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Abstract

Like electoral systems, decision-making methods are also vulnerable to manipu-
lation by decision-makers. The ability to effectively defend against such threats
can only come from thoroughly understanding the manipulation mechanisms.
In the presented article, we show two algorithms that can be used to launch
a manipulation attack. They allow for equating the weights of two selected
alternatives in the pairwise comparison method and, consequently, choosing a
leader. The theoretical considerations are accompanied by a Monte Carlo sim-
ulation showing the relationship between the size of the PC matrix, the degree
of inconsistency, and the ease of manipulation. This work is a continuation of
our previous research published in the paper [30].

Keywords: pairwise comparisons, data manipulation, rank reversal,
orthogonal projections

1. Introduction

The pairwise comparisons method (PC) constitutes a convenient and broadly
applied tool for a complexity reduction in the multiple criteria decision-making
(MCDM) frameworks such as the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) [27], Best-
Worst Method (BWM) [26], MACBETH [I], or PROMETHEE [6].

In recent decades, many researchers studied PC methods intensively con-
cerning its consistency, optimal derivation of a priority vector, priority vector’s
desirable properties, and other aspects, see e.g. [10] 19, 20, 25]. Since the ob-
jective of a PC method is to rank compared objects (usually alternatives or
criteria) from the best to the worst, it may happen that an expert deliberately
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distorts one or more pairwise comparisons to promote a selected object, see e.g.
[21, 32 33]. In particular, the problem of preference manipulation has gained
attention in the context of group decision-making (see, e.g. [11} 12| 23] 24, 2§]),
or electoral systems analysis (|5l 3], 15]). The studies above focused on manip-
ulation detection, various anti-manipulation strategies (mainly through some
penalization brought upon a manipulator), or an estimation of manipulation
robustness. Prevention of manipulation was discussed, e.g., in [21] 29, [31].

In particular, a recent study by Kutakowski et al. [21] introduced two heuris-
tics enabling the detection of manipulators and minimizing their effect on the
group consensus by diminishing their weights. The first heuristic is based on
the assumption that manipulators will provide judgments that can be considered
outliers concerning those of the other experts in the group. The second heuristic
assumes dishonest judgments are less consistent than the average consistency of
the group.

The presented study is a follow-up of the work by Szybowski et al. [30],
where an algorithm balancing the weights of two given alternatives of a pair-
wise comparisons matrix (EQ algorithm) has been introduced. This study aims
to introduce a modification of the EQ algorithm that is more efficient in the
case of its multiple uses and to propose two other algorithms based on the EQ
algorithm (greedy and bubble sort) capable of altering the best alternative by
a minimal change in elements of an original additive PC matrix. Further, we
define the so-called Average Ranking Stability Index (ARSI) as a measurement
of ranking manipulation’s difficulty. Last but not least, we perform Monte Carlo
simulations to analyze relationships between the size of a PC matrix, its incon-
sistency, and the degree of manipulation difficulty given by the ARSI. In the
proposed method, we use PC matrix orthogonalization. We can also use this
technique in procedures to increase the consistency of PC matrices [4} [17].

The paper is organized as follows: Section [2] provides preliminaries, Section
presents new algorithms, and Section [4] includes numerical (Monte Carlo)
simulations. Conclusions close the article.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Multiplicative and additive pairwise comparisons systems

Let E = {e1,...,e,} be a finite set of alternatives, n > 2, and the goal is to
rank all alternatives from the best to the worst by pairwise comparisons.

e In the multiplicative pairwise comparisons (MPCs) framework, an expert
expresses his/her judgment of a relative preference (importance) of e; and
e; by the value m;; € R, where m;; > 1 means e; is preferred over e;,
and m;; = 1 denotes equal preference of both alternatives.

MPCs are reciprocal, if:
mij = 1/mji; Vi, j € {1,..,n}.

MPCs are consistent, if:
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Mij - Mjk = Mak; Vi, 5 € {1,...,n}.

All MPCs are conveniently arranged into an n X n multiplicative pairwise
comparisons matrix M = [m;;], and a priority vector (vector of alter-
natives’ weights) is then calculated by the eigenvector [27] or the (row)
geometric mean method [9].

Inconsistency of an MPC matrix M can be estimated by the consistency
index (CT) [21]:

)\maw -
CI(M) = 7171
n —
Of course, there are a number of other methods for determining the de-

gree of inconsistency of a PC matrix such as the Koczkodaj’s index [18],
Kazibudzki’s Square Logarithm Deviations index [16] or Barzilai’s error
[2]. A comprehensive review of methods for measuring inconsistency in
PC matrices can be found in [7]. In addition to the inconsistency of the
PC matrix, the incompleteness index can also be determined [22].

, Where A4, denotes the maximal eigenvalue of M.

e In the additive pairwise comparisons (APCs) framework, an expert ex-
presses his/her judgment of a relative preference (importance) of e; and
ej by the value a;; € R, where a;; > 0 means e; is preferred over e;, and
a;; = 0 denotes equal preference of both alternatives.

APCs are reciprocal, if:

a;; = —aji; Vi, j € {1,...,n}.

APCs are consistent, if:

aij + ajp = a3 Vi, 5 € {1,...,n}.

All APCs are conveniently arranged into an n x n additive pairwise com-

parisons matrix A = [a;;], and a priority vector (vector of alternatives’
weights) is then calculated by the row arithmetic mean method [3].

Multiplicative and additive pairwise comparisons share the same group struc-
ture (are isomorphic) [8] and can be easily converted into each other by expo-
nential and logarithmic transformations respectively:

ai; = log(my;), mi; = exp(a;;)

Both MPC and APC systems have they advantages. While the MPCs are
based on ratios, which are natural to human thinking, APCs enable to use rich
mathematical apparatus of linear algebra, which is especially convenient for
theoretical considerations [14].

The space

A= {lai;] : Vi,je{1,...,n} a;; € Rand a;; + a;; = 0},
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is a linear space of additive pairwise comparisons matrices (PCMs). Recall that
any linear space is endowed with a (orthogonal) basis and that for two given
n X n matrices A and B their standard Frobenius product is defined as follows:

(A,B)=>" iaklbkl»

k=11=1

which induces the Frobenius norm
|Al] = v/ (4, A)

and the Frobenius distance

d(A,B) = ||A - BJ|.

2.2. Ranking stability index

In the additive pairwise comparisons method it is usually assumed that the
elements of a PCM fall within a certain range [—M, M], for a fixed M > 0. In
this case, according to [30] the Ranking Stability Index of alternatives e; and e;
has been defined as

This index expresses a rescaled distance of the weights of the i-th and j-th
alternatives.

The Ranking Stability Index for a PCM A is given by the formula

RSIM(A) = min RSIM

1<i<j<n 7

and it measures the ease of the easiest manipulation.

However, sometimes the decision process is more complicated and some at-
tempts of manipulations may not be that obvious. Therefore, it could be useful
to define the Average Ranking Stability Index for A as follows:

2

1<i<j<n

Since for all 4, j
0<RSIY <n-1,

we immediately get
0 < ARSTM < 1.



3. Establishing a leading alternative

3.1. Equating two alternatives

Let us recall the algorithm of finding the best approximation of a given PCM
A, which equates the weights of two given alternatives e; and e; (for i < j).
This algorithm has been introduced in [30] and we will denote it by EQ(A4, 7, j).

In the beginning, we consider the case i =1 and j = 2.

For this purpose we define:

e the tie space Aio, i.e. the %—dimensional subspace of all additive
PCMs which induce the ranking such that alternatives 1 and 2 are equal:

Ay = {A €AY an= Za%},
k=1 k=1

e the set
Zio = {(q,7) :

We define a basis for the tie space Aj2 which consists of additive PCMs C9"
((g,7) € Z12), EY, FP (p € {3,...,n}) and G? (p € {3,...,n — 1}), whose
elements are given by

3<g<r<n}.

1, k=gq, l=r
027: -1, k=rl=¢q
0, otherwise
L (k=1,1=2)
-1, (k=2,1=1)
=4 2 k=21l=n
-2, k=n,1=2
0, otherwise
1, (k=1,1=p)or (k=2 n)
L=< -1, (k=p,l=1or(k=n,1=2) ,
0, otherwise
and
1, (k:?,l:p)or(k‘:n’lzz)
gn=9 -1 (k=p 1=2)or (k=2 1=n)
0, otherwise

Theorem 1 (Theorem 5,[30]). A family of matrices

B={B"},7

p=

is a basis of A1s.

= {07 ez, ULEF U {FPY_ U {GP}io)

(1)

p=3



3.1 Equating two alternatives 6

Next, we apply a standard Gram-Schmidt process to the basis

2_
nf-mn_q

B',....B

of the vector space Aj5 equipped with a standard Frobenius inner product (-, -)
and we obtain a pairwise orthogonal basis

71,2—71,
H'., . H = ! 2)
as follows:
" = B,
2 _ 2 <H1732> 1
=t
H! B3) <H2 B3>
H3 _ B3 _ < ’ Hl _ ) H2
(H',H") (H?,H?)" 7
H"27n71 B"27"71 ’ 277172 <Hp7Bn227n71>Hp
2 = 2 — - .
; (HP, HP)

n?>—n—2 =5

Example 2. Consider n = 4. Then the dimension of A5 is 5

Since Z12 = {(3,4)}, we get the following basis of Aj;2:

00 0 O 0 1 00
00 0 O -1 0 0 2

1 _ 34 _ 2 _ ol _

B=C"=1qgo0 o 1 |'F=F= 0 0o 00/
00 -1 0 0 -2 0 0
0 0 10 0 0 01
0 0 01 0 0 01

3 _ 3 4 __ 4

BE=I"=1_ o o0 ['B== 0 0o 00|
0 -1 0 0 -1 -1 00
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 -1

5 _ (3

B=G=19 10 o
0 1 0 0

Application of the Gram-Schmidt process to this basis results in an orthog-
onal basis
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00 0 O
1ol 00 0 0
o =5 = 00 0 1|’
00 -1 0
0 1 0 0
1 2\ _ 2 2 _ —1 O 0 2
(H'B*)=0= H*=B*> = 0 0 00
0 -2 0 0
(H'B* =0, (H*,B®) =4, (H* H*) =10 =
0 -2 1 0
2 0 o 1L
3 5 5
= H = 10 0 0
0 -+ 0 0
5
1 4 2 4 3 4 2 3 3 12
<H7B>:0,<H7B>:4,<H,B>:g7<H,H> 5 =
0o -+ 11
4 1 03 06 1
= 6
=4 I o 0 0
1
-1 -4 0 0
2 1
(H*,B%) =0, (H? B®) = -4, (H? B°) = —: (H* B%) = -3
0 2 1 1
4 774 7 5 —2 6 { !
= — = 7
(H*, H*) 3:>H _% 10 o
-7 7 0 0

Now, for an additive PCM A we find its projection A’ onto the subspace
Ao as a linear combination of the orthogonal basis vectors

2
HY.. .. . H=Z 1
ie.
A =e¢ H +. ..gnz,n_lHn 771_17
2
where the factors
Elye s En2on
are expressed by formulas:
A, H* 2_n
o MAHY g n ~1
(H* HFk) 2

Thus, the algorithm EQ(A, 1,2) can be written in a very simple way:
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2_
ni-n_q

/. 3 <A7Hk> k.
1. A= ; 7<H’f,Hk>H’

2. Return(A’);
Now, let us consider the general case, i.e. 1 <17 < j < n.

Remark 3. If P is a matrix of permutation of the p-th and ¢-th coordinates,
then
|PA—PB|| = |[A - B||,
and
|AP — BP|| = |[A - B|,
for each PCMs A and B.

Proof. The thesis follows from the fact that we get P(A — B) (and (A — B)P)
from A — B by the permutation of the p-th and the g-th rows (columuns). O

Thus, in order to find the closest matrix to A equating the i-th and j-
th alternatives, we first permute alternatives {i,7} with {1,2}, then perform
EQ(A,1,2), and finally permute {1,2} with {4, 5}.

Let us define the permutation matrix P;; = [Pkl]z,lzr

If i =1 and j # 2, then we put:

_ L (k,l)E{(2,]),(],2)} 0rk:l€{27j}
Pl = 0, otherwise,

If i # 1 and j = 2, then we put:
pa={ b DD D)ok =lg 1)
kl =

0, otherwise,

If i # 1 and j # 2, then we put:

at = { Lo (k1) € {(1,4),(4,1),(2,4), (4, 2)} or k =1 & {1,2,i,}
ki 0, otherwise.

SInce for each (4, j) # (1,2) the matrix P;; is orthogonal we have
Remark 4. P;' = PL = P

We are ready to introduce the general algorithm EQ(A, 1, 7):

1. If (Z,]) 7é (172), then A := PZ]A 75

2. A:=EQ(A4,1,2);

3. If (Z,j) 75 (17 2), then A := PZ‘J‘APZ‘J‘;

4. Return(A).
Notice that the above procedure improves the algorithm introduced in (au-

thor?) [30], because:
1. we allow j = n,

n?—n -1

2. we always use the same orthogonal base H!,... H (which is impor-
tant if we have to run EQ(4, j) several times for different i and j).
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Theorem 5 (Theorem 9, [30]). Let A = [ax] € A, 4,5 € {1,...,n}, and
A" = la},] be the orthogonal projection of A onto A;j. Then

(1) For each k & {i,j}
Zazl = Zakl, (3)
=1 =1

(2)

n n n n
I S o
=1 =1

8.2. The algorithm for establishing a leading alternative in a PC method

Let us present the main algorithm of the paper.
Suppose we have a PCM A and we want to promote the p-th alternative for
the first place in the ranking.

3.2.1. The greedy algorithm
INPUT: A, p.

1. ¢ := the number of the best alternative

2. If p = ¢ then return(A);

3. Construct the basis ;

4. Apply the Gram-Schmidt process to obtain the basis ;
5. repeat

o A ZZEQ(AJ?; Q)a

e ¢ := the number of the best alternative;

until ranking(p) = ranking(q);

6. return(A);

Example 6. Let us consider a 4 x 4 (n =4) PCM

0 1 2 9
-1 0 1 8
A= -2 -1 0 7
-9 -8 =7 0

The weights in a ranking vector obtained as the arithmetic means of elements
of rows of A are
w = (37 27 17 _6)T7

so the initial value of ¢ is 1.
Our goal is to promote the fourth alternative (p = 4) to the first position in
a ranking.
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In the example the alternative number 4 is definitely the worst one, so the
algorithm EQ must run n — 1 = 3 times, which is the maximal possible number
of iterations.

We construct the basis B!,..., B5. Next, we apply the Gram-Shmidt pro-
cedure to obtain basis H', ..., H°. Both bases are described in Ex.

THE 1ST ITERATION OF THE LOOP:

We run EQ(A, 1,4), i.e. we calculate:

10 00

Pl 01 o

0 1 0O
0 9 2 1
AD=puara=| Ty 7y
-1 8 1 0

0 0 =25 =35
0 0 -25 =35
25 25 0 -1
3.5 35 1 0

A® =EQ(A®,1,2) =

0 =35 -25 0
3.5 0 1 3.5
25 -1 0 2.5
0 —-35 =25 0

AW = Py A® Py =

The ranking vector for A is
w=(-15,2,1,-1.5)T,
so the next value of ¢ is 2.

THE 2ND ITERATION OF THE LOOP:

We run EQ(A®,2,4), i.e. we calculate:

o= OO
oo o

0
0
0
1
—35 —25 0
5 35 0 1 35
A® = Py AW Py = 25 -1 0 25
0 —-35 —-25 0
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0 0 —-0.75 1.75

0 0 —-0.75 1.75
0.75 0.75 0 2.5
-1.75 —-1.7 =25 0

A®) =EQ(A® 1,2) =

0 =17 =25 -175

.75 0  —075 0
AD = Pp A0 Py = 25  0.75 0 0.75
.75 0  —075 0

The ranking vector for A is
w = (—1.5,0.25,1,0.25)7,
so the next value of ¢ is 3.
THE 3RD ITERATION OF THE LOOP:

We run EQ(A(,3,4), i.e. we calculate:

Py =

O = OO
_o O O
O O O
OO = O

0 0.7 2.5 0.75
—0.75 0 1.75 0
-25 =17 0 =175
—0.75 0 1.75 0

A® = Py AT Py =

0 0 2.125 0.375

0 0 2.125 0.375
—2.125 —2.125 0 —-1.75
-0.375 —-0.375 1.75 0

A = BQA® 1,2) =

0 —1.75 —2125 —2.125
1.75 0 —-0.375 —0.375

(10) _ Op, =

A P34 AT Pyy 2125  0.375 0 0
2.125 0.375 0 0

The ranking vector for A9 is

w = (—1.5,0.25,0.625,0.625) 7,

11

so the final value of ¢ is 3. The weights of alternatives p and g are now equal

and the highest, so the algorithm breaks. The output matrix is A'9).
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Notice that the chosen alternative is not a sole leader in the ranking. How-
ever, even the slightest correction of the element a,, in favor of the alternative
p may change that. For example, if we put azy = —0.1 (and, respectively
as3 = 0.1), then we get "the winning ranking":

w = (—1.5,0.25,0.6,0.65)".

3.2.2. The bubble algorithm

As Example [6] shows, the greedy algorithm has some disadvantages. It is
fast on average, however, if the preferred alternative is on the bottom of the
ranking we may need to run a loop n — 1 times. Secondly, the whole procedure
may competely reverse the ranking, which is undesirable.

Therefore, we suggest an alternative algorithm, which promotes a chosen
alternative stepwise.

INPUT: A, p.

1. ¢ := the number of the best alternative

2. If p = ¢ then return(A);

3. Construct the basis ;

4. Apply the Gram-Shmidt process to obtain the basis ;
5. repeat

o A:=EQ(A,p,q);

e ¢ := the number of the alternative directly ahead of the alternative
p in the ranking;

until ranking(p) = ranking(q);

6. return(A);

Example 7. Consider once more the matrix A from the example[6] The output
matrix after running the bubble algorithm is of the form:

0 1.625 3.875 0
—1.625 0 2.25 —1.625
—-3.875 —2.25 0 —-3.87 |’

0 1.625 3.875 0

A0

and the final ranking vector is
w = (1.375, —0.25, —2.5,1.375)T

so the fourth alternative moved up to the first position (ex aequo with the
first one), but the relative positions of the other alternatives did not change.
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4. Monte Carlo Simulation

For Monte Carlo testing, we generated 2500 preference profiles within which
the relative priority of a pair of alternatives ranges from [1/9,9]. The number of
alternatives ranges from 5 to 9, i.e. for five alternatives we generate 500 random
profiles, for 6 alternatives - 500 profiles were prepared, etc.

Based on the drawn preference profiles, we created random pairwise com-
parison matrices (PCM) in such a way that for a preference profile

w = (w(ay),... ,w(an))T

aC,isanxnPCM in the form

1 C12T1,2 C1,3T1,3 Cl,nT1,n
C2,172,1 1 €2,372,3 e C2,nT2,n
Oa - 9
Cn,lrn,l Cn,2Tn,2 e Cn,n—lrn,n—l 1
where
- w(a,)
Cij = N
w(a;)
and 7;; is a real number randomly selected from [1/a,a] for i,j = 1,...,n.

Thus, by increasing the value of «, we effectively increase the inconsistency of
Cy. We created matrices in the form of C, for all 2,500 random preference
profiles and for all « values from the set {1,1.1,1.2,...,4.9,5}. In the end, we
generated 102,500 = 2,500 x 41 random PCM matrices with varying degrees
of inconsistency and dimensions ranging from 5 x 5 to 9 x 9. All generated
matrices were used as input to both greedy (Sec. and bubble algorithms

(Sec. B-2).

For both algorithms, we examined for two different strategies for selecting the
promoted alternative. In the first case, we took as the subject of promotion the
alternative with the n-th index (the last in the sense of numbering) regardless
of its actual ranking position. In the second strategy, we first calculated the
ranking using GMM and then promoted the last alternative in the ranking.
The first strategy was called LBN - "last by numbering" and the second LBR -
"last by ranking." Hence, it took us 102,500 x (2 algorithms) x (2 strategies)
= 410,000 runs of the greedy and bubble algorithms to conduct the assumed
experiments.
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Figure 3: Frobenius distance between input matrix and its subsequent improvements. Average
values for greedy algorithm and LBN strategy.

In all four cases, the average number of iterations depends on the number of
alternatives (Fig. [[). In most cases, it increases as the number of alternatives
increases. The only exception was seen in the case of the bubble algorithm and
the LBR strategy where a greater number of alternatives does not necessarily
translate into an increased number of iterations (Fig. .

While the relationship between the number of alternatives and the number
of iterations of the algorithms seems significant, there is no evident relationship
between the inconsistency of the tested matrices and the number of iterations. In
order to observe this possible relationship, we divided the set of tested matrices
into subsets where the first one contained C matrices with CI(C) between 0
and 0.01, the second one between 0.01 and 0.02, and so on. For each interval,
we counted the average inconsistency, the average number of iterations and the
set count. As long as the set size did not fall below a few tens of elements,
the average number of iterations remained similar regardless of the average
inconsistency of the matrix in a given subset (Fig. [2). Since the result was
similar in each of the four variants considered in the figure, we used in (Fig. |2)
the result for the bubble algorithm and the LBR strategy. It is worth noting
that the modifications made by the algorithm to the matrix do not change its
level of inconsistency. Thus, attempts to detect such manipulation using only
inconsistency measurements may be ineffective.

The Frobenius distance between the input matrix and the matrices that are
the output of successive algorithms’ iterations increases. This is because each
iteration changes subsequent elements of the matrix, moving it away from the
original matrix (Fig. [3). This behavior can be observed regardless of the type
of algorithm and strategy adopted.

Similarly, a consistently observable pattern is the decline in the Average
Ranking Stability Index ARSI values. The ARSI values depend on the size of
the matrix i.e., the larger the dimension of the matrix, the higher the ARSI
(Fig. [).

Therefore in the study we calculated the corresponding values in groups of
matrices of the same dimensions (Fig. [5). This corresponds to the intuitive
observation that making the first intervention is the most difficult. Each subse-
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Figure 4: The average RSI (ARSI) value for the matrices studied depending on the size of the
matrix.
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Figure 5: Decreasing (average) value of ARSI for modified matrices in successive iterations
using the greedy algorithm and LBN strategy as an example. Iteration 0 shows the average
ARSI value for the unmodified input matrices.

quent one comes more and more easily. More formally, ARSI is being reduced
in subsequent iterations of the algorithm, since they make two alternatives’
weights equal and closer to the rest and leave other alternatives’ weights un-
changed. This implies that each manipulation increases the possibility of other
manipulations.

5. Conclusions

In the presented work we have introduced two algorithms of promoting a
given alternative to the position of a ranking leader. They are both based on
the EQ algorithm equating two given alternatives in a ranking. The first one,
called the greedy algorithm, in each step equates the rankings of a promoted
alternative and the current leader. The second one (the bubble algorithm)
in each step equates an alternative with the one directly preceding it in the
ranking. We have also defined the Average Ranking Stability Index (ARSI) for
a PC matrix to measure how easily the data manipulation may happen.
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The Monte Carlo study has shown that in general it is harder to create a
new leader when there are more alternatives. On the other hand, the input
inconsistency of data has no influence on the ease of manipulation. The third
conclusion is that each each manipulation facilitates the subsequent ones. The
final remark is that the EQ algorithm does not change the scale, i.e. if the
input PC matrix elements have been taken from the range [— M, M|, the output
matrix elements had the same property.
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