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Abstract

Although manipulation and bribery have been extensivelylisd under weighted voting, there has
been almost no work done on election control under weightdishg. This is unfortunate, since weighted
voting appears in many important natural settings. In thjzap, we study the complexity of controlling the
outcome of weighted elections through adding and deletitgrs. We obtain polynomial-time algorithms,
NP-completeness results, and for many NP-complete cagpsyxmation algorithms. In particular, for
scoring rules we completely characterize the complexitweighted voter control. Our work shows that
for quite a few important cases, either polynomial-timeatxedgorithms or polynomial-time approximation
algorithms exist.

1 Introduction

In many real-world election systems the voters come withghsi. Examples range from stockholder elec-
tions weighted by shares, to the US Electoral College, tooften-used example of the Nassau County
Board of Supervisors, to (in effect) any parliamentary eystn which the parties typically vote as blocks,
to Sweden’s system of wealth-weighted voting institute@866 (and no longer used) where “the wealthiest
members of the rural communities received as many as 5,0@8'vand “in 10 percent of the districts the
weighted votes of just three voters could be decisive” [Ajn1

Soitis not surprising that in the study of manipulative elitsaon elections, weighted voting has been given
great attention. For bribery and manipulation, two of thre¢hmost studied types of manipulative attacks on
elections, study of the case of weighted voters has beensxédy conducted. Yet for the remaining one of
the three most studied types of attacks on elections, $edcabntrol attacks, almost no attention has been
given to the case of weighted voting; to the best of our kndgis the only time this issue has been previously
raised is in two M.S./Ph.D. theses [Rus07, Lin12]. This lathkttention is troubling, since the key types of
control attacks, such as adding and deleting voters, odrtdd occur in many weighted elections.

We study the complexity in weighted elections of arguabéyittiost important types of control—adding
and deleting voters—for various election systems. We facuscoring rules, families of scoring rules, and
(weak)Condorcet-consistent rules. Control by deletirdgifag) voters asks whether in a given election a
given candidate can be made to win by deleting (adding) at emasrtain number of the voters (at most a
certain number of the members of the pool of potential aoliti voters). These control types model issues
that are found in many electoral settings, ranging from hutoalectronic. They are (abstractions of) issues
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often faced by people seeking to steer an election, suchp@stexdoing campaign management, and deciding
for example whictk people to offer rides to the polls.

Control was introduced (without weights) in 1992 in the smahipaper by Bartholdi, Tovey, and
Trick [BTT92]. Control has been the subject of much attamtiince. That attention, and the present pa-
per, are part of the line of work, started by Bartholdi, Orlirovey, and Trick [[BTT80, BO91, BTT92],
that seeks to determine for which types of manipulativecktian elections the attacker’s task requires just
polynomial-time computation. For a more detailed disaussif this line of work, we point the reader to the
related work section at the end of the paper and to the sufizi#isR09, FHH10, BCE13].

Our main results are as follows (see Seclibn 5 for tables sanming our results). First, in Sectign 8.1
we provide a detailed study of the complexity of voter cohtireder scoring protocols, for the case of fixed
numbers of candidates. We show that both constructive aldmyradding voters and constructive control by
deleting voters are in P fdrapproval (and so this also covers plurality ahdetcE]) and are NP-complete
otherwise. It is interesting to compare this result to anagwus theorem regarding weighted coalitional
manipulation: There are cases where the complexities @framntrol and manipulation are the same (e.qg.,
for plurality or for Borda) but there are also cases wherewvobntrol is easiert{approval fort > 2, for
elections with more thanhcandidates). Is it ever possible that weighted voter corgttwarder than weighted
voting manipulation? We show that weighted voter contrdli&-hard for (weak)Condorcet-consistent rules
with at least three candidates. Since weighted coalitioraliipulation for the 3-candidate Llull system is in
P [EHSO08], together with the fact that Llull is weakCondd¥censistent, this implies that there is a setting
where weighted voter control is harder than weighted doabit manipulation.

In Sectiong 312 and 3.3 we focus on the complexity of weighteér control undet-approval and-
veto, for the case of unbounded numbers of candidates. Asttire of Sectiom 312, we will explain why
these are the most interesting cases. In Setfidn 3.2 wereesial problems left open by Lin [Lin12]. We
establish the complexity of weighted control by adding vefer 2-approval, 2-veto, and 3-approval, and of
weighted control by deleting voters for 2-approval, 2-yetod 3-veto. In Sectidn 3.3, we give polynomial-
time approximation algorithms for weighted voter controtlert-approval and-veto. Our algorithms seek
to minimize the number of voters that are added or deleted.

We believe that the complexity of weighted voter controld amore generally the complexity of attacks
on weighted elections, is an important and interestingaresedirection that deserves much further study.
In particular, our research suggests that it is worthwlolese¢ekf (-)-approximation results for weighted
elections problems and that doing so can lead to intereatgayithms.

2 Preliminaries

We assume that the reader is familiar with the basic notidromputational complexity theory and the
theory of algorithms. Below we provide relevant definiticarsd conventions regarding elections, election
rules, and control in elections. We also review some NP-detaproblems that we use in our reductions.

Elections

We take an election to be a p&ir= (C,V), whereC is a set of candidates akds a collection of voters. Each
voter has a preference order over the&eA preference ordeis a total, linear order that ranks the candidates
from the most preferred one to the least preferred one. Fampie, ifC = {a,b,c} and some voter likes

a best, therb, and therc, then his or her preference orderas> b > c. In weighted elections, each voter

1if the number of candidates is fixed, themeto can be expressed @a—t)-approval, wheren is the number of candidates. If the
number of candidates is unbounded, themto is nott’-approval.



v also has a positive integer weigl{v). A voter of weightw(v) is treated by the election system @év)
unweighted voters. Given two collections of votafsandW, we writeV +W to denote their concatenation.

Election Rules

An election rule (or voting rule) is a functidRthat given an electio = (C,V) returns a subs&(E) C C,
namely those candidates that are said to win the election.

An m-candidate scoring rule is defined through a nonincreaséetpva = (a4, ...,am) of nonnegative
integers. For each voter each candidatereceivesp,gy,) points, whergpogy, c) is the position ot in v's
preference order. The candidates with the maximum totaksae the winners. Given an electiBrand a
voting ruleR that assigns scores to the candidates, we wsdtee: (c) to denotec’s total score irE underR.
The voting rule used will always be clear from context. Mafgc#on rules are defined through families of
scoring rules, with one scoring vector for each possiblelemof candidates. For example:

1. Plurality rule uses vectors of the forfh, 0, ..., 0).

2. t-approval uses vectofs, ..., 0m), wherea; = 1 foreach € {1,...,t}, anda; = 0 fori >t. Byt-veto
we mean the system that for candidates uses thien—t)-approval scoring vector. Fan-candidate
t-approval and-veto systems we will often treat each vote as arfi/dimensional approval vector that
indicates which candidates receive points from the votetufdily, such a vector contains exactly
ones fort-approval and exactlyzeroes fot-vetold

3. Borda’s rule uses vectors of the fofm—1,m—2,...,0), wheremis the number of candidates.

Given an electiorE = (C,V), a candidate is a (weak) Condorcet winner if for every other candidate
d € C— {c} it holds that more than half (at least half) of the voters g@refto d. Note that it is possible
that there is no (weak) Condorcet winner in a given electMfe. say that a rul® is Condorcet-consistent
if whenever there is a Condorcet winner he or she is the sateavielected undeR. Analogously, a rule
is weakCondorcet-consistent if it elects exactly the weakddrcet winners whenever they exist. Every
weakCondorcet-consistent system is Condorcet-consistgrthe converse does not always hold.

There are many Condorcet-consistent rules. We will briefilich upon the Copeland family of rules and
the Maximin rule. For a given electidd = (C,V) and two distinct candidatesd € C, we letNg(c,d) be
the number of voters that prefeto d. Let a be a rational number, € a < 1. Under Copelarfithe score
of candidatee € C is defined as:

|{d € C— {c} | Ne(c,d) > Ne(d,c)}| + all{d € C— {c} | Ne(c,d) = Ne(d, c)}.

and under Maximin the score of candidate C is defined as migc_(c; Ne(c,d). The candidates with

the highest score are winners. Llull is another name for Gopk. Clearly, Llull and Maximin are
weakCondorcet-consistent.

Electoral Control

We focus on constructive control by adding/deleting voteraeighted elections. However, there are also
other standard types of control studied in the literaturg. (eontrol by adding/deleting candidates and various
forms of partitioning of candidates and voters; we pointrsader to Sectiohl 4 for a discussion of related
work).

2\We emphasize that such a viewtedipproval and-veto is correct in settings where the set of candidates ireniixed. If the set of
candidates were to change (e.g., as in control by addireidglcandidates), then we would have to use the standafrence-order-
based definition.



Definition 2.1. Let R be a voting rule. In both weighted constructive contpladding voters under rule
R (R-WCCAV) and weighted constructive control by deletioigrg under rule R (R-WCCDV), our input
contains a set of candidates C, a collection of weightedrgdfe(sometimes referred to as the registered
voters) with preferences over C, a preferred candidate@®, and a nonnegative integer k. In R-WCCAV we
also have an additional collection W of weighted voters (siimmes referred to as the unregistered voters)
with preferences over C. In these problems we ask the falbpgiiestions:

1. R-WCCAV: Is there a subcollection'dt W, of at most k voters, such thaefR(C, V+W’)?
2. R-WCCDV: Is there a subcollectiol® V, of at most k voters, such thaefR(C,V—-V’)?

Although in this paper we focus primarily on constructiventrol, Sectio 31 makes some comments
about the so-called destructive variants of control pnaisle Given a voting ruld?, weighted destructive
control by adding voters under ruR(R-WDCAV) and weighted destructive control by deleting vstander
rule R (R-WDCDV) are defined analogously to their constructive vaisawith the only difference being that
the goal is to ensure that the distinguished candigasenot a winner.

Note that in the above definitions the paramétdefines the number of voters that can be added/deleted,
and not the total weight of the voters that can be added&tklthis is a standard approach when modeling
strategic behavior in weighted elections. For exampléhérstudy of R-weighted-bribery”’[FHHOB], bribing
each weighted voter has unit cost regardless of the voteight:

We will consider approximation algorithms for WCCAV and WD undert-approval and-veto. When
doing so, we will assume that input instances do not conteanrttegek. Rather, the goal is simply to find
(when success is possible at all) as small as possible @tiotief voters to add/delete such thpes a winner
of the resulting election. For a positive intedeianh-approximation algorithm for WCCAV/WCCDV is an
algorithm that (when success is possible at all) always findslution that adds/deletes at mbdtmes as
many voters as an optimal action does. The notion df(@rapproximation algorithm for WCCAV/WCCDV
is defined analogously, where the argumenitt te some variable related to the problem or instance. And the
meaning ofJ'(f(-))-approximation algorithms will be similarly clear from demt. It is natural to worry
about how the above seemingly incomplete definitions ictenath the possibility that success might be
impossible regardless of how many votes one adds/deletesevér, fort-approval WCCDV and-veto
WCCDV (and indeed, for any scoring rule), it is always pokstb ensure thap is a winner, for example
by deleting all the voters. Fdrapproval WCCAV and-veto WCCAV, it is possible to ensungs victory
through adding voters if and only g is a winner after we add all the unregistered voters thatampof p.
These observations make it particularly easy to discusssarty approximation algorithms farapproval
and fort-veto, because we can always easily check whether thermis solution. For voting rules that don't
have this easy-checking property, such an analysis mightush more complicated. (The reader may wish
to compare our work with Brelsford et al.’s attempt at fraghan general election-problem approximation
framework [BEH"08].)

In this paper we do not consider candidate-control casesh(as weighted constructive control by
adding candidates and weighted constructive control bgtiuhg) candidates, WCCAC and WCCDC). The
reason is that for a bounded number of candidates, when witeiermination in the given weighted elec-
tion system is in P it holds that both WCCAC and WCCDC are in Pohyte-force search. On the other
hand, if the number of candidates is not bounded then careditatrol is already NP-hard for plural-
ity (and t-approval and-veto, in both the constructive setting and the destruc@iting) even without
weights [BTT92| HHRO7, EFS1M, Lin12]. Furthermore, margutes for candidate control under Condorcet-
consistent rules can be claimed in the weighted setting. ekample, for the Maximin rule and for the
Copeland family of rules, hardness results translate iniatelgt, and it is straightforward to see that the
existing polynomial-time algorithms for the unweightedes also work for the weighted cases [FHH11b].



Weighted Coalitional Manipulation

One of our goals is to compare the complexity of weighted votatrol with the complexity of weighted
coalitional manipulation (WCM). WCM is similar to WCCAV irhat we also add voters, but it differs in
that (a) we have to add exactly a given number of voters, apd/i¢bcan pick the preference orders of the
added voters. It is quite interesting to see how the diffeeerin these problems’ definitions affect their
complexities.

Definition 2.2. Let R be a voting rule. In R-WCM we are given a weighted eladi®V), a preferred
candidate pe C, and a sequenceK..,k, of positive integers. We ask whether it is possible to const
collection W= (wz, ..., wy) of n voters such that for eachl,<i < n, w(w;) = ki, and p is a winner of the R
election(C, V+W). The voters in W are called manipulators.

Computational Complexity

In our NP-hardness proofs we use reductions from the foilgdP-complete problems.

Definition 2.3. An instance of Partition consists of a sequefice. .., k) of positive integers whose sum is
even. We ask whether there is asét {1,...,t} such thaty ;. ki = % z}zlki.

In the proof of Theoreri 313 we will use the following resteidtversion of Partition, where we have
greater control over the numbers involved in the problem.

Definition 2.4. An instance of Partitiohconsists of a sequenck, . . ., k) of positive integers, whose sum is
even, such that (a) t is an even number, and (b) for eachK i <t, it holds that k> Hil Etj:lkj. We ask

whether there is a setd {1,...,t} of cardinality% such thaty . ki = %z}:lk@.

Showing the NP-completeness of this problem is a standandtise. (In particular, the NP-completeness
of a variant of this problem is establishedlas [FHH09, Lemt8% fhe same approach can be used to show the
NP-completeness of PartitiohOur remaining hardness proofs are based on reductiomsmestricted ver-
sion of the well-known Exact-Cover-By-3-Sets problem.sTigstricted version is still NP-complete [GJ79].

Definition 2.5. An instance of X3Cconsists of a set B- {by,...,bs} and a family.¥ = {S,..., S} of
3-element subsets of B such that every element of B occur¢easditone and in at most three setsii We
ask whether? contains an exact cover for B, i.e., whether there existg iset” whose union is B.

3 Results

We now present our results. In Sectionl 3.1 we focus on fixedomusof candidates in scoring protocols and
(weak)Condorcet-consistent rules. Then in Sections 3d23ahwe consider case of an unbounded number
of candidates, for-approval and-veto.

3.1 Scoring Protocols and Manipulation Versus Control

Itis well-known that weighted manipulation of scoring pyools is always hard, unless the scoring protocol is
in effect plurality or triviality [HHO7]. In contrast, welgted voter control is easy fon-candidatea-approval.

Theorem 3.1. For all m and t, WCCAV and WCCDV for m-candidate t-approval iarP.



Proof. Let (C,V,W, p,k) be an instance of WCCAV fam-candidate-approval. We can assume that we add
only voters who approve gb. We can also assume that we add the heaviest voters withiaypariset of
approvals, i.e., if we adé@lvoters approving,cs, ..., G_1, we can assume that we added theeaviest voters
approvingp,cs,...,¢_1. Since there are onlﬂ"jll)—which is a constant—different sets of approvals to
consider, it suffices to try all sequences of nonnegatiegers;, . . ., k(,tnfll whose sum is at mokt and for

each such sequence to check whether adding the hekyviegers of theith approval collection makeg a
winner.

The same argument works for WCCDV. Here, we delete only gdteat do not approve gf, and again
we delete the heaviest voters for each approval collection. O

One might think that the argument above works for any scopirejocol, but this is not the case. For
example, consider the 3-candidate Borda instance whemnsists of one weight-1 votér> p > a andwW
consists of a weight-2 and a weight-1 voter with preferenideia > p > b. Then adding the weight-1 voter
makesp a winner, but adding the weight-2 voter does not. And, in,faet have the following result.

Theorem 3.2. WCCAV and WCCDV for Borda aféP-complete. This result holds even when restricted to a
fixed number n» 3 of candidates.

Proof. We reduce from Partition. Given a sequekge. .,k of positive integers that sum tdk2 construct an
election with one registered voter of weidbtvotingb > p>a> ---, andt unregistered voters with weights
ki,...,k votinga> p>b>-... Setthe addition limit ta. It is easy to see that fqv to become a winner,
b’'s score (relative tg) needs to go down by at lealst while a's score (relative tq) should not go up by
more tharK. It follows thatk,, ...,k has a partition if and only ip can be made a winner.

We use the same construction for the deleting voters case, &llovoters are registered and the deletion
limitis t. Since we can't delete all voters, and since our goal is toenpek winner, we can’t delete the one
voter votingb > p>a> ---. The rest of the argument is identical to the adding votese.ca O

Interestingly, it is possible to extend the above proof tokfor all scoring protocols other tharapproval
(the main idea stays the same, but the technical details are imvolved). And so, regarding the complexity
of WCCAV and WCCDV for scoring protocols with a fixed numbercaindidates, the cases of Theofeni 3.1
are the only P cases (assumingtmNP).

Theorem 3.3. For each scoring protocdlas, . .., 0m), if there exists an il <i < m, such thati; > a; > dan,
then WCCAV and WCCDV fdo, ..., am) are NP-complete.

Proof. Leta = (a1,...,am) be a scoring protocol such that there isiauch thato; > a; > am. Letx be
the third largest value in the sgtrq, ..., am}. We will show that WCCAV and WCCDV are NP-complete for
scoring protocoB = (Bi,...,Bm) = (01 —X,...,0m— X). While formally we have defined scoring protocols
to contain only nonnegative values, usiigimplifies our construction and does not affect the coresgrof
the proof. To further simplify notation, given some candiésxy, ..., X;, by F[x1 = Bi;, X2 = Bi,, ..., X = Bi,]
we mean a fixed preference order that ensures, ydidérat eachx;, 1 < j </, is ranked at a position that
givesf;; points. (The candidates not mentioned in Eie..| notation are ranked arbitrarily.) We lgt, y,
andys be the three highest values in the §B%,...,Bn}. Clearly,B1 =y1 > y» > y5=0.

We give a reduction from Partition t8-WCCAV (the membership o-WCCAV in NP is clear); let
(ki,...,k) be an instance of Partition, i.e., a sequence of positivegars that sum tok We form an
electionE = (C,V) whereC = {p,a,b,cs,...,cm} and where the collectiod contains the following three
groups of voters (for the WCCAV part of the proof below, we et 1; for the WCCDV part of the proof
we will use the same construction but with a larger valug& pof

3We mention in passing that an analogue of this theorem in tehin which we are bounding the total weight of votes that loa
added/deleted was obtained by Russ$ell [Rus07].



1. Agroup ofT voters, each with weigh€ and preference ordé€rb=y1,a=y,p=0].
2. A group ofT voters, each with weighK and preference ordé&r[p=y1,b=y,a=_0].

3. For eactt; € C, there are 6 collections ofT2voters, one collection for each permutatioqy, z) of
(p,a,b); the voters in each collection have weigthtind preference ord€{x = 1,y = B2,z=f33,Ci =

Brl.

LetM be the number of points that eachepb, andp receive from the third group of voters (each of these
candidates receives the same number of points from thesesyoFor eacls; € C and each € {p,a,b}, x
receives at leastéKy; points more thai; from the voters in the third group (in each vote in the thirdigy,

X receives at least as many pointscgsand there are two collections of 2/oters where receivesy; points
andc; receivesm < 0 points). Thus it holds that our candidates have the foligveicores:

1. phasM + TKy; points,

2. ahasM + TKy, points,

3. bhasM + TK(y1 + y») points, and

4. each candidatg € C has at mosM — 2T Ky, points.

As a result,b is the unique winner. There ateunregistered voters with weigh®sky,..., Tk, each with
preference ordef = [a= y1, p = y»,b = 0]. We set the addition limit to be It is clear that irrespective of
which voters are added, none of the candidatdgin. .. ,cn} becomes a winner.

If there is a subcollection ofky, ..., k) that sums tK, then adding corresponding unregistered voters
to the election ensures that all threemfa, andb are winners. On the other hand, assume that there are
unregistered voters of total weigiit., whose addition to the election ensures thas among the winners.
For p to have score at least as hightasve must have thdt > K. However, fora not to have score higher
thanp, it must be that. < K. This means thdt = K. Thus it is possible to ensure thais a winner of the
election by adding at mostunregistered voters if and only if there is a subcollectibtkg, . .., k) that sums
to K. And, completing the proof, we note that the reduction candreed out in polynomial time.

Let us now move on to the case of WCCDV. We will use the sametanast®n, but with the following
modifications:

1. Our reduction is now from PartitibnThus without loss of generality we can assume thatan even

number and that for eaghl < i <t, it holds that; > %HZK.

2. We sefl = P?(t +1) yl‘[lyJ + 1 (the reasons for this choice dfwill become apparent in the course of
the proof; intuitively it is convenient to think &f as of a large value that, nonetheless, is polynomially

bounded with respect 9.
3. We include the unregistered voters as “the fourth groutdrs.”
4. We set the deletion limit t§.

By the same reasoning as in the WCCAV case, it is easy to se# thare is a sizetz subcollection of
ki,...,k that sums td, then deleting the corresponding voters ensuregtisamong the winners (together
with a andb). We now show that if there is a way to delete upt?tcvoters to ensure that is among the
winners, then the deleted voters must come from the foudhmgrmust have total weight, and there must
be exactly‘? of them. For the sake of contradiction, let us assume thatgbssible to ensungs victory by
deleting up tot? voters, of whom fewer thaé come from the fourth group. Letbe the number of deleted



voters from the fourth groups(« %) and letx be a real number such thaf K is their total weight. We have
thatxT K is at most:

_ Ly
XTK < 2TK— —S(oTk) < 2TK (1- 272 ) — 1k,
1+t 1+t 1+t

That is, we have & x < 1L+t Prior to deleting any votersy hasTK(y1 — y») points more tharp. After
deleting thesvoters from the fourth group, this difference decreas@3¢¢l —x)(y1 — y»). If we additionally
delete up totz voters from the first three groups of voters, each with welghthen the difference between
the scores o& and p decreases, at most, to the following value (note that in elatéted vote botla andp
are ranked at positions where they recgiigys or 0 points):

Th—y) %(t+1)vl) -0

t 1 t
TK(l—X)(yl—Vz)—éKylzTKH—l(Vl—VZ)_éKylzK( t+1 t+1

The final inequality follows by our choice d@f. The above calculation shows that if there is a way to ensure
p’s victory by deleting up to‘z voters then it requires deleting exacgyvoters from the fourth group. The
same reasoning as in the case of WCCAV shows that tgaweted voters must correspond to a s%ze—
subcollection ofky, ..., k) that sums t&. O

As a side comment, we mention that WDCAV and WDCDV for scopngtocols (that is, the destructive
variants of WCCAV and WCCDV) have simple polynomial-timgaidithms: It suffices to loop through all
candidates, ¢ # p, and greedily add/delete voters to boost the scorerefative top as much as possible.

Combining Theorenis 3.1 ahd B.3, we obtain the following targ which we contrast with an analogous
result for WCM [HHO7].

Corollary 3.4. For each scoring protocdlas, . . ., tm) the problems WCCAV and WCCDV &i®-complete
if [[{a1,...,am}|| > 3 and are inP otherwise.

Theorem 3.5(Hemaspaandra and Hemaspaandra [HHORy each scoring protocoléas,. .., am), m> 2,
WCM isNP-complete ifa; > am and is inPotherwise.

We see that for scoring protocols with a fixed numbeof candidates, either WCM is harder than
WCCAV and WCCDV (for the case dfapproval with 2<t < m), or the complexity of WCM, WCCAV,
and WCCDV is the same (P-membership for plurality and tlityigand NP-completeness for the remaining
cases). For other voting rules, it is also possible that W€ Ekisier than WCCAV and WCCDV.

Theorem 3.6. For every weakCondorcet-consistent election system arevéyy Condorcet-consistent elec-
tion system, WCCAV and WCCDV a-hard. This result holds even when restricted to a fixed numbe
m> 3 of candidates.

Proof. To show that WCCAV is NP-hard, we reduce from Partition. @i@esequencky, ...,k of positive
integers that sum toK, construct an election with two registered voters, one vaith weight 1 voting
p>a>b>--- and one voter with weight® votingb > p > a > -- -, andt unregistered voters with weights
2kq,...,2k votinga > p> b > ---. Set the addition limit td. Suppose we add unregistered voters to the
election with a total vote weight equal t@.2

e If L <K, thenbis the Condorcet winner, and thus the unique winner of thetiele.
e If L > K, thenais the Condorcet winner, and thus the unique winner of thetiele.

e If L=K, thenpis the Condorcet winner, and thus the unique winner of thetiele.



The WCCDV case uses the same construction. Now, all votensegistered and the deletion limittisSince
we can delete at mosbf ourt + 2 voters, and since our goal is to make winner, we can’t delete the sole
voter votingb > p > a, since thera would be the Condorcet winner. The rest of the argument idasito
the adding voters case. O

Let Condorcet be the election system whose winner set istlgxaie set of Condorcet winners. Let
weakCondorcet be the election system whose winner set @lgxiae set of weak Condorcet winners.

Corollary 3.7. For Condorcet and weakCondorcet, WCM igfiand WCCAV and WCCDV aNP-complete.
This result holds even when restricted to a fixed number 3rof candidates.

Proof. It is immediate that WCM for Condorcet and weakCondorcetiare. To see if we have a “yes”-
instance of WCM, it suffices to check whether letting all thenipulators ranlp (the preferred candidate)
first and ranking all the remaining candidates in some amlyitorder ensurep’s victory. NP-completeness
of WCCAV and WCCDV follows directly from Theorem 3.6. O

Condorcet and weakCondorcet do not always have winnerghBse who prefer their voting systems to
always have at least one winner, we note that WCM for 3-candidlull is in P [FHS08].

Corollary 3.8. For 3-candidate Llull, WCM is iPand WCCAV and WCCDV alP-complete.

The main results of this section are also presented in TabfeSkctior b.

3.2 t-Approval and t-Veto with an Unbounded Number of Candidates

Let us now look at the cases tBapproval and-veto rules, for an unbounded number of candidates. The
reason we focus on these is that these are the most intgyéstiilies of scoring protocols whose complexity
has not already been resolved in the previous section. Eseneve say that is that Theoreml3.3 shows that
whenever we have at least three distinct values in a scoantpy; we have NP-completeness. And so any
family that at even one number of candidates has three distailues in its scoring vector is NP-hard for
WCCAV and WCCDV. Thus the really interesting cases are iddespproval and-veto.

Our starting point here is the work of Lin [LinlL2], which shedrthat fort > 4, WCCAV for t-approval
and WCCDV fort-veto are NP-complete, and that fo> 3, WCCDV fort-approval and WCCAV fot-
veto are NP-complete. These results hold even for the umiedgase. It is also known that the remaining
unweighted cases are in P_[BTT92, Lin12] and that WCCAV andGm& for plurality and veto are in
P [Lin1Z]. In this section, we look at and solve the remairopgn cases, WCCAV for 2-approval, 3-approval,
and 2-veto, and WCCDV for 2-approval, 2-veto, and 3-veto.sfget by showing that 2-approval-WCCAV
isinP.

Theorem 3.9. WCCAV for 2-approval is if®.

Proof. We claim that AlgorithniIL solves 2-approval-WCCAV in polynial time. (In this algorithm and the
proof of correctness, whenever we speak of theeaviest voters in voter sét, we mean the mir, ||X||)
heaviest voters iiX.)

It is easy to see that we never reject incorrectly in the repgetl, assuming that we don't incorrectly
delete voters frorV. It is also easy to see that if we addoters approving p,c}, we may assume that we
add ther heaviest voters approving, c} (this is also crucial in the proof of Theordm3.1), and so weene
delete voters incorrectly in the second for loop in the réjpesil.

If we get through the repeat-until without rejecting, andhege fewer thak voters left inW, then adding
all of W is the best we can do (since all voterdfihapprovep).



Algorithm 1: 2-approval-WCCAV
Input: (C,V,W, p,k)
forall ce C—{p} do
| letsc=scorecy)(c) —scorgey)(p).
Delete fromW all voters that do not approve of
repeat

forall ce C—{p} do
if the sum of the weights of the k heaviest voters in W that dopmbae of c is less tharg shen reject

| //tis impossible to get scofe) < score p) by adding less than or equal to k voters from W.

forall ce C—{p}and/e {1,...,k—1} do
if the sum of the weights of the-l¢ heaviest voters in W that do not approve of c is less thahen
\; delete from\W all voters approving except for the — 1 heaviest such voters.

/I We need to add at leastk?¢ + 1 voters that do not approve of ¢, and so we can add at frest
voters approving c.

until no more changes.
if |W|| > kthen accept// We can make p a winner by adding the k heaviest voters from W.
if W] < kthen

| if adding all of W will make p a winnehen accept else reject

Finally, if we getthrough the repeat-until, and we have astlevoters left inW, then adding th& heaviest
voters fromW will make p a winner. Why? Let be a candidate i€ — {p}. Letr be the number of voters
from W that are added and that approvecofSince we made it through the repeat-until, we know that [the
sum of the weights of thikheaviest voters ikl that do not approve af is at least.. We will show that after
adding the voterscordc) — score p) < 0, which implies thap is a winner. Ifr = 0, scorgc) — scord p) =
S - [the sum of the weights of thieheaviest voters ilV] <O0. If r > 0, then [the sum of the weights of the
k —r heaviest voters ikV that do not approve df] is at leasts; (for otherwise we would have at mast 1
voters approving left in W). And soscorgc) — scorgp) = & - [the sum of the weights of the—r heaviest
voters inW that do not approve af] < 0. O

Theorem 3.10. WCCDV for 2-veto is ifP.

Instead of proving this theorem directly, we show a more ganelation between the complexity of
t-approvalf-veto WCCAV and WCCDV.

Theorem 3.11. For each fixed t, it holds that t-veto-WCCDV (t-approval-WG polynomial-time many-
one reduces to t-approval-WCCAV (t-veto-WCCAV).

Proof. We first give a reduction frorttveto-WCCDV tot-approval-WCCAV. The idea is that deleting-a
veto votev fromt-veto election(C,V) is equivalent, in terms of net effect on the scores, to adatrgpproval
voteV to this election, wherg approves exactly of thecandidates that disapproves of. The problem with
this approach is that we are to redteesto-WCCDV tot-approvatWCCAV and thus we have to show how
to implement-veto scores with-approval votes.

Let (C,V, p,k) be an instance dfveto-WCCDV, wheré/ = (v1,...,Vn). Letm=||C||. Let cmax be the
highest weight of a vote i¥. We setD to be a set of up tb— 1 new candidates, such thiE|| + ||D|| is
a multiple oft. We set\; to be a collection ow t-approval votes, where each vote has weightx
and each candidate DU D is approved in exactly one of the votes. For each wpie V we create a set

Ci={ct,... ,ci(tfl)(mfw} of candidates and we create a collection of votges (i, ..., V™). Each VO'[EIVij,
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1< j <m-—t, has weighto(v;) and approves of thgth candidate approved lwand of thet — 1 candidates
Ci(jfl)(tfl)Jrl’ N ’Cij (t-1)

We form an electiorE’ = (C',V’), whereC' = CUD U, G andV’ =Vy+V; +---+V,. For each
candidatec, let . bec's t-veto score inC,V); it is easy to see thats t-approval score ifE’ is Wmax+ -
Furthermore, each candidate C' — C hast-approval score at mosinax in E’.

We form an instancéC’,V’' W, p,k) of t-approval-WCCAV, wher&V = (ws,...,wy), and for each,
1<i<n, w(w)=w(v), andw; approves exactly of those candidates thalisapproves of. It is easy to see
that adding votew; to t-approval electioriC’,V’) has the same net effect on the scores of the candidates in
C as does deleting fromt-veto electionC,V).

Let us now give a reduction fromapproval-WCCDV td-veto-WCCAV. The idea is the same as in the
previous reduction; the main part of the proof is to show hovimiplementt-approval scores with-veto
votes. Let(C,V, p,k) be an instance dfapproval-WCCDV, wher& = (vi,...,Vy). Letm= ||C|| and let
omax be the highest weight of a vote ¥h We setD to be a set of candidates such that ||D|| <2t — 1 and
IC|| + |ID|| = s-t for some integes, s > 3 (note that for our setting to not be trivial it must be that> t).
We setV; to be a collection of A(s— 2) votes, each with weightinayx; each candidate fro is approved in
all these votes whereas each candidate fibimidisapproved in at least half of them (sirice ||D|| < 2t —1,
it is easy to construct such votes). For each wpia V, we create a collectioy of (s— 1) votes satisfying
the following requirements: (a) each candidate approved ia also approved in each of the votes\vn
and (b) each candidate not approvediinis approved in exactlys— 2) votes inVi. (Such votes are easy to
construct: We always place the tbpgandidates fronv; in the topt positions of the vote; for the remaining
positions, in the first vote we place the candidates in sorbirary, easily computable order, and in each
following vote we shift these candidates cyclically bpositions with respect to the previous vote.) Each
vote inV; has weighto(v;).

We form an electiorE’ = (C',V’), whereC' = CUD andV’ =V + Vi +---+Vh. For each candidate
c, letsc bec’s t-approval score ifC,V); it is easy to see thafs t-veto score irE’ is 4n(s— 2) max+ (S—
2)(Y; w(vi)) + s Furthermore, each candidate fr@rhast-veto score at mostr§s — 2) wmaxin E'.

We form an instancéC’, V', W, p, k) of t-veto-WCCAV, wherdV = (w1, ..., W), and for each, 1 <i <n,
w(w;) = w(vi), andw; disapproves of exactly those candidates thapproves of. Itis easy to see that adding
voterw; to t-veto electionC’,V’) has the same net effect on the scores of candida@samdeleting voter
v; from t-approval electionC,V) has. Furthermore, since each candidat®ihas at leashawmay fewer
points than each candidate@the fact that adding; increases scores of candidate®idoes not affect the
correctness of our reduction. O

All other remaining cases (WCCDV for 2-approval, WCCAV foaBproval, WCCAV for 2-veto, and
WCCDV for 3-veto) are NP-complete. Interestingly, in castrto many other NP-complete weighted elec-
tion problems, we need only a very limited set of weights ti&ehe reductions work.

Theorem 3.12. WCCAV for 2-veto and 3-approval and WCCDV for 2-approval anatto areNP-complete.

Proof. Membership in NP is immediate, so it suffices to prove NP-hasd. We will first give the proof for
WCCDV for 2-approval. By Theorefn 3.111 this also immediatgiyes the result for WCCAV for 2-veto.
We will reduce from X3Cfrom Definition[25. LetB = {by,...,bs} and let¥ = {S,,...,S} be a family of
3-element subsets & such that every element & occurs in at least one and in at most three set$’in
We construct the following instang€,V, p,k) of WCCDV for 2-approval. We se€ = {p}U{b; |1< | <
3ttU{s,s | 1<i<n}u{dodi,...,ds} (do,ds,...,ds are dummy candidates that are used for padding).
For 1< j <3, let¢; be the number of sets i’ that containbj. Note that 1< ¢; < 3. V consists of the
following voters:
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weight preference order

2 S>§I > ...
1 s >bj, > .
1 s >b:; _ forall 1<i<nandS = {bi,,bi,,bi,}
1 §>bj; >
2 p>dg>--
3—-¢ bj>dj>.-- forall1<j<3tsuchthat; <3.

Note thatscore€s) = 4, scords) = 3, scorgbj) = 3, scord p) = 2, andscordd;) < 2. We sek =n+ 2t
and we claim that”” contains an exact cover if and only fif can become a winner after deleting at most
n-+ 2t voters.

(=): Delete the(n—t) weight-2 voters corresponding to the sets not in the covdrdaiete the 8
weight-1 voters corresponding to the sets in the cover. Tihescore op does not change, the score of each
s decreases by 2, the score of eactecreases by at least 1, and the score of badecreases by 1. Sp,
is a winner.

(«<): We need to deletet3/oters to decrease the score of eveyywoter by 1. After deleting theset 3
voters, there are at masvalues ofi, 1 <i < n, such that the score sf and the score of are at most 2.

If there are exactly values ofi, 1 <i < n, such that the score gf and the score of are at most 2, then
theset values ofi correspond to a cover. If there are less thamlues ofi, 1 <i < n, such that the score
of s and the score of are at most 2, then the remaining voters that are deletedhanel are at most—t
of them, need to decrease the scorg @fnd/ors for more tham —t values ofi, 1 <i < n. But that is not
possible, since there is no voter that approves of aths ands; ors’j fori# j.

Note that this construction uses only weights 1 and 2. In, faet can establish NP-completeness for
WCCDV for 2-approval for every set of allowed weights of sadeast two (note that if the set of weights
has size one, the problem is in P, since this is in essencenthieighted case [Lin12]). Since the reductions
of Theoreni 3,111 do not change the set of voter weights, we tha@same result for WCCAV for 2-veto.

So, suppose our weight set contaims andw,, wo > wy > 0. We modify the construction above as
follows. We keep the same set of candidates and we changetiies as follows.

# weight preference order
1 Wo S§S>§ >
1 xi : g E:z - forall 1< i <nand§ = {b,,bi,,bi,}
1 Wy s >bj, >
2 W1 p>dp>--- if wo < 2wy
1 Wo p>d0>--- ifW2>2W1
L—; Wy bj>dj>--- forall1<j<3t

Here, ¢ is the smallest integer such thét;, > max(2wy,w»). Note thatl/ > 3 and sol — ¢; is never
negative. Note thadcorgs) = wo + 2wy, SCOrds) = Wy + Wy, scorgbj) = fwy, scorgp) = max(2wy, wy),
andscorgdj) < max2wi,W»). The same argument as above shows fatontains an exact cover if and
only if p can become a winner after deleting at most2t voters.

We now turn to the proof for WCCDV for 3-veto. Our constructiwill use only weights 1 and 3. Since
the reductions of Theorefm 3]11 do not change the set of vataghis, weights 1 and 3 also suffice to get
NP-completeness for WCCAV for 3-approval. Given the instaof X3C described above, we construct the
following instancgC,V, p,k) of WCCDV for 3-veto. We se€ = {p} UBU{s | 1<i <n}U{r,d,d'} (d and
d’ are dummy candidates that are used for paddingMacdnsists of the following voters:

12



# weight  preference order
1 3 e >p>§ >r

. : igi: igg forall 1< i< nands = {bi,bi,,bi,}
1 1 > p>s > by

3n—3t 1 ce>d>d o>

3n—-3 1 ~>d>d >5 foralll<i<n
3n+1—Y¢; 1 ~>d>d >b; foralll1<j<3t.

It is more convenient to count the number of vetoes for eacttidate than to count the number of
approvals. Note thatetoe$s) = 3n+ 3, vetoesbj) = 3n+ 1, vetoe$r) = 6n— 3t, vetoegp) = 6n, and
vetoesd) = vetoegd’) > 3n. We claim that¥ contains an exact cover if and onlypfcan become a winner
(i.e., have a lowest number of vetoes) after deleting at mes2t voters.

(=): Delete thgn—t) weight-3 voters corresponding to the sets not in the covedatete the Bweight-

1 voters that vet and that correspond to the sets in the cover. Tietness ) = vetoesgb;) = vetoesr) =
vetoegp) = 3n andvetoe$d) = vetoe¢d’) > 3n. So,p is a winner.

(«<): We can assume that we delete only voters that pe®uppose we deletg weight-1 voters ané,
weight-3 votersk; + ko < n+ 2t. After this deletionyetoe$p) = 6n— k; — 3k, vetoegr) = 6n— 3t — 3k,
andvetoesbj) < 3n-+1. In order forp to be a winner, we needetoe¢p) < vetoesr). This implies that
ki > 3t. We also needetoe$p) — vetoeshb;) < 0. Sincevetoe$p) — vetoeghb;) > 6n—k; — 3k, — (3n+1) >
6n— (n+2t—ky) —3ky—3n—1=2n—2t — 2k, — 1, it follows thatk, > n—t. So we delete t3weight-1
votes anch —t weight-3 votes, and after deleting these voteg®es$p) = 3n. In order forp to be a winner,
we can delete at most one veto for edigland at most three vetoes for eaghThis implies that the set of
deleted weight-1 voters corresponds to a cover. O

3.3 Approximation and Greedy Algorithms

When problems are computationally difficult, such as beifydémplete, it is natural to wonder whether
good polynomial-time approximation algorithms exist. Swmtivated by the NP-completeness results dis-
cussed earlier in this paper for most cases of WCCAV/WCCDM -fpproval and-veto, this section studies
greedy and other approximation algorithms for those proble(Recall that WCCAV is NP-complete for
t-approvalt > 3, and fort-veto,t > 2, and WCCDV is NP-complete fdrapprovalt > 2, and fort-veto,

t > 3.) Although we are primarily interested in constructingpdapproximation algorithms, we are also
interested in cases where particular greedy strategiebeamown to fail to provide good approximation
algorithms, as doing so helps one eliminate such approdahmasconsideration and sheds light on the ap-
proach’s limits of applicability. First, we will establishconnection to the weighted multicover problem, and
we will use it to obtain approximation results. Then we wbtain an approximation algorithm that will work
by direct action on our problem. Talilé 3 in Sectidn 5 sumnearizur results on approximation algorithms
for t-approvalf-veto WCCAV/WCCDV.

3.3.1 A Weighted Multicover Approach

Let us first consider the extent to which known algorithmaifer Set-Cover family of problems apply to our
setting. Specifically, we will use the following multicoveroblem.

Definition 3.13. An instance of Weighted Multicover (WMC) consists of a set{®;,...,bm}, a sequence
r =(r1,...,rm) of nonnegative integers (covering requirements), a cbbec? = (S, ...,S,) of subsets of
B, and a sequence = (wy,...,wn) of positive integers (weights of the setsf). The goal is to find a
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minimum-cardinality set € {1,...,n} such that for eachpec Bitholdsthaty < S i, or to declare
iclAbjeS
that no such set exists.

Thatis, given a WMC instance we seek a smallest collecticub$ets front” that satisfies the covering
requirements of the elements Bf(keeping in mind that a set of weight covers each of its elements
times). WMC is an extension of Set-Cover with unit costs. VM ot define here the problem known as
covering integer programming (CIP) (see [KY05]). Howevlat problem will be quite important to us here.
The reason is that we observe that WMC is a special case ofv@tR iultiplicity constraints but) without
packing constraints; footnofé 4 below is in effect desagbhow to embed our problem in that problem.
An approximation algorithm of Kolliopoulos and Yourig [KYDfer CIP (with multiplicity constraints but)
without packing constraints, applied to the special cad&/®IiC, gives the following resuff.

Theorem 3.14(Kolliopoulos and Young [KYObE]) There is a polynomial-time algorithm that when given an
instance of WMC in which each set contains at most t eleméres gnc'(logt)-approximation.

Fort-approval both WCCAV and WCCDV naturally translate to eqlént WMC instances. We consider
WCCAV first. Let(C,V,W, p,K) be an instance d@fapproval-WCCAV, wher®V = (wy,...,Wy) is the collec-
tion of voters that we may add. We assume without loss of gditethat each voter iV ranksp among its
topt candidates (i.e., approves py.

We form an instancéB,r,., w) of WMC as follows. We seB = C — {p}. For eachc € B, we set
its covering requirement to kg = scorgc ) (C) © scorgc ) (p), Wherei © j =get max0,i — j). For each
votew € W, let Sy be the set of candidates thatdoes not approve of. By our assumption regarding each
voter rankingp among its tog candidates, n&y containsp. We set¥ = (Sy,,...,Sw,) and we seto =
(w(wy),...,w(wn)). Itis easy to see that a setC {1,...,n} is a solution to this instance of WMC (that
is, | satisfies all covering requirements) if and only if adding tloters{w; | i € 1} to the election(C,V)
ensures thap is a winner. The reason for this is the following: If we adder#; to the election then for
each candidate € S, the difference between the scorecaind the score op decreases bgo(w;), and for
each candidate ¢ Sy this difference does not change. The covering requiren@gtset to guarantee that
p’'s score will match or exceed the scores of all candidatesdretection.

We stress that in the above construction we did not asgumée a constant. Indeed, the construction
applies ta-veto just as well as tb-approval. So using Theordm 3114 we obtain the followingltes

Theorem 3.15. There is a polynomial-time’(logm)-approximation algorithm for t-approval-WCCAV.
There is a polynomial-time algorithm that when given ananse of t-veto-WCCAV & N) gives anZ (logt)-
approximation.

Proof. It suffices to use the reduction dfapprovalf-veto to WMC and apply the algorithm from
Theoren{ 3.14. For the case phpproval, the reduction guarantees that each set in the Wid@nce
contains at mogh elements. For the caseBfeto, each of these sets contains at maes¢ments. O

We can obtain analogous results for the caseagprovalf-veto and WCCDV. One can either provide a
direct reduction from these problems to WMC or notice that#ductions given in the proof of Theorem 3.11
maintain approximation properties.

4This follows from the sentence starting “Our second alparifinds a solution” on page 496 6f [KYD5] (which itself follerom
their Theorem 8), keeping in mind that we have none of theitaled packing constraints, and so we may take it that wiet talle
is one and the matrix and vector they dalandb won't be a factor here. Their vectarcorresponds to ourj’s; the element in thgth
row andith column of their matrixA will for us be set taw if S containsbj and 0 otherwise; we set their cost veotdnp be a vector of
all 1's; we set their multiplicity vectod to be a vector of all 1's; their vectorcorresponds to the characteristic function of buand
their a will be Theoren{ 3. T4's boundon the number of elements Bfcontained in anyg.
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Theorem 3.16. There is a polynomial-time algorithm that when given andnse of t-approval-wCCDV
(t € N) gives and/(logt)-approximation. There is a polynomial-tind&logm)-approximation algorithm for
t-veto-WCCDV.

3.3.2 A Direct Approach

Using algorithms for WMC, we were able to obtain relativeiyag algorithms for WCCAV/WCCDV under
t-approval and-veto. However, with this approach we did not find approxioraalgorithms fort-approval-
WCCAV andt-veto-WCCDV whose approximation ratios do not depend orstke of the election. In the
following we will seek direct algorithms for these problems

We now show that a very simple greedy approach yields a paoljaleimet-approximation algorithm
for t-approval-WCCAV and-veto-WCCDV. (Recall that this means that in cases when ngggiwin is
possible, the number of voters our algorithm adds/deletesdch victory is never more thanimes that of
the optimal set of additions/deletions.)

Let GBW (greedy by weight) define the following very simplgadithm for WCCAV. (The votes are
the weighted-approval vectors induced by the preferences of the vjt@?se)discard all unregistered votes
that do not approve of the preferred candidateOrder the (remaining) unregistered votes from heaviest
to lightest, breaking ties in voter weights in some simplangparent way (for concreteness, let us say by
lexicographic order on the votes’ representations). GBWsghrough the unregistered votes in that order,
and as it reaches each vote it adds the vote exactly if thedistég@proves of at least one candidate whose
score (i.e., total weight of approvals) is currently styigreater than that gp. It stops successfully whem
has become a winner and unsuccessfully if before that hapberalgorithm runs out of votes to consider.
The following result says that GBW istaapproximation algorithm fot-approval-WCCAV, and also for
t-veto-WCCDV, using the obvious analogue of GBW fereto-WCCDV, which we will also call GBE.

Theorem 3.17.Let t > 3. The polynomial-time greedy algorithm GBW is a t-approstioraalgorithm for
t-approval-WCCAV and t-veto-WCCDV; and there are instarinewhich GBW'’s approximation factor on
each of these problems is no better than t.

We prove Theorerh 3.17's upper and lower bound parts separtiteough the following two lemmas
from which the theorem immediately follows.

Lemma 3.18. Lett > 3. There are instances on which the polynomial-time greedgrihm GBW has an
approximation factor on t-approval-WCCAV no better thaffhere are instances on which the polynomial-
time greedy algorithm GBW has an approximation factor oetewNVCCDV no better than t.

Lemma 3.19. Let t > 3. The polynomial-time greedy algorithm GBW is a t-approxioraalgorithm for
t-approval-WCCAV and t-veto-WCCDV.

The proof of our lower-bound claim, Lemrha 318, consists eémewhat detailed pair of constructions,
and is of less interest than the upper-bound part of Thebr& Bamely Lemmg3.19. We thus defer to the
appendix the proof of Lemnia 3]18.

Proof of Lemm&3.19Let us now prove the two claims that GBW ig-approximation algorithm. We will
prove the result fot = 3 and WCCAV, but it will be immediately clear that our proofaghtforwardly
generalizes to all greaterand the WCCDV case follows using Theorem 3.11.

5For completeness and clarity, we describe what we mean by @BWeto-WCCDV. Order all votes that do not approvepdfom
heaviest to lightest, breaking ties in voter weights in s@ingple, transparent way (for concreteness, let us say ligogsaphic order
on the votes’ representations). GBW goes through theses uotbat order, and as it reaches each vote it removes thexatdly if the
vote approves of at least one candidate whose score (ta&. wieight of approvals) is currently strictly greater ththat of p. It stops
successfully whem has become a winner and unsuccessfully if before that hagperalgorithm runs out of such votes to consider.
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Clearly GBW is a polynomial-time algorithm. Consider a giviaput instance of-approval-WCCAV,
with preferred candidatp. Without loss of generality, assume all unregistered \wagprove op. We will
say a candidate “has a gap” (under the current set of regtstaters and whatever unregistered voters have
already been added) if that candidate has strictly more@ifjapprovals thamp does. For each candidate
d who has a gap # p, defineigq to be the minimum number of unregistered voters one has téoadmove
d’s gap; that is, if one went from heaviest to lightest amoregguhregistered voters, adding in turn each that
disapproved ofl, iy is the number of voters one would add befdneo longer had a gap. If for any candidate
d it holds that no integer realizeg, then control is impossible using the unregistered voter Sdearly,
any successful addition of voters must add at leastgiigavoters (the max throughout this proof is over all
candidates initially having a gap).

Let us henceforth assume that control is possible in theticgge. We will show that after having added
at most 3maxyiq voters GBW will have made a winner, and so GBW is a 3-approximation algorithm. By
way of contradiction, suppose that aftem3ax, iq additions some candidate,still has a gap.

Case 1 [In at leastmaxyig of the first3- maxy iy votes added by GBW, z is not approveflince for the
last one of these to be addednust still have had a gap before the addition, each earligr eonsidered
that disapproved had a gap foz when it was considered and so would have been added whereckagh,
keeping in mind thait, < maxyiq, we in fact must have added theheaviest voters disapproving pfand so
contrary to the assumptionno longer has a gap after these additions.

Case 2 [Case 1 does not holddozis approved in at least-£2- may ig of the added votes. What made
the final one of the added votes, caWiteligible for addition? It must be that some candidate ysayill had
a gap just beforg’ was added.

Case 2a [y is disapproved in at leastax;ig of the2- maxig votes added beforée that approved z].
Then, since unti{’'s gap was removed no unregistered voters disapproviggwfuld be excluded by GBW,
y's iy heaviest voters will have been added. So contrary to Cases&smptiony does not have a gap when
we get to adding vote'.

Case 2b [Case 2 holds but Case 2a does nbljeny is approved in at least-£ mayy ig of the 22 maxyiqg
votes before/ that GBW added that approwe So we have % mayig votes added approving of exactly
z andy. But then who made the last dfosel + maxiq votes, call itv’, eligible to be added? It must be
that some candidate had a gap up throught’. But at the moment before addintj we would have added
maxqyiq > iw votes approving exactly andy and so disapproving, and sincew allegedly still had a gap,
we while doing so under GBW would have in fact addedith&eaviest voters disapproving of and so
w's gap would have been removed befefe so contrary to our assumptienwas not the gap that mad#
eligible. O

One might naturally wonder how GBW performs tweto-WCCAV andt-approval-WCCDV. By an
argument far easier than that used in the above proof of Ldgf® in both of these cases GBW provides a
t-approximation algorithm.

Theorem 3.20. GBW is a t-approximation algorithm for t-veto-WCCAV. GBW isapproximation algo-
rithm for t-approval-wCCDV.

Proof. Considert-veto-WCCAV. Letp be the preferred candidate. For each candidatagth an initial
positive “gap” relative to the preferred candidaidi.e., a surplus ovep in total weight of approvals), let

ig be as defined in the proof of Lemrha 3.19. (Recall thds the number of votes we would need to add
to remove the surplus af over p if we took the unregistered votes, discarded all that didimtultaneously
approvep and disapprove, and then added those one at a time from heaviest to lighté¢isthe gap was
removed.) Clearlyy ig, where the sum is taken over those candidates with an isitiglus relative t@, is

an upper bound on the number of votes added by GBW. This isinge GBW works by adding extra votes
from heaviest to lightest, restricted to those vetoing alaate who at that point has a positive gap relative to
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p; so under GBW each gap will be closed by the largest weigletsatiat address it. On the other hand, in any
overall optimal solutiony is a lower bound on the smallest number of votes from thatisolis added-vote
set that would suffice to remowks positive gap (since it takag even if we use the heaviest votes addressing
the gap). In the overall optimal solution each added voteomas at most gaps. So GBW's solution uses at
worstt times as many added votes as does the optimal solution.

The claim fort-approval-WCCDV follows by Theorem 3.111. O

This result replaces a flawed claim in an earlier version i3fplaper that GBW and some of its cousins
do not provide/'(1) approximations for these problems. Of course, havirtgapproximation for these
two problems is not wildly exciting, since for these probkethe multicover-based approach from earlier
in this section showed that for some functibft), with f(t) = &(logt), we even havd (t)-approximation
algorithms for these problems. However, if the constantef‘big oh” of that other algorithm is large, it
is possible that for sufficiently small valuestathe above approach may give a better approximation. Also,
we feel that it is interesting to learn about the behaviordplieit heuristics, especially attractive approaches
such as greedy algorithms.

4 Related Work

The study of the complexity of (unweighted) electoral cohtvas initiated by Bartholdi, Tovey, and
Trick [BTT92], who considered constructive control by augfdeleting/partitioning candidates/voters un-
der the plurality rule and under the Condorcet rule (thatis rule that chooses Condorcet winner whenever
there is one, and has no winners otherwise). The various typeontrol model at least some of the flavor
of actions that occur in the real world, such as voter suigrasand targeted get-out-the-vote drives (see the
survey of Faliszewski, Hemaspaandra, and HemaspaandHlEHor more examples and discussions). A
major motivation for the study of control was to obtain “cdety barrier” results, that is, results that show
that detecting opportunities for various control attacksomputationally difficult. In particular, Bartholdi,
Tovey, and Trick focused on NP-hardness as the measure gfitational difficulty.

This research direction was continued by Hemaspaandraabjggmandra, and Rothe [HHRO07], who were
the first to study destructive control attacks on electiofsce then, many authors have studied electoral
control in many varied settings and under many differergsulve refer the reader to the survey [FHH10].
Some recent research, not covered in that survey, incluoteglexity-of-control results for the-approval
family of rules [Lin12], for Bucklin’s rule (and for fallbdg its extension for truncated votes) [ER10, EPR11],
for maximin [FHH11b], for range votind [Men], and for Schagfs rule and the ranked pairs rule [PX12].
In the present paper, we compare control and manipulatitve. récent paper [FHH13] studies settings in
which both control and manipulation are occurring. Redeanshave, in the quite different setting of electing
members to fill a fixed-size, multimember panel, defined vésiaf control that have coexisting constructive
and destructive aspecls [MPRZ08]. There is also work aiay@unting variants of contrdl [WF12], where
the goal is not only to decide if a given control attack is flues but also to count the number of ways in
which this attack can be carried out.

The complexity-barrier research line turned out to be veigcessful. For most voting rules that were
considered, a significant number of control attacks are &ifé:hindeed, it is even possible to construct an
artificial election system resistant to all types of conattdcks[[HHROB]. However, there are also a number of
results that suggest that in practice the complexity bamight not be as strong as one might at first think. For
example, Faliszewski et al. [FHHR11] and Brandt etlal. [BBHHhave shown that if the votes are restricted
to being single-peaked, then many control problems thatoen to be NP-complete become polynomial-
time solvable. Indeed, this often holds even if electioresjast nearly single-peaked [FHH11a], as many
real-world elections seem to be. Similarly, some initighesimental results of Rothe and Schend [RS12]—
published very recently—suggest that, at least underioadistributions and settings, some NP-hard control

17



WCCAV WCCDV WCM
Plurality P (Thm[31) P (Thni3l1) P [CSLO7]
t-approval, 2<t <m P (Thm[31) P (Thni3l1) NP-comp [HHO7]

Borda

a= (ala"'vam)'
{ag,....am}[| >3

NP-comp (Thm.[3.2)

NP-comp (Thm.[3.3)

NP-comp(Thm.[3.2)

NP-comp(Thm.[3.3)

NP-comp [HHO7]

NP-comp [HHO7]

Llull (3 candidates) NP-comp (Cor.[3.8) NP-comp(Cor.[3.8) P [EHSO08]
(weak)Condorcet- ) i various
consistent rules NP-hard (Thmi. 3J6) NP-hard (Thin. 3.6) complexities

Table 1: Our results for the complexity of control by addatgéting voters in weighted elections for any
fixed number of candidatesy > 3, compared to the complexity of weighted coalitional mafagion.

problems can be solved in practice on many instances. As®pawdifferent line of research, Xia[Xial2] has
studied the asymptotic behavior of the number of votershhae to be added to/deleted from a randomly
constructed election in a successful control action.

There are a number of other problems that involving chantiiagtructure of elections. These problems
include candidate cloning [EFS11, EF$12] (where it is galesd replace a given candidat&vith a number
of its clones), or the possible winner problem when new aéttves join [MLCM10/ XLM11] (where some
additional, not yet ranked candidates can be introducetl)s [ast problem is also related to the possible
winner problem with truncated ballo{s [BFELR12].

The only papers that directly raise the issue of weightedrobare, to the best of our knowledge, the the-
ses of Russell[[Rus07] and Lin[Lin12]. However, we also rimmthe papers of Baumeister et al. [BREZ],
and of Perek et al. [PEPRI13], where the authors, in effeasider problems of affecting the result of an elec-
tion through picking the weights of the voters. (The papdr@fek et al. motivates its study differently, but in
effect studies a constrained variant of choosing voter siyy Their problems are similar to, though different
from, simultaneous (multimode) addition and deletion aieve [FHH11b].

This paper has giverfi(-)-approximation results for weighted election control gemhs. Elkind and
Faliszewski[[EF10] have given a 2-approximation algorifiema weighted, bribery-related case.

5 Conclusions

We have studied voter control under a number of voting riesding scoring protocols, families of scoring
protocols, and the (weak)Condorcet-consistent rules. &Ve Bhown that the complexity of voter control can
be quite different from the complexity of weighted coalitad manipulation: there are natural voting rules
for which weighted coalitional manipulation is easy but giged voter control is hard, and there are natural
rules where the opposite is the case. Furthermore, we hawenstinat for weighted voter control under
t-approval and-veto, there are good, natural approximation algorithmsir @sults for voter control in
weighted elections are summarized in Tabldg 1, 2[‘and 3.

18



WCCAV WCCDV

t-approval

t=2 P (Thm[39) NP-complete (Thin,_3]12)

t=3 NP-complete (Thni._3.12) NP-complete[Lin12]

t>4 NP-completel[Lin1P2] NP-complete [Lin12]
t-veto

t=2 NP-complete (Thni_3.12) P (Thin=3]110)

t=3 NP-completel[Lin12] NP-complete (Thin.3]12)

t>4 NP-complete[[Lin1P] NP-complete [Lin12]

Table 2: The complexity of control by adding and deletingavetfort-approval and-veto with an unbounded
number of candidates.
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A Additional Details Related to Section 3.3

We present here the deferred proof of Lenimal3.18 and somedstals related to Sectign 3.3.

Proof of Lemm&3:180ur goal is to show that GBW sometimes really does use tutlgnes the optimal
number of added/deleted votes, for the cases in questicemfpbes are (somewhat detailed but) not hard to
construct, and the lower bound even holdstfer2, though in Sectioin 312 we obtained an exact solution by a
different approach. However, one does have to be carefelttihe “gap” pattern created by the unregistered
voters to be a realizable one. For atapproval-WCCAV construction, this will be easy to do ditgcFor
ourt-veto-WCCDV construction, we will establish realizahjlthrough a small tool—which we hope may
prove useful elsewhere—that lets one set up certain pattémgaps. We state the tool below as ToollA.1.

Fix anyt € {2,3,4,...}. We will now construct an instance tipproval-WCCAV on which GBW uses
t times as many additions as the optimal strategy. Our cartgiruwill have 2 candidates: the preferred
candidatep, candidatesy,...,a, and candidated;,...,d:_;. Now, suppose that under the votes of the
registered voters, the “gaps” are as follows. For each catel, the total weight of approvals ef exceeds
the total weight of approvals gf by exactly 2. And for each candidatd, the total weight of approvals of
di equals the total weight of approvals pf This can easily be realized, namely by our registered \smer
being one weightvoter who approves of each.

Our set of unregistered voters will be as follows. There idlone unregistered voter, call it “nice,” of
weight 2, who approves op and each of the— 1 candidates;, and disapproves of each of theandidates
a;. For eachj, 1 < j <t, we will have a single unregistered voter, caltrjt, of weight 3, who approves op
and of eacls other tharg;, and disapproves & and all thed;’s.

Note that GBW will add alt votersa;. But ideal would be to add the single voter called “nice,’cgin
doing so suffices to makp a winner. So for each > 2 we have constructed a setting where GBW for
t-approval-WCCAV takes times more than the optimal number of added votes.

It also holds that for eadh> 2, we can similarly construct a setting where GBWtfeeto-WCCDV takes
t times more than the optimal number of deleted votes, and marehat setting to be realizable. In fact,
we can do so by following something of the flavor of the aboveste, except with a slightly different vote
set that adjusts it to handle the case of deleting voterswéthdnore care regarding realizability. Here is the
construction. Fix any € {2,3,4,...}. Our candidate set will again be the preferred candigatandidates
ai,...,a, and candidated;, ...,d; 1. Let us specify the voter set. We will put into our voter seblection

22



of weight-1 votes such that the gaps in total approval weiglittive to d created by those votes are as
follows. Each ofd, throughd;_; have the same total approval weightdas The total approval weight gf
exceeds that af; by 32+ 3t. And the total approval weight of eaehexceeds that ad; by 3.

As Tool[A below, we will observe that fortZandidate-approval voting, any gap pattern where the
gaps are all multiples dfcan be realized. Since in the current proof we are ustacpRdidate-veto, and
that is the same ag-2andidate-approval, Too[[A.lL applies here. In particular, TholJA. kigabuilds a set
of weight-1 votes realizing precisely our desired set ofggadhe exact number of weight-1 votes used in
this construction is not important. However, from the gagsntioned above and the vote-set size mentioned
in the tool, the precise number is easily seen t¢3ve- 3+1t(3t))(2t—1).)

We are not yet done building our voter set. We will also haveun voter set one voter, call it “nice,”
of weight 2, who approves of exactly allof theg;’s. And for eachj, 1 < j <t, we will have one voter of
weight 3 who approves of exactlg; and allt — 1 of thed;’s.

Under the entire set of votes created above—the votes frertotii combined with “nice” and the other
t votes just mentioned—it is easy to see ttiais a candidate having the least total approval weight, aisd it
tied in total approval weight with each othéyr The total approval weight gf exceeds that of; by 3. And
eacha; exceedsl; in total approval weight byts

However, in light of the pattern of votes and weights we haatehit is clear that GBW (in its version for
t-veto) will delete the weight-3 voters. (Note that the votes added by ToallA.1 are all welghotes, and
so are highly unattractive to GBW.) But ideal would be to tkekbe single voter called “nice,” since doing
so suffices to make a winner. So for each> 2 we have constructed a realizable setting where GBW for
t-veto-WCCDV takes times more than the optimal number of deleted votes. O

Within the above proof, we referred to and used a small tadl¢hn build certain patterns of vote weight
gaps in certain approval elections. It would be an overréachaim that this is a McGarvey-like tool, since
this is a different setting than, and is a far less flexibl@itdban, the famous theorem of McGarvey [McG53].
However, it in a small way is a tool that perhaps might be Useliewhere, and so we state and prove this
modest tool.

Tool A.1. Lett> 2. Letn,...,nx_1 be any list of nonnegative integers each divisible by t. Tthere exists

a collection of t-approval votes, ovet candidates, such that under those votes, relative to timglidate
getting the fewest approvals, the list of gaps in number pf@pmls between that candidate and the other
2t — 1 candidates is preciselyns, ..., nx_1). Furthermore, this can be done witht — 1)(5 n;) /t unweighted
(i.e., weight 1) votes. It alternatively can be done wizh— 1) weighted votes (or eve@t — 1)||{i | nj # O} ||
weighted votes).

Proof. Consider an election withtZandidates, where the votes cast sapproval votes. Consider the
collection of 2 — 1 votes, each of weight one, in which the votes all approve mdiréicular candidate (for
this example, let that one be the first candidate), and thairéngt — 1 approvals cyclically rotate around
the other candidates. So th@pproval votes, viewed as bit vectors, are thesé: 4d, 101101, ..
101111012, ..., 1110"1. Note that the first candidate is approved in &l-2L of those votes, and
each other candidate is approved in exattlyl of those votes. So this collection of votes sets a gap of
in favor of the first candidate, between the total approvaghieof the first candidate and that of each other
candidate And the difference in total approval weight bemveach other pair of candidates is zero.

Given a gap pattern as stated in the tool, where each gap #fwVeast-approved candidate (call that
candidatec) is a multiple oft, we can simply use the approach of the above paragraph eghgab boost
each other candidatd, one at a time to whatever multiple bit is supposed to exceaxby in total approval
weight. (In this,d will play the role “the first candidate” did in the previousrpgraph.) Ifd’s surplus
relative toc is kt and we wish to use only weight-1 votes, we can do thigdfasith k(2t — 1) weight-1 votes.
Otherwise, we can do this far with 2t — 1 weightk votes. So the total number of votes used is as given in
the statement of this tool. O
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This appendix is not seeking to provide a comprehensiveystidvhich gap collections are realizable
undert-approval voting, nor is it seeking to find the smallest numifesoters needed to realize realizable
gap collection. That is an interesting direction for stuulyt is not our goal here. However, we mention that
there clearly exist some gap collections that cannot bézezhlFor example, the “then there exists” claim of
Tool[Alis not even always true if one removes the assumputiafivisibility by t. An example showing this
is the following. Consider a 4-candidate setting where vt be 2-approval votes, and we desire a gap list
relative to the least-approved candidatg bfl, 1), i.e., each of the other candidates has one more approval
than does the least-approved candidate. Clearly, thertataber of approvals of any set of votes achieving
this is B+ 3, whereB is whatever number of approvals the least-approved catediggpens to get under
the vote set one is trying, and so the total number of appsasaldd. However, any vote set of 2-approval
votes has an even total number of approvals. So this gagctiolecannot be realized.
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