E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3, @〉 and E ′
= 〈� ′, l ′, 3 ′, @′〉

and two agents 8, 9 ∈ + such that 9 ∉ 23 (8, 3
∗
8 ), � = � ′, l = l ′, @ = @′, 3 ′( 9 ) = 8 and 3 (;) = 3 ′(;) for

; ≠ 9 . Let us consider a coalition � ⊆ + \ {8} such that aE (� ∪ {8}) − aE (�) = 1. �is implies that
23 (8, 3

∗
8 ) ⊆ � ∪ {8}. From aE (� ∪ {8}) = 1, it is straightforward that aE′ (� ∪ {8}) = 1 as 3 (;) = 3 ′(;) for

; ≠ 9 , 3 ′( 9 ) = 8 and 23 (8, 3
∗
8 ) ⊆ � ∪ {8}. Moreover, from aE (�) = 0, it is also easy to see that aE′ (�) = 0 as

3 (;) = 3 ′(;) for ; ≠ 9 , 3 ′( 9 ) = 8 and 8 ∉ � . Because this reasoning holds for any coalition for which 8 is a
swing agent, we obtain that �(8 (E

′) ≥ �(8 (E).
�

In the following we aim to show that �( does not satisfy axiom BP norMD.

Observation 2. �( does not satisfy axiom BP.

Proof. Consider an LDE E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉, where + = {1, 2, 3, 4} is a set of 4 agents delegating
through a social network with delegation profile 3 = 〈2, 2, 4, 4〉 illustrated in Fig. 4, all voting weights
being equal to one and @ = 3. To compute �(4(E), for B = 2, #B = 2 (two sets {2, 1} and {2, 3}) and for
B = 3, #B = 1 (one set {1, 2, 3}). Obviously, #B = 0, when B = 0, 1, 4. �us, �(4(E) = �(2(E) =

5
12 .

Let E ′
= 〈� ′

= (+ ′, �′), l ′, 3 ′, @〉 be the bloc LDE joining 2 and 4 into a new agent 24 with weight
l ′(24) = 2. So,+ ′

= {1, 3, 24} and 3 ′
= 〈24, 24, 24〉 illustrated in Fig. 4. We can easily find that �(24(E

′) =
2
3 . �erefore, �(24(E

′) < �(2(E) + �(4(E), which implies that �( does not satisfy axiom BP. �

Observation 3. �( does not satisfy axiom MD.

18



4

3

2

1

24

3 1

Figure 4: �e LDE E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉, where + = {1, 2, 3, 4}, @ = 3 and �D3 = {2, 4} (le�) and the
bloc LDE + ′ that joins 2 and 4 and makes a new agent 24 with weight l ′(24) = 2 (right).

Proof. Consider an LDE E = 〈� = (+ ,�), l,3,@〉, where + = {1, 2, 3} is a set of 3 agents delegating
through a complete social network � (� contain all possible arcs) with delegations 3 (2) = 3 (1) = 1 and
3 (3) = 3, all weights equal to one, and @ = 3. In E voter 1 is a swing agent for sets in {{2}, {3}, {2, 3}}.
Now consider the LDE E ′ which is identical to E except that 3 (3) = 2. In E ′ voter 1 is a swing agent for
sets in {{2}, {2, 3}}. Hence, �(1(E

′) < �(1(E). �

Hence, Obervation 3 shows that while the delegative Shapley-Shubik index satisfies axiom MDD it
does not satisfy axiom MD. A similar observation can be made for the delegative Banzhaf index. �is is
a paradox for these indices, a voter who receives more voting power can become less powerful because
of the delegation structure underlying the delegative simple game.

8 Conclusion

Following a recent work by Zhang and Grossi [53], we investigated the delegative Banzhaf and Shapley-
Shubik indices. We proposed a pseudo-polynomial time algorithm to compute these power indices. More-
over, we investigated a bribery problem in which we aim to maximize/minimize the power index or the
voting power of a given voter. We showed that the destructive problem where one a�empts to decrease
the voter’s power is NP-hard even when the weights of all voters are identical to one. In the constructive
version, we proved that maximizing the agent’s power is NP-hard even when voters’ weights and the
quota are given in unary. �ese hardness results comes from the fact that an agent’s power does not only
depend on the voting weight distribution, but also on the structure of the supports she receives from her
followers. So, we considered a seemingly easier version of the constructive problem, where the goal is
to maximize the voting weight of the agent. For this problem, we were able to show that designing an
approximation algorithmwith approximation ratio be�er than 1−1/4 is not possible, unless P=NP and we
also provided some parameterized complexity results. Lastly, we proved that finding a delegation graph
with a certain number of gurus that maximizes the minimum power an agent can have is an NP-hard
problem.

Several directions of future work are conceivable. First, for both destructive and constructive prob-
lems, designing some algorithms that would provide approximation guarantees under some conditions
is one direction. It would be interesting to investigate problems related to distribution of power among
agents as finding a delegation graph with a fixed number of gurus that maximizes the minimum power a
guru has.
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