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Abstract: Mainstream voting theory concentrates on monotone voting systems, 
which comprise independent voters, and involve monotonically non-decreasing 
decision functions. This paper is a continuation of earlier efforts towards the 
development of a comprehensive switching-algebraic treatment for voting 
systems. The paper distinguishes itself from its predecessors by addressing the 
case when restrictions are imposed on the formation of coalitions. We explore the 
switching-algebraic computation of the Banzhaf indices for general and monotone 
or unrestricted systems. This computation is achieved via (a) two Boolean-
quotient formulas that are valid when the voting system is not necessarily 
monotone (e.g., when coalition formation is restricted), (b) four Boolean 
differencing formulas and six Boolean-quotient formulas that are applicable when 
the decision switching function is a positively polarized unate one. We also 
provide switching-algebraic formulas for certain Banzhaf-related indices, including 
the power-to-initiate index (PII), and the power-to-prevent index (PPI), as well as 
satisfaction indices. Moreover, we briefly address other Banzhaf-related indices, 
including the Strict Power Index (SPI) and the Public Good Index (PGI). We 
illustrate the various indices formulas by way of four examples of voting systems, 
each considered first as an unrestricted monotone system and then subjected to a 
restriction on the formation of a coalition between two particular voters. In each of 
these examples, the restricted case involves (a) a loss of the original 
independence between the two variables representing the two restricted voters, 
and (b) a partial destruction of the original unateness of the decision function 𝑓(𝑿) 
of the voting system as this function is replaced by a constrained one 𝑔(𝑿) that 
ceases to be monoform in the two variables representing the restricted voters 
(though it remains monoform in the remaining variables).  To handle the restricted 
case with switching-algebraic techniques, we (a) construct the constrained 
function 𝑔(𝑿) such that it is generally in agreement with the original function 𝑓(𝑿) 
except for the nullification of its Boolean quotient w.r.t. the two-literal product of 
the forbidden coalition, and (b) calculate the total Banzhaf power of each of the 
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two restricted voters using only one of the two formulas that do not necessitate 
monotonicity of the decision function. We visualize the exact Universe of 
Discourse (probability sample space) for the restricted case as a Karnaugh-map-
like structure, wherein the domain of the forbidden coalition is annihilated. For 
mathematical convenience, we use an actual Karnaugh map as a sample space, 
in which the domain of the forbidden coalition is restored, albeit with zero content. 
We show that, for a 2-out-of-3 system, the vector of total Banzhaf powers changes 
from a value of 𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [2   2      2]  to a value of 𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [1   1       2] when the 
first two voters refuse  to form a potentially valid coalition. We further generalize 
this system to an arbitrary k-out-of-n system, which serves as a general model for 
simple majority systems or super-majority systems, e.g., three-fifth, two-third, or 
three-quarter ones. We exemplify the arbitrary k-out-of-n system by a 5-out-of-8 
one, visualized on an elegant and regular eight-variable Karnaugh map. Our 
results demonstrate that the Public Good Index (PGI) is exactly equal to the Total 
Banzhaf Power (TBP) for a general k-out-of-n system, not only when this system is 
unrestricted, but also when it is restricted through the lack of co-operation between 
two voting members. We present the reduced version of a scalar-weighted five-
member voting system that nearly represents the Scottish Parliament of 2007. 
Here, the TBP and the PGI cease to be exactly the same, but they both indicate a 
loss of power for the two largest parties when they refuse to form a coalition, with 
the ironic rise of the third largest party to the status of the most powerful one. We 
check our results by repeated calculation via independent means, through 
exhaustive visualization of the entire sample space, or (when possible) through 
the reproduction of previously published results (albeit in a short-cut fashion). To 
make the paper self-contained, we provide an extensive introduction to the 
concept of a Boolean quotient, its general properties, its relations to the Boole-
Shannon expansion and the Boolean difference, and its utility in interpreting 
various concepts of voting theory, especially those of voter desirability. The paper 
is hopefully of a significant pedagogical utility as it supplements the existing voting 
theory with an alternative perspective, an easier-to-comprehend methodology, 
and more handy and pictorial tools. 

Key words: Voting system, Banzhaf index, restricted coalition formation, Boolean 
quotient, Boole-Shannon expansion, unate switching function, Karnaugh map. 

1. Introduction 

The study of yes-no voting systems is dominantly a game-theoretic exploration [1-
11], and it mainly concentrate on monotone systems [9, 12], which are ones 
whose decision functions 𝑓(𝑿) are positively polarized unate two-valued Boolean 
functions. Implicit in the definition of these systems is the assumption that system 
states or configurations are equally likely. This in turn necessitates that voters cast 
their votes independently of each other. Recently, several papers have strived to 
develop a supplemental switching-theoretic treatment for these systems [12-30]. 
The present paper follows in the footsteps of these papers, and it is essentially a 
sequel of [12], with a single notable innovation. This paper addresses the issue of 
incompatibility among voters (who cannot cooperate among themselves for 
ideological, political or socio-economic reasons) [31-42]. In particular, we target 
the situation where coalition formation is restricted, and hence the assumption of 
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independence among certain voters is relaxed. This situation was handled earlier 
by Yakuba [33], who employed a two-stage procedure for evaluating the Banzhaf 
index using generating functions. In this paper, we choose not to use the efficient 
game-theoretic technique of generating functions [43], but rather rely mostly on 
the Boolean quotient concept of switching theory, a concept that we believe to be 
simpler and pedagogically more appealing.  

Specifically, we mandate that two particular voters 𝑋  and 𝑋  never be in the 
same coalition (so that the two-literal product 𝑋 𝑋  cannot be part of any 
coalition),  and hence we need to nullify any instance of the product 𝑋 𝑋  in the 
system decision function 𝑓(𝑿). Though we can attain this nullification in an ad hoc 
way (typically a simplified shortcut, See Section 6) we achieve it systematically by 
constructing the Boole-Shannon expansion w.r.t. the two variables that appear in 
the forbidden coalition. This Boole-Shannon expansion comprises 2 = 4 Boolean 
quotients. We then convert the decision function 𝑓(𝑿) into a restricted one 𝑔(𝑿) 
by nullifying the Boolean quotient w.r.t the product 𝑋 𝑋 , while leaving the 
remaining Boolean quotients intact. This nullification is a matter of mathematical 
convenience, as it has the same effect as that of nullifying the product 𝑋 𝑋  itself. 
Replacement of 𝑓(𝑿) by 𝑔(𝑿) destroys the unateness of 𝑔(𝑿) w.r.t. each of the 
two variables 𝑋  and 𝑋 , but does not spoil its mono-polarization in the rest of the 
variables. This replacement also destroys the original total independence among 
voter variables as it causes a loss of the original independence between the two 
variables 𝑋  and 𝑋  representing the two restricted voters. We then calculate the 
total Banzhaf power of each of the two restricted voters 𝑋  and 𝑋  using only 
formulas that do not necessitate monotonicity of the decision function. We 
calculate the total Banzhaf power of each of the remaining variables using any 
convenient formula. 

The organization of the rest of this paper is as follows. Section 2 deals with the 
switching-algebraic computation of the Banzhaf indices for general and monotone 
systems. This computation is achieved via (a) two Boolean-quotient formulas that 
are valid when the voting system is not necessarily monotone (e.g., when coalition 
formation is restricted), (b) four Boolean differencing formulas and six Boolean-
quotient formulas that are applicable when the decision switching function is a 
positively polarized unate one. Section 2 also provides switching-algebraic 
formulas for certain Banzhaf-related indices, including the power-to-initiate index 
(PII), and the power-to-prevent index (PPI), as well as satisfaction indices. Finally, 
Section 2 also briefly addresses other Banzhaf-related indices, including the Strict 
Power Index (SPI) and the Public Good Index (PGI). Sections 3 to 6 illustrate the 
formulas of Section 2 by way of four examples of voting systems, each considered 
first as an unrestricted monotone system and then subjected to a restriction on the 
formation of a coalition between two particular voters. In each of these examples, 
the restricted case involves (a) a loss of the original independence between the 
two variables representing the two restricted voters, and (b) a partial destruction of 
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the original unateness of the decision function 𝑓(𝑿) of the voting system as this 
function is replaced by a constrained one 𝑔(𝑿) that ceases to be monoform in the 
two variables representing the restricted voters (though it remains monoform in 
the remaining variables).  To handle the restricted case with switching-algebraic 
techniques, we (a) construct the constrained function 𝑔(𝑿) such that it is generally 
in agreement with the original function 𝑓(𝑿) except for the nullification of its 
Boolean quotient w.r.t. the two-literal product of the forbidden coalition, and (b) 
calculate the total Banzhaf power of each of the two restricted voters using only 
one of the two formulas that do not necessitate monotonicity of the decision 
function. We visualize the exact Universe of Discourse (probability sample space) 
for the restricted case as a Karnaugh-map-like structure, wherein the domain of 
the forbidden coalition is annihilated. For mathematical convenience, we use a 
Karnaugh map as a sample space, in which the domain of the forbidden coalition 
is restored, albeit with zero content. Section 3 shows that, for a 2-out-of-3 system, 
the vector of total Banzhaf powers changes from a value of 𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [2   2      2]  
to a value of 𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [1   1       2] when the first two voters refuse to form a 
potentially valid coalition. Section 4 extends the analysis of Section 3 to an 
arbitrary k-out-of-n system, which serves as a general model for simple majority 
systems or super-majority systems, e.g., two-third, three-quarter, or four-fifth 
ones. We exemplify the arbitrary k-out-of-n system by a 5-out-of-8 one, visualized 
on an elegant eight-variable Karnaugh map. Our results demonstrate that the 
Public Good Index (PGI) is exactly equal to the Total Banzhaf Power (TBP) for a 
general k-out-of-n system, not only when this system is unrestricted, but also when it 
is restricted through the lack of co-operation between two voting members. Section 
5 presents a scalar-weighted five-member voting system that represents the 
Scottish Parliament of 2007. Here, the TBP and the PGI cease to be exactly the 
same, but they both indicate a loss of power for the two largest parties when they 
refuse to form a coalition, with the ironic rise of the third largest party to the status 
of the most powerful one. For the examples in Sections 3 to 5, we checked our 
results by repeated calculation via independent means or via exhaustive 
visualization of the entire sample space, but for the example in Section 6, we had 
also a chance to check our results versus published ones. In fact, we reproduce 
the results of Yakuba [33] for a seven-member voting system in the unrestricted 
and restricted cases. Moreover, our results are visualized on an elegant seven-
variable Karnaugh map. Section 7 discusses the generalization of the subject of 
exploration from one of a restriction on the formation of a specific coalition 
between exactly two voters to one of several restrictions on the formation of 
several coalitions that involve several voters each. Section 8 concludes the paper. 
To make the paper self-contained, its main text is supplemented with two 
appendices. Appendix A is an extensive introduction to the concept of a Boolean 
quotient, its general properties, its relations to the Boole-Shannon expansion and 
the Boolean difference, and its utility in interpreting various concepts of voting 
theory, especially those of voter desirability. Appendix B introduces and outlines 
prominent properties of k-out-of-n switching functions.  



5 
 

2. Switching-Algebraic Computation of Banzhaf and Banzhaf-Related 
Indices for General and Monotone Systems 

To assess the power/influence of vote 𝑋  (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛), the total Banzhaf power 
enumerates the number of states of the specific condition of resolution passing 

𝑓(𝑿) subject to a supporting vote 𝑋  that swings to resolution rejection  𝑓(𝑿) 

subject to a disapproving vote 𝑋 . Mathematically, this condition can be stated as 
a conjunction of two equations, viz. 

{𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 =  1} ⋂ {𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 =  1}.                                             (1) 

According to the Principle of Assertions [44-46], the above equational 
presentation is exactly equivalent to the propositional form or the switching 
function comprising the ANDing of two propositions: 

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ).                                                      (2) 

The expression in (2) is an indicator variable for the event that the vote 𝑋  is 
pivotal or critical in (correctly) determining the outcome 𝑓(𝑿). Here, the ratios 

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) and  (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) denote the Boolean quotients [44, 47-52] of the 

system function 𝑓(𝑿) w.r.t. the literal 𝑋  and of the complementary function 𝑓(𝑿) 

w.r.t. the complementary literal  𝑋 , respectively, i.e. 

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 𝑓(𝑿|(𝑋 = 1).                                                       (3) 

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 𝑓(𝑿|(𝑋 = 0).                                                       (4) 

More details about Boolean quotients are given in Appendix A. Now, to enumerate 
the number of states of the specific propositional condition (2), we employ its 
weight as the total Banzhaf power 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) of voter number 𝑚, where we use the 
symbol 𝑤𝑡(ℎ) to denote the weight or number of true vectors of a switching function 
ℎ.  

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 )),           (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).                    (5) 

Implicit in the definition above of the Banzhaf index (and in the definition of other 
indices in the sequel) is the assumption that system states or configurations are 
equally likely. This assumption in turn necessitates that voters cast their votes 
independently of each other. Each of the Boolean quotients (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) and 

(𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ), as well as their conjunction, is a function of (𝑛 − 1) variables, and 
hence, the weight of each of these three quantities belongs to the interval  
[0, 2 ]. We can divide 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) by 2  to obtain a probabilistic Banzhaf power  
𝑃𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 )/2  , which belongs to the unit interval [0.0, 1.0], and that 
can be interpreted as the probability that the decision of voter 𝑚 is pivotal in 
determining the voting outcome 𝑓(𝑿). Formula (5) involves the weight of a specific 
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Boolean function ((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⋀ (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 )), which is 2  minus the weight of its 

complement ((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⋁ ( 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 )), that can be obtained from it via De 
Morgan’s Law. Hence, 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) can also be expressed as 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 − 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⋁ ( 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 )),           (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).                    
(6a) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) −  𝑤𝑡( 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) + 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⋀ ( 𝑓(𝑿)/

𝑋 ) ) =  𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) + 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⋀ ( 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ) =

𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) + 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⋀ ( 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ),                              

(1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).                    (6b) 

To obtain (6b) from (6a), we invoked the inclusion-exclusion principle [53-56] for 
two terms. Even though formulas (5) and (6) are a natural mathematical 
translation of the verbal definition of the Banzhaf index, they are almost unheard 
of in the open literature. These formulas (with their undesirable extra complication 
of complementing 𝑓(𝑿)) are usually avoided since most voting systems are 
typically monotone. For a monotone voting system, the system function is a  
positively polarized unate function, and hence it is a monotonically non-
decreasing one (monotonically increasing one, for short), i.e.,  

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 )  ≥  (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ),                                                          (7a) 

or equivalently 

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) = 0.                                                    (7b) 

Hence, formula (7b) might be ORed to formula (2) without changing its value, 
namely 

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) = (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) ∨ 0 = 

 ((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 )) ∨ ((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 )) = (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⊕

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) =  
(𝑿)

=
(𝑿)

=
(𝑿)

=
(𝑿)

.                                                    (8) 

Here, the symbol 
(𝑿)

 denotes the partial derivative of the voting system Boolean 

function 𝑓(𝑿) w.r.t. its argument 𝑋  [57, 58]. Hence, total Banzhaf power in (5) 
can be rewritten in the following celebrated form, which is well-known for 
monotone voting systems [12, 15, 19, 21, 28, 29] 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡
(𝑿)

= 𝑤𝑡
(𝑿)

= 𝑤𝑡
(𝑿)

= 𝑤𝑡
(𝑿)

.            (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).       

(9) 
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For a monotone system, the fact that the function 𝑓(𝑿) is a positively polarized 
unate function can be further utilized to obtain more efficient formulas of 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) 
for (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛) [12], namely 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿) .                                                           (10) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿) − 2 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ).                                                           (11) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ).                                                        (12) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿) − 2 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ).                                                           (13) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿) .                                                           (14) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ).                                                        (15) 

Note that if 𝑓(𝑿) is monotonically non-decreasing in its argument 𝑋 , then 
𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑋   𝑓  ∨   𝑓 , where the two functions  𝑓 =   𝑓 (𝑿/𝑋 ) and  𝑓 =

  𝑓 (𝑿/𝑋 ) are functions of 𝑿 excluding 𝑋 . Hence, 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 =  𝑓 , 𝑓(𝑿) =

(𝑋 ∨ 𝑓̅ )𝑓̅ , and 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 𝑓̅ 𝑓̅ . This confirms the result ( 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) = 0 in (7b), and hence (6b) leads (for a monotone system) to each of 
(12) and (15). 

According to Appendix A, the Boole-Shannon expansions of 𝑓(𝑿) and  𝑓(𝑿) are 

𝑓(𝑿) = (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  𝑋 ∨  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) ∧  𝑋 ,                             (16) 

𝑓(𝑿) = (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  𝑋 ∨  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) ∧  𝑋 ,                             (17) 

These expansions allow us to compute the weights 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿)  and 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿)  of the 

two functions 𝑓(𝑿) and 𝑓(𝑿), which add to 2 , as 

𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 + 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿)/ 𝑋 .                                        (18) 

𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) + 𝑤𝑡 𝑓(𝑿)/ 𝑋 ,                                       (19) 

Equations (18) and (19) are included herein to serve the purpose of comparison 
with earlier formulas, and to verify consistency among (10)-(15). The best way to 
obtain the weight of a switching function ℎ(𝑿) is to express this function as a sum 
of disjoint products [53, 54, 59-62] ℎ(𝑿) =  ⋁ 𝐷 , where 𝐷  ∧ 𝐷 = 0,  i, j, for 

then the weight of ℎ(𝑿) is [63-65] 
  

𝑤𝑡(ℎ(𝑿)) = ∑ 𝑤𝑡(𝐷 ) =  ∑ 2 ℓ( ) .                                           (20) 

where the weight of a product 𝐷  is  equal to 2 ℓ(  ) , and the symbol ℓ(𝑃  )  
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denotes the number of irredundant literals in the product 𝐷 , e.g. ℓ(1) = 0, ℓ(𝑋 ) =

 ℓ 𝑋 = 1, ℓ 𝑋 𝑋 =  ℓ 𝑋 𝑋 = 2, while ℓ(0) is assumed to be infinity. Casting a 

function in a disjoint s-o-p form not only facilitates the computation of its weight, 
but it also facilitates the computation of the weights of all its Boolean quotients, 
since the construction of a Boolean quotient preserves disjointness [12]. 

Two interesting variations of the Banzhaf index are the power-to-initiate index 
(PII), and the power-to-prevent index (PPI) [66]. The power-to-initiate index (PII) 
for an individual voter 𝑚 can be defined as the conditional probability that the 
voter’s decision 𝑋  is pivotal in determining the voting outcome 𝑓(𝑿) given that a 

negative decision 𝑓(𝑿) has been reached. Recalling that the indicator for voter’s 
decision 𝑋  being pivotal is given by (2), while that of a negative decision is 

expressed by 𝑓(𝑿), and noting that the weight of a switching function behaves 
exactly like a probability [61, 63-65], we write 

𝑃𝐼𝐼(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) ∧  𝑓(𝑿))/ 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)),        (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).     
(21) 

The power-to-prevent index (PPI) for an individual voter 𝑚 can be defined as the 
conditional probability that the voter’s decision is pivotal in determining the voting 
outcome 𝑓(𝑿) given that a positive decision 𝑓(𝑿) has been reached, namely 

𝑃𝑃𝐼(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧  (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) ∧  𝑓(𝑿))/ 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)),        (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).     
(22) 

Thanks to the Boole-Shannon expansions (16) and (17) and to the orthogonality 

of (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) and (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ), as well as that of (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) and (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) (See 
Appendix A), formulas (19) and (20) reduce to 

𝑃𝐼𝐼(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡( (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧ (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) ∧  𝑋 )/ 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧

(𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 )) 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 ) / 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿))  = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧ (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ))  / 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)),              
(1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).     (23) 

𝑃𝑃𝐼(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡( (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧ (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ) ∧  𝑋 )/ 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧

(𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 )) 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 ) / 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿))  = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧ (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 ))  / 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)),              
(1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).     (24) 

Note that each of the four Boolean quotients in (16) and (17) is independent of 𝑋  
(thanks to independence among components of 𝑿). Now, we obtain 

𝑃𝐼𝐼(𝑋 ) +  𝑃𝑃𝐼(𝑋 ) = (𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿) + 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿))/(𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧

(𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 )) =  2  /(𝑤𝑡((𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ∧ (𝑓(𝑿) /𝑋 )) = 2 𝑃𝐵𝐼(𝑋 ) ,    (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤

 𝑛),              (25) 
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which means that the probabilistic Banzhaf index is the harmonic mean [67] of the 
power-to-initiate index, and the power-to-prevent index. 

Another type of Banzhaf-related voting power measure is the satisfaction index 
𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) [68-72], which is the probability that voter 𝑚 is satisfied with the system 
decision, i.e, the probability that the vote 𝑋  coincides (or is equivalent to) the 
decision function 𝑓(𝑿), viz. 

𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋  ⨀ 𝑓(𝑿))/2 = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑓(𝑿) ∨  𝑋 𝑓(𝑿) )/2 = (𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑓(𝑿)) +

𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 𝑓(𝑿) ))/2 = (𝑤𝑡(𝑋 (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 )) + 𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ))/2 = (𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/

𝑋 ) + 𝑤𝑡( (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ))/2 ,         (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛),               (26) 

where we made use of the expansions (17) and (18), the facts that the Boolean 

quotients (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) and (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) are independent of  𝑋  and 𝑋  and the 

relations 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑋 = 1. The function (𝑋  ⨀ 𝑓(𝑿)) is of 𝑛 variables, and its 

weight must be divided by 2  to achieve a probability interpretation. 

The negatively oriented satisfaction index 𝑁𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) for a voter 𝑚 is defined (in 
an analogous way to that of the PII) as the conditional probability that voter 𝑚 is 
satisfied given that the voting decision is negative [66], or in switching-algebraic 
terms: 

𝑁𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑋  ⨀ 𝑓(𝑿)) ∧  𝑓(𝑿))/ 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)) = 𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 𝑓(𝑿) )/𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)) =

𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ))/𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑤𝑡( (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ))/𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)),        (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).        
(27) 

The positively oriented satisfaction index 𝑃𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) for a voter 𝑚 is defined (in an 
analogous way to that of the PPI) as the conditional probability that voter 𝑚 is 
satisfied given that the voting decision is positive [66], namely 

𝑃𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑋  ⨀ 𝑓(𝑿)) ∧  𝑓(𝑿))/ 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)) =   𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 𝑓(𝑿))/𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)) =

(𝑤𝑡(𝑋 (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ))/𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿) = (𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 )/𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)),         (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).               
(28) 

Since 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)) and 𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)) add to 2 , equations (26)-(28) indicate that 
𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) is a weighted arithmetic mean of 𝑁𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) and  𝑃𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) [73]. The 
satisfaction index 𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) is also related to the probabilistic Banzhaf power, 
deduced from (12) in the monotone case, since 

𝑆𝐴𝑇(𝑋 ) = (𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) + 𝑤𝑡( (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ))/2 = (𝑤𝑡(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) + 2 −

𝑤𝑡( (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ))/2 = (1 + 𝑃𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ))/2,             (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).                    (29) 

There are many other related power indices. For example, Napel and Widgrén 
[74] strengthened the concept of ‘dummy voters’ by introducing that of ‘inferior 
players’ and argued according to their novel paradigm that only non-inferior voters 
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can be viewed as powerful. These authors proposed a new voting index called the 
Strict Power Index (SPI), such that 𝑆𝑃𝐼(𝑋 ) = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) for powerful members, and 
𝑆𝑃𝐼(𝑋 ) = 0 for inferior ones. Another interesting index is the Public Good Index 
(PGI), introduced by Holler [75] and axiomatized by Holler and Packel [76]. The 
PGI looks at 𝑓(𝑿) so as to count the number of the products representing the 
𝑀𝑊𝐶𝑠 in which the uncomplemented literal of a certain voter appears and take 
this number as the power of this voter [12, 77]. The PGI is perhaps the simplest 
existing index, and is definitely useful for the topic of the present paper when 
restrictions are imposed on coalition formation. It seems that it has not gained the 
popularity it deserves, because it did not meet sophistication standards 
unfortunately demanded by some meticulous scholars, and it did not conform to 
certain unjustified suppositions based solely on intuition. Our forthcoming 
examples obviously contradict the (unfortunately popular) opinion that the PGI is 
too simple to be remarkably useful.   

3. A 2-out-of-3 Voting System 

Many scalar-weighted voting systems (of a wide variety of weights and quota), 
such as the systems [2; 1, 1, 1], [50; 33, 33, 33], [51; 48, 47, 6] and [50; 49, 49, 1] 
are equivalent to the 2-out-of-3 system (also called the triple modular 
redundancy), specified by either its (self-dual) decision function 𝑓(𝑿) or its 

complement 𝑓(𝑿), namely    

𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑋 𝑋   ∨    𝑋 𝑋   ∨    𝑋 𝑋 ,                                                (30) 

𝑓(𝑿) =  𝑋 𝑋   ∨  𝑋 𝑋   ∨  𝑋 𝑋 .                                                 (31) 

Due to total symmetry within either function (and despite frequent absence of such 
symmetry within the weights), the Banzhaf indices must be the same,  i.e., 
𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 )  = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ).  Hence, it suffices to compute the Boolean 
quotient or derivative w.r.t. one of the variables  𝑋 , 𝑋  and 𝑋  (say 𝑋 ). To 
facilitate further processing, we rewrite each of the decision function and its 
complement in the form of a sum of disjoint products, and then replace the OR 
operator (∨) by an XOR operator (⊕) in each of these sums. Mathematically, we 
obtain: 

𝑓(𝑿) =  𝑋 𝑋 ∨ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ∨ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 =   𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 .                (32) 

𝑓(𝑿) =  𝑋 𝑋   ∨  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ∨  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 .          (33) 

Noting that 𝑤𝑡(𝑓) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑓 = 4, we compute the Banzhaf index 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) 

repeatedly via (5), (6) and (9)-(15), as a way of demonstrating and verifying the 
plethora of formulas we have: 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓/𝑋 )(𝑓/𝑋 )) =  𝑤𝑡((𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 )(𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋  ⊕

 𝑋 𝑋 ) = 1 + 1 = 2.                                          (34) 
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𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 − 𝑤𝑡((𝑓/𝑋 ) ⋁ ( 𝑓/𝑋 )) = 4 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋  ⋁  𝑋 𝑋 ) = 4 − 2 = 2. (35)            

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡( ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 ) = 2.      (36) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 𝑤𝑡(𝑓/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡(𝑓) = 2 𝑤𝑡 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 − 4 = 2(2 + 1) − 4 = 2.     (37) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑓) − 2 𝑤𝑡(𝑓/𝑋 ) = 4 − 2 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 ) = 4 − 2(1) = 2.              (38) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑓/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑓/𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 ) = (2 + 1) − 1 =

2.     (39) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑓 − 2 𝑤𝑡 𝑓/𝑋 = 4 − 2 𝑤𝑡 𝑋 𝑋 = 4 − 2(1) = 2.                 (40) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 𝑤𝑡 𝑓/𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡 𝑓 = 2 𝑤𝑡 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 − 4 = 2(2 + 1) − 4 = 2. (41) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑓/𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡 𝑓/𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡 𝑋 𝑋 = (2 + 1) − 1 =

2. (42) 

Now, we consider the case where the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is forbidden. We need to 
impose the constraint {𝑋 𝑋 = 0} on the function 𝑓(𝑿), which leads to replacing 
𝑓(𝑿) by another function, say 𝑔(𝑿). First, we construct the Boole-Shannon 
expansion of 𝑓(𝑿) w.r.t. the two variables 𝑋  and 𝑋 , namely 

𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 ) 𝑋 𝑋 .         (43) 

𝑓(𝑿) = (0) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (𝑋 ) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (𝑋 ) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (1) 𝑋 𝑋 .                            (44) 

Now we construct 𝑔(𝑿) so as to share all subfunctions with 𝑓(𝑿), with the 
exception of the subfunction w.r.t.  𝑋 𝑋 , which is nullified. 

𝑔(𝑿) = (0) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (𝑋 ) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  (𝑋 ) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (𝟎) 𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 . (45) 

We obtain the complementary function 𝑔(𝑿)  by complementing each subfunction 
of 𝑔(𝑿), i.e. complementing each subfunction of 𝑓(𝑿) with the exception of the 
subfunction w.r.t.  𝑋 𝑋 , which is now asserted. 

 𝑔(𝑿) = (1) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (𝟏) 𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 .      (46) 

Note that the functions 𝑔(𝑿) and 𝑔(𝑿) satisfy: 

𝑔(𝑿) ∧  𝑔(𝑿) = 0,                                                       (47) 

 𝑔(𝑿)  ∨  𝑔(𝑿) = 1,                                                        (48) 
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as required for any complementary functions, albeit being implicitly subject to the 
constraint  𝑋 𝑋 = 0. Note that the product 𝑋 𝑋  actually does not exist.  

Note also that the functions 𝑔(𝑿) and 𝑔(𝑿) are no longer unate; each of them is 
biform in 𝑋  and 𝑋 , while remaining monoform in 𝑋 . The functions 𝑔(𝑿) and 

𝑔(𝑿) lost the total symmetry of 𝑓(𝑿) and 𝑓(𝑿), but each of them remains partially 
symmetric in 𝑋   and 𝑋 , and hence 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ), and it suffices to 
compute one of these two values, say 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ). Since 𝑔(𝑿) is no longer monotone 
in 𝑋 , formulas (5) and (6) are the only valid formulas for computing 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ), 
which turn out, respectively, to be 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 )(𝑔/𝑋 )) =  𝑤𝑡((𝑋 𝑋 )(𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 ) = 1.  (49) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 − 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 ) ⋁ ( 𝑔/𝑋 )) = 4 − 𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 𝑋 ⋁(𝑋 𝑋 )) = 4 −

𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 ⋁𝑋 ⋁𝑋 𝑋 ) = 4 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 ⋁𝑋 ) =  4 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 ) = 4 − (1 + 2) = 1. 
(50) 

By contrast, 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) might be computed via any of the formulas (5), (6) and (9)-
(15). For example, formula (5) yields 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 )(𝑔/𝑋 )) =  𝑤𝑡((𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 )(𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

 𝑋 𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 )) = 2.                                                   (51) 

Alternatively, formula (12) that solely uses 𝑔(𝑿) obtains 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑔/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑔/𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡((𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 )) − 𝑤𝑡(0) = 2 − 0 = 2. (52) 

Likewise, formula (15) that solely uses 𝑔(𝑿) obtains: 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑔/𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑔/𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 ) −

𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 ) = 4 − 2 = 2, (53) 

Note that if we insist that 𝑋 𝑋 = 0 in (46) (or if we have assigned the value 0 
instead of 1 to the subfunction of 𝑔(𝑿) w.r.t. 𝑋 𝑋 ,), then we still get 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) =

3 − 1 = 2. A visual demonstration of the above results can be obtained from the 
probability sample spaces of Figs. 1 and 2. Figure 1 is the true sample space, 
while Fig. 2 is an adequate one that we are employing for the sake of 
mathematical simplicity, and it works provided we adhere to the use of permissible 
formulas only for voting powers. We note that the vector of total Banzhaf powers 
changed from a value of 𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [2   2      2]  to a value of 𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [1   1       2]  
when the first two voters refused to form the potentially valid coalition including 
them. This result agrees with intuition; those who refuse to cooperate are 
diminishing their powers. It is ironic to view the [50; 49, 49, 1] system. Normally, 
the 1-seat party is as powerful as any of the 49-seat parties, but (as if the 
foregoing surprise is not enough). When these two large parties refuse to talk to 
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and cooperate with each other, the much smaller party becomes twice as powerful 
as any of the two much larger ones. 

In passing, we note that we can (by just glancing at (30) deduce that the Public 
Good Index is normally of a value 𝑷𝑮𝑰 =  [2   2       2] , and that this value 
changes to  𝑷𝑮𝑰 =  [1   1      2]  upon omitting the prime implicant 𝑋 𝑋  in (30). It 
might seem surprising that the numerical values of the PGI and the TBP are in 
exact agreement in both the normal and restricted cases. In the sequel, we show 
that 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) is exactly equal to 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) for a general k-out-of-n system, whether 
this system is unrestricted, or it is restricted through the lack of co-operation between 
two voting members. We observe that it seems likely that 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) is indeed 
equivalent to 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) for a general k-out-of-n system under any type of restriction, 
but currently this is only a conjecture, and it remains to find a formal justification or 
proof for it. 

 𝑋  𝑋   

  0  0 𝑋  
 

𝑋  
        0  1 𝑋  

𝑋   0 1 𝑋  
 

 

 𝑔(𝑿) 

Figure 1. The exact Universe of Discourse (probability sample space) that 
describes the new decision function 𝑔(𝑿) when the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is not allowed in 
Example 1. Here, the domain 𝑋 𝑋 = 1 is annihilated, and statistical 
independence between 𝑋  and 𝑋  is lost. The sample space is a Karnaugh-map 
like-structure, but it is not a Karnaugh map per se. The function 𝑔(𝑿) ceases to be 
monotonically non-decreasing in each of 𝑋  and 𝑋  but continues to be so for 𝑋 . 
With the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  being forbidden, total symmetry is spoiled, but partial 
symmetry between 𝑋  and 𝑋  is still retained. Furthermore, 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 1 since 
there is a single solution (𝑋 = 0, 𝑋 = 1) for the equation 𝑔(1, 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) 𝑔(0, 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) =

1 (a single swing from a blue cell to an adjacent red one across the 𝑋  boundary), 
while 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 since there are two solutions (𝑋 = 0, 𝑋 = 1) and (𝑋 = 1, 𝑋 =

0), both guaranteed to give 𝑋 = 1, for the equation 𝑔(𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) 𝑔 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 = 1. 
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 𝑋  𝑋   

𝑋  
 

0, 0 0, 0 𝑋  
 

0, 0 1, 1 

𝑋  

𝑋  

1, 0 1, 0 

0, 0 1, 1 𝑋  
 

 

𝑓(𝑿), 𝑔(𝑋) 

Figure 2. The Karnaugh map of the two decision functions in Example 1. The 
original decision function 𝑓(𝑿) is a monotonically non-decreasing one. When a 
coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is not allowed, it is mathematically convenient to obtain the new 
decision function 𝑔(𝑿) from the original one by forcing the two yellow cells (of loop 
𝑋 𝑋 ) to be 0’s for 𝑔(𝑿). Again, the function 𝑔(𝑿) ceases to be monotonically non-
decreasing in each of 𝑋  and 𝑋  but continues to be so for 𝑋 . Again, with the 
coalition 𝑋 𝑋  being forbidden, total symmetry is spoiled. Furthermore, 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) =

1 since there is a single solution (𝑋 = 0, 𝑋 = 1) for the equation 
𝑔(1, 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) 𝑔(0, 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) = 1 (a single swing from a blue cell to an adjacent red one 
across the 𝑋  boundary), while 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 since there are two solutions (𝑋 =

0, 𝑋 = 1) and (𝑋 = 1, 𝑋 = 0), both guaranteed to have 𝑋 = 1, for the equation 

𝑔(𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) 𝑔 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 = 1. The reverse swing from the arbitrarily assigned 

value of 𝑔(1, 1, 1) = 0 to the true value 𝑔(0, 1, 1) = 1 does not contribute to 
𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ). This is guaranteed by using (6a) or (6b) (but none of (9)-(15)) to 
compute 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ). 
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4. A General k-out-of-n Voting System 

In this section, we generalize the analysis of the previous section by considering 
an arbitrary k-out-of-n system (𝑛 ≥ 3, 𝑘 ≥ 2). From Appendix B, we know that the 
decision function 𝑓(𝑿) for this system is the monotonically non-decreasing 
symmetric switching function 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿), and that 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) =

𝑐(𝑛 − 1, 𝑘 − 1) for each voter 𝑋  in the k-out-of-n voting system. Now, we 
consider the case where no coalition is allowed to include 𝑋  and 𝑋  together. 
Unless 𝑘 = 2, the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is not a minimal winning coalition, but it is part of 
several such coalitions. The restriction that no coalition be allowed to include 𝑋  
and 𝑋  together spoils the original total symmetry of 𝑓(𝑿). However, partial 
symmetry is retained between 𝑋  and 𝑋  and also among all the remaining voters. 
Therefore, 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ), while 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) is the same for 𝑚 = 3, 4, … , 𝑛. 
Hence, it suffices to compute the voting power for one of the two variables  𝑋  and 
 𝑋   (say 𝑋 ), and one of the remaining variables (say 𝑋 ). 

Again, we need to impose the constraint {𝑋 𝑋 = 0} on the decision function 𝑓(𝑿), 
which leads to replacing 𝑓(𝑿) by another function, say 𝑔(𝑿). First, we construct 
the Boole-Shannon expansion of 𝑓(𝑿) w.r.t. the two variables 𝑋  and 𝑋 , namely 

𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 ) 𝑋 𝑋 .         (54) 

Here, the four Boolean quotients in (54) are given (for 𝑿𝒓 = 𝑿/𝑋 𝑋  ) by 

𝑓(𝑿)/ 𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿)/ 𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓) 

𝑓(𝑿)/ 𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓) 

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓) 

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 2). . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓) 

Hence, the function 𝑓(𝑿) is given by 

𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 −

2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 −

2). . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 .                            (55) 

Now we construct 𝑔(𝑿) so as to share all subfunctions with 𝑓(𝑿), with the 
exception of the subfunction w.r.t.  𝑋 𝑋 , which is nullified 

𝑔(𝑿) = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 −

2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (𝟎) 𝑋 𝑋 .           (56) 
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𝑔(𝑿) = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 −

2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  (𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 ).           (57) 

Noting that the complement of a symmetric switching function (SSF) is another 
SSF whose characteristic set is the complementary characteristic set w.r.t. 𝑰  =

{0, 1, 2, … , 𝑛}, we obtain the complementary function 𝑔(𝑿) by complementing 
each subfunction of 𝑔(𝑿), or complementing each subfunction of 𝑓(𝑿) with the 
exception of the subfunction w.r.t.  𝑋 𝑋 , which is now asserted. 

 𝑔(𝑿) = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {0. . (𝑘 − 1)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {0. . (𝑘 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  (𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

𝑋 𝑋 ) ⊕ (𝟏) 𝑋 𝑋 .      (58) 

Note also that the functions 𝑔(𝑿) and 𝑔(𝑿) are no longer unate; each of them is 
biform in 𝑋  and 𝑋 , but each of them remains monoform in each of the remaining 
variables. Since 𝑔(𝑿) is no longer monotone in 𝑋 , formulas (5) and (6) are the 
only valid formulas for computing 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ), which turn out, 
respectively, to be 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 )(𝑔/𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)𝑋  (𝑆𝑦(𝑛 −

2; {0. . (𝑘 − 1)}; 𝑿𝒓) 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {0. . (𝑘 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓) 𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 −

1)}; 𝑿𝒓)𝑋 ) = 𝑐(𝑛 − 2, 𝑘 − 1).                                                (59) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 − 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 ) ⋁ ( 𝑔/𝑋 )) = 2 − 𝑤𝑡((𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {0. . (𝑘 −

2)}; 𝑿𝒓)𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 ) ⋁ ( 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 ⊕ 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 −

2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋  )).  (60) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 − 𝑤𝑡 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {0. . (𝑘 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)𝑋 − 2 − 𝑤𝑡 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 −

2; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓) 𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)𝑋  ) + 𝑤𝑡(𝑆𝑦(𝑛 −

2; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 − 2)}; 𝑿𝒓)𝑋  ) = 2 − (2 − 𝑤𝑡 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1)}; 𝑿𝒓) −

2 = 𝑤𝑡 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 1)}; 𝑿𝒓) = 𝑐(𝑛 − 2, 𝑘 − 1).        (61) 

By contrast, 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) (as a representative for 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) (3 ≤ 𝑚 ≤ 𝑛)) might be 
computed via any of the formulas (5), (6) and (9)-(15). For example, formula (9) 
yields (thanks to (57) and (B.7)) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡( 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 3; {(𝑘 − 1)}; 𝑿𝒓)  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 3; {(𝑘 −

2)}; 𝑿𝒓)  (𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 )) = 𝑐(𝑛 − 3, 𝑘 − 1) + 2 𝑐(𝑛 − 3, 𝑘 − 2).         (62)    

In Appendix B, we show that the Public Good Index (PGI) 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) is equal to the 
binomial coefficient 𝑐(𝑛 − 1, 𝑘 − 1) (and hence to 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 )) for an unrestricted k-
out-of-n system. If the two voters 𝑋  and 𝑋   refuse to share membership in any 
coalition, then to compute 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ), we differentiate between the cases when 𝑋  is 
either 𝑋  or 𝑋 , and the case it is neither of them. In the former case, we need to 
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decrement the original value of 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) by the number of prime implicants in 
which the product  𝑋 𝑋  appears, which is the number of prime implicants of the 
(𝑘 − 2)-out-of-(𝑛 − 2) function 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 2; {(𝑘 − 2). . (𝑛 −

2)}; 𝑿𝒓),  i.e., the binomial coefficient 𝑐(𝑛 − 2, 𝑘 − 2). This means that 

 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) = 𝑐(𝑛 − 1, 𝑘 − 1) − 𝑐(𝑛 − 2, 𝑘 − 2) = 𝑐(𝑛 − 2, 𝑘 − 1) = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ).            
(63) 

In the latter case, we need to decrement the original value of say 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) by the 
number of prime implicants in which the product 𝑋 𝑋  appears, and also 𝑋  
appears, which is the number of prime implicants of the (𝑘 − 3)-out-of-(𝑛 − 3) 
function 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 3; {(𝑘 − 3). . (𝑛 − 3)}; 𝑿𝒓/𝑋 ),  i.e., the 
binomial coefficient 𝑐(𝑛 − 3, 𝑘 − 3). This means that 

𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) = 𝑐(𝑛 − 1, 𝑘 − 1) − 𝑐(𝑛 − 3, 𝑘 − 3) = 𝑐(𝑛 − 3, 𝑘 − 1) + 2 𝑐(𝑛 − 3, 𝑘 − 2) =

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ).   (64) 

These results demonstrate that 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) is exactly equal to 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) for a general 
k-out-of-n system, not only when this system is unrestricted, but also when it is 
restricted through the lack of co-operation between two voting members. A visual 
demonstration of the above results can be obtained from the probability sample 
spaces of Figs. 3-5.   
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0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 
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0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0  

  𝑋   𝑋   𝑋   𝑋    

 𝑋   

 

𝑔(𝑿) 

Figure 3. The exact Universe of Discourse (probability sample space) that 
describes the new decision function 𝑔(𝑿) when the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is not allowed in 
Example 2 for a 5-out-of-8 system. Here, the domain 𝑋 𝑋 = 1 is annihilated, 
𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  does not exist, and statistical independence between 𝑋  and 𝑋  is lost. 
The sample space is a Karnaugh-map-like structure, but it is not a Karnaugh map 
per se. The function 𝑔(𝑿) ceases to be monotonically non-decreasing in each of 
𝑋  and 𝑋  but continues to be so for each of the remaining variables. The map is 
partitioned into three 4-row sub-maps containing the Boolean quotients or 

subfunctions 𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(6; {5. . 6}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ), and 𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 =

𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(6; {4. . 6};  𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ). With the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  being 
forbidden, 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 15 = 𝑐(𝑛 − 2, 𝑘 − 1) = 𝑐 (6, 4) since there 15 solutions for 

the equation (𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ( 𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 ) = 1, corresponding to the shown swings from a 
blue cell to an adjacent red one across the 𝑋  boundary. Note that for the 
unrestricted system, the original Banzhaf power index was 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 35 =

𝑐(𝑛 − 1, 𝑘 − 1) = 𝑐 (7, 4). 
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Figure 4. The Karnaugh map for a restricted 5-out-of-8 system. When a coalition 
𝑋 𝑋  is not allowed, it is mathematically convenient to obtain the new decision 
function 𝑔(𝑿) from the original one by forcing the yellow cells (of domain 𝑋 𝑋 =

1) to be 0’s for 𝑔(𝑿). Again, the function 𝑔(𝑿) ceases to be monotonically non-
decreasing in each of 𝑋  and 𝑋  but continues to be so for each of the remaining 
variables. The map is partitioned into four four-row sub-maps including the 
forbidden domain 𝑋 𝑋 = 1 (which is now restored (as compared to Fig. 3) and 

assigned 0’s in its cells), 𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(6; {5. . 6}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ), and 

𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑆𝑦(6; {4. . 6}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ). With a coalition 𝑋 𝑋  
being forbidden, 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 15 since there 15 solutions for the equation (𝑔(𝑿)/

𝑋 ) ( 𝑔(𝑿)/𝑋 ) = 1, corresponding to the shown swings from a blue cell to an 
adjacent red one across the 𝑋  boundary. Reverse swings are excluded from 
consideration through the utilization of the appropriate formulas (5) or (6). 
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Figure 5. The exact Universe of Discourse (probability sample space) for a 
restricted 5-out-of-8 system, which describes the new decision function 𝑔(𝑿) 
when a coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is not allowed in Example 2. Here, we show that 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) =

25 = 𝑐(𝑛 − 3, 𝑘 − 1) + 2 𝑐(𝑛 − 3, 𝑘 − 2) = 𝑐(5, 4) + 2 𝑐(5, 3), since there are 25 
swings from a blue cell to an adjacent red one across the 𝑋   boundary. Denial of 
co-operation between 𝑋  and 𝑋  decreased 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) more 
dramatically from 35 to 15, and also reduced 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) (for 3 ≤ 𝑚 ≤ 8) (albeit less 
dramatically) from 35 to 25. 

 
5. A Five-Member Voting System 

This section refers to the six-member voting system [65; 47, 46, 17, 16, 2, 1], 
which represents the Scottish Parliament of 2007 [12, 78]. The first five members 
of this system are political parties, while the sixth is an independent individual. 
This individual is somehow ignored in many studies (See, e.g., [77]) that view just 
the reduced five-member system [65; 47, 46, 17, 16, 2]. For simplicity, we will also 
consider the reduced system herein. For this 5-member system, the decision 
function 𝑓(𝑿) and its complement, which are both partially symmetric in 𝑋  and 𝑋  
(despite the disparity between 𝑊 = 16 and 𝑊 = 2), are both readily available, 
respectively, as sums of disjoint products [12], namely 

𝑓(𝑿) =  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 .                                           (65) 
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𝑓(𝑿) =  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 .                                (66)                         

Now, we compute the various Banzhaf indices using the general formula (5) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓/𝑋 )(𝑓/𝑋 )) =  𝑤𝑡( 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  (𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ) = 2 + 1 + 1 + 4 + 1 = 9.                            

(67) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓/𝑋 )(𝑓/𝑋 )) =  𝑤𝑡 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋   ⊕

   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 = 2 + 1 + 1 + 2 + 1 = 7.                            

(68) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑓/𝑋 )(𝑓/𝑋 )) =  𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  (  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋  𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ) =

𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ⊕     𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 = 1 + 1 + 2 + 1 = 5.                            
(69) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 (𝑓/𝑋 ) 𝑓/𝑋 =  𝑤𝑡  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 =

𝑤𝑡 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ⊕   𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 = 1 + 1 + 1 = 3.                            

(70) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 (𝑓/𝑋 ) 𝑓/𝑋 =  𝑤𝑡 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋   ⊕

 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ⊕

   𝑋  𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 = 1 + 1 + 1 = 3.                            (71) 

Finally, the vector of total Banzhaf power is (the same as obtained in [12])  

𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [  9   7   5      3     3] ,                                      (72) 

Now, we consider the case where the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is forbidden. We need to 
impose the constraint {𝑋 𝑋 = 0} on the function 𝑓(𝑿), which leads to replacing 
𝑓(𝑿) by another function, say 𝑔(𝑿). First, we construct the Boole-Shannon 
expansion of 𝑓(𝑿) w.r.t. the two variables 𝑋  and 𝑋 , namely 
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𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 ) 𝑋 𝑋 .         (73) 

𝑓(𝑿) = (0) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕   𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (1) 𝑋 𝑋 .                     (74) 

Now we construct 𝑔(𝑿) so as to share all subfunctions with 𝑓(𝑿), with the 
exception of the subfunction w.r.t.  𝑋 𝑋 , which is nullified                             

𝑔(𝑿) = (0) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕   𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (𝟎) 𝑋 𝑋 =   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 .           (75) 

We obtain the complementary function 𝑔(𝑿) by complementing each subfunction 
of 𝑔(𝑿), or by complementing each subfunction of 𝑓(𝑿) with the exception of the 
subfunction w.r.t.  𝑋 𝑋 , which is now asserted 

𝑔(𝑿) = (1) 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋  ⊕ 𝑋  𝑋  𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ (𝟏) 𝑋 𝑋 = 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 .               (76) 

Note also that the functions 𝑔(𝑿) and 𝑔(𝑿) are no longer unate; each of them is 
biform in 𝑋  and 𝑋 , but each remains monoform in 𝑋 ,  𝑋  and 𝑋 . The functions 
𝑔(𝑿) and 𝑔(𝑿) retain partial symmetry in 𝑋  and 𝑋 , and hence 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) =

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ), and it suffices to compute one of these two values, say 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ). Since 
𝑔(𝑿) is no longer monotone in 𝑋  or 𝑋  , formulas (5) and (6) are the only valid 
formulas for computing 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) and 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ), and we compute them via these 
two formulas as 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 )(𝑔/𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ) (𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ) = 2 + 1 + 1 = 4,    (77) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 − 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 ) ⋁ ( 𝑔/𝑋 )) = 16 − 𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ⊕ 𝑋  ⋁ ( 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 )) = 16 − (2 + 1 + 1 + 8) − (2 + 1) +

(2 + 1) = 4.                     (78) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 )(𝑔/𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡(( 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ) (𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ) = 2 + 1 = 3,    (79) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 2 − 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 ) ⋁ ( 𝑔/𝑋 )) = 16 − 𝑤𝑡( 𝑋  𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

 𝑋  ⋁ (   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 )) = 16 − (4 + 1 + 8) − (2 + 1 +

1) + (2 + 1 + 1) = 3.                     (80) 
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Now, we compute 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) via each of formulas (12) and (15) as 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑔/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑔/𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡((𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 )) − 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ) = (2 + 1 + 2 + 1) − 1 = 5.                       (81) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑔/𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑔/𝑋 )

= 𝑤𝑡 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋  𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 − 

𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 ) = (4 + 4 + 2 + 1 + 4) − (4 +

1 + 1 + 4) = 5,            (82) 

We also compute 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) via each of formulas (12) and (15) as 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑔/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑔/𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡((  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 )) −

𝑤𝑡(  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕    𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ) = (2 + 1 + 2) − (1 + 1) = 3.                       (83) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 𝑔/𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡(𝑔/𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋   ⊕  𝑋  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ⊕

 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕  𝑋 𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡(𝑋 𝑋   ⊕   𝑋  𝑋 𝑋    ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋   ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋 ) = (4 + 2 + 1 + 2 + 1 + 4) − (4 + 2 + 1 + 4) = 3.                          (84) 

Finally, the vector of total Banzhaf power when the coalition   𝑋 𝑋  is disallowed is 

𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [  4   3   5      3     3] ,                                      (85) 

instead of its original value of [  9   7   5      3     3] . It is interesting to note that 
in this example if the two largest parties refuse to cooperate, their powers 
decrease dramatically, while the remaining parties retain their original powers. In 
this restricted situation, the third largest party becomes the most powerful one.                                

For the present example, the Public Good Index (PGI) behaves similarly. Its value 
is 𝑷𝑮𝑰 =  [  4   3   4      3     3]  in the original case when all potential coalitions 
are allowed. If the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is forbidden, this index simply changes to 𝑷𝑮𝑰 =  
[  3   2   4      3     3] . The PGI again indicates a loss of power to those who 
refuse to form a coalition, and the rise of the third largest party to the status of the 
most powerful one. The fact that the Public Good Index (PGI) lacks local 
monotonicity with the weights (while the Banzhaf index does) is usually cited as a 
disadvantage for the PGI, but the present example perhaps suggests that this 
feature may be an asset for it in the very likely situation of a restriction on coalition 
formation. 
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6. A System Treated earlier without and with a Restriction 
 
In this Section, we consider the [7; 4, 2, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1] voting system, considered 
earlier by Yakuba [33] without and with the restriction 𝑋  𝑋 = 0. Due to partial 
symmetries among the last five voters, it suffices to compute a voting measure for 
each of the first two voters 𝑋  and 𝑋 , and for one only of the remaining five voters 
𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , and 𝑋  (say 𝑋 ). With the restriction 𝑋  𝑋 = 0 being imposed,  𝑋  
loses symmetry with the remaining four variables  𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , and 𝑋 , but these four 
variables retain symmetry among themselves. In this restricted case, it suffices to 
compute a voting measure for each of the first three voters 𝑋 , 𝑋  and 𝑋 , and for 
one only of the remaining four voters 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , and 𝑋  (say 𝑋 ).   

First, we consider the decision function 𝑓(𝑿) of this system without any restriction 
and write its minimal sum (which happens to be also its complete sum since it is 
unate). For the function 𝑓(𝑿) to be asserted, there are three groups of 
possibilities, namely: (a) the support of the voters  𝑋  and 𝑋  together with at least 
one of the remaining five voters 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , and 𝑋 , (b) the support of the voter  
𝑋   together with at least three of the last five voters, or (c) the support of the voter  
𝑋   together with all the last five voters. Mathematically, this can be stated as  

 𝑓(𝑿) =    𝑋 𝑋   Sy(5; {1. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  ∨   𝑋  Sy(5; {3. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) ∨

𝑋   Sy(5; {5. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ),                   (86) 

𝑓(𝑿) =  𝑋 𝑋   ( 𝑋 ∨  𝑋 ∨  𝑋  ∨ 𝑋 ∨  𝑋 ) ∨   𝑋  (  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ∨   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ∨   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ∨

  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ∨   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ∨   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋   ∨   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ∨   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ∨   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  ∨   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ) ∨

𝑋   (𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ).                                       (87) 

The voter 𝑋  appears in all the 5 prime implicants of the first group and in all the 
10 prime implicants of the second group. The voter 𝑋  appears in all the 5 prime 
implicants of the first group and in the single prime implicant of the third group. 
Each of the remaining five voters 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , and 𝑋 , appears in one of the 5 
prime implicants of the first group and in 6 out of the 10 prime implicants of the 
second group, as well as in the single prime implicant of the third group. 
Therefore, the Public Good Index (PGI) is 𝑷𝑮𝑰 =  [15 6  8   8   8      8     8] in 
the original case when all potential coalitions are allowed. If the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is 
forbidden, this amounts to the deletion of the two prime implicants 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  and 
𝑋 𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 , which amounts to a decrement by two for the PGI of 𝑋  and 𝑋  as 
well as a decrement by one for each of the other variables. This means that the 
Public Good Index simply changes to 𝑷𝑮𝑰 =  [14 4   6   7   7      7     7] . 

We now apply disjointing techniques [48, 51, 53, 54, 59, 60, 62] to obtain a disjoint 
sum for 𝑓(𝑿), in which the OR operator (∨) can legitimately be replaced by the 
XOR operator (⊕), namely 
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𝑓(𝑿) =    𝑋 𝑋   Sy(5; {1. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋   Sy(5; {3. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋   Sy(5; {5. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ),                   
(88) 

We now employ formulas (12) and (9) to obtain to the following total Banzhaf 
powers:   

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑓/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑓/𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡 𝑋   Sy(5; {1. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  ⊕

𝑋   Sy(5; {3. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑋   Sy(5; {5. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) =

(1)(𝐶(5, 1) + 𝐶(5, 3) − 𝐶(5, 5)) = 31 + 16 − 1 = 46.          (89)  

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑓/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑓/𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡   𝑋   Sy(5; {1. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) ⊕

𝑋   Sy(5; {5. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡   𝑋  Sy(5; {3. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) =

𝐶(5,1) + 𝐶(5,5) − 𝐶(5,3) = 31 + 1 − 16 = 16.                       (90) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 = (1) 𝑐(4, 0) + 𝑐(4, 2) + 𝑐(4, 4) = 1 + 6 + 1 = 8.        (91) 

Therefore, the vector of total Banzhaf power under no restriction is (the same as 
obtained in [33])  

𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [46 16   8   8   8     8     8] ,                                      (92) 

Now, we consider the case where the coalition 𝑋 𝑋  is forbidden. We need to 
impose the constraint {𝑋 𝑋 = 0} on the function 𝑓(𝑿), which leads to replacing 
𝑓(𝑿) by another function, say 𝑔(𝑿). First, we construct the Boole-Shannon 
expansion of 𝑓(𝑿) w.r.t. the two variables 𝑋   and 𝑋 , namely 

𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕
(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 ) 𝑋 𝑋 .         (93) 

𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑋   Sy(4; {3. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕

  𝑋   Sy(4; {2. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋   Sy(4; {1. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋  ⊕

  (𝑋  ⊕  𝑋   Sy(4; {4. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )) 𝑋 𝑋 . (94)          

Now we construct 𝑔(𝑿) so as to share all subfunctions with 𝑓(𝑿), with the 
exception of the subfunction w.r.t.  𝑋 𝑋 , which is nullified 

𝑔(𝑿) = 𝑋   Sy(4; {3. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

  𝑋   Sy(4; {2. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕   𝑋   Sy(4; {1. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

(𝟎) 𝑋 𝑋 . (95)          

We obtain the complementary function 𝑔(𝑿) by complementing each subfunction 
of 𝑔(𝑿), or by complementing each subfunction of 𝑓(𝑿) apart from the subfunction 
w.r.t.  𝑋 𝑋 , which is now asserted 
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 𝑔(𝑿) = 𝑋  ⊕ 𝑋  Sy(4; {0. .2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋  ⊕

𝑋   Sy(4{0. .1}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋  ⊕ 𝑋   Sy(4; {0}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

(𝟏) 𝑋 𝑋 . (96)          

Note also that the functions 𝑔(𝑿) and 𝑔(𝑿) are no longer unate; each of them is 
biform in 𝑋  and 𝑋 , but it remains monoform in the remaining variables. Since 
𝑔(𝑿) is no longer monotone in 𝑋  and 𝑋 , formulas (5) and (6) are the only valid 
formulas for computing 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) and  𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ). We use formula (5) to compute 
these two values as follows: 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 )(𝑔/𝑋 ))

= 𝑤𝑡 (  𝑋   Sy(4; {1. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 )( 𝑋  

⊕ 𝑋  Sy(4; {0. .2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋

⊕ 𝑋  ⊕ 𝑋   Sy(4; {0. .1}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 )) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡  𝑋   Sy(4; {1. .2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 = 𝑐(4, 1) + 𝑐(4, 2) = 4 + 6 =

10.   (97) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 )(𝑔/𝑋 )) = 𝑤𝑡((  𝑋   Sy(4; {2. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 ) (  𝑋  ⊕

 𝑋   Sy(4; {0. .2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋  ⊕  𝑋  ⊕ 𝑋   Sy(4; {0}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 )) =

𝑤𝑡(  𝑋   Sy(4; {2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 ) = 𝑐(4, 2) = 6. (98) 

We also use formulas (12) and (9) to compute 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) and  𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) as follows: 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑔/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑔/𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡  Sy(4; {3. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕

  Sy(4; {2. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 ⊕  Sy(4; {1. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  𝑋 𝑋 − 𝑤𝑡(0) =

(1) 𝐶(4, 3) + 𝐶(4, 2) + 𝐶(4, 1) − 0 = 5 + 11 + 15 = 31.                       (99) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 = (1) 𝑐(3, 2) + 𝑐(3, 1) + 𝑐(3, 0) = 3 + 3 + 1 = 7.      (100) 

Throughout this paper, we systematically employed the Boole-Shannon 
expansion to derive the restricted function 𝑔(𝑿). Occasionally, we can resort to 
some ad hoc manipulation to obtain a shortcut, attain some simplicity, and save 
some effort. For our present example, we can rewrite 𝑓(𝑿) as 

  𝑓(𝑿) =  𝑋 𝑋    𝑋 ⊕ 𝑋  Sy(5; {1. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋   Sy(5; {3. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) ⊕ 𝑋 𝑋   (𝑋 𝑋  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ),                   (101) 

and then obtain 𝑔(𝑿) by imposing 𝑋 𝑋 = 0 in the first and third groups of terms 

and replacing  𝑋  Sy(5; {1. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) by  𝑋  Sy(4; {1. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) to 
obtain the simpler results 
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  𝑔(𝑿) =  𝑋 𝑋  𝑋  Sy(4; {1. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  ⊕   𝑋 𝑋   Sy(5; {3. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ),                   
(102) 

  𝑔(𝑿) =  𝑋 𝑋  𝑋  Sy(4; {0}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) ⊕   𝑋 𝑋   Sy(5; {0. .2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ).  
(103) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 )(𝑔/𝑋 )) =

𝑤𝑡((𝑋  𝑋  Sy(4; {1. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ))(  𝑋   Sy(5; {0. .2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ))) =

𝑤𝑡(𝑋  𝑋  Sy(4; {1, 2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )) = (1) (𝑐(4, 1) + 𝑐(4, 2)) = 4 + 6 = 10.   (104) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡((𝑔/𝑋 )(𝑔/𝑋 )) =

𝑤𝑡((  𝑋 𝑋   Sy(4; {2. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ))(𝑋 𝑋  Sy(4; {0}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) ⊕

  𝑋 𝑋   Sy(4; {0. .2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ))) = 𝑤𝑡( 𝑋 𝑋   Sy(4; {2}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 ) =

(1) 𝑐(4, 2) = 6. (105) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡(𝑔/𝑋 ) − 𝑤𝑡 𝑔/𝑋 = 𝑤𝑡(𝑋  𝑋  Sy(4; {1. .4}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  ⊕

𝑋   Sy(5; {3. .5}; 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )) − 𝑤𝑡(0) = 𝐶(4, 1) + 𝐶(5, 3) = 15 + 16 = 31. 
(106) 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑤𝑡 = (1) 𝑐(3, 0) + (1) 𝑐(4, 2) = 1 + 6 = 7.   (107) 

Finally, the vector of total Banzhaf power under the restriction (𝑋 𝑋 = 0) is (the 
same as obtained in [33])  

𝑻𝑩𝑷 =  [31 10   6   7   7     7     7] .                                      (108) 

The power of voter 1 (the most powerful voter) reduced to 31/46 = 67.4% of its 
original value. Meanwhile, the powers of voters 2 and 3 (the ones who refused to 
share a coalition) reduced respectively to 10/16 = 62.5% and 6/8 = 75% of their 
original values. The power for each of the remaining voters experienced the least 
relative reduction of 7/8 = 87.5%. This means that the power of every voter 
decreased, though the decrease is more pronounced for voters refusing to share 
a coalition and also for more powerful voters. 

 A visual demonstration of the above results can be obtained from the probability 
sample spaces of Figs. 6-8.   
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Figure 6. Karnaugh map for the decision function of the unrestricted [7; 4, 2, 1, 1, 
1, 1, 1] voting system. The Banzhaf index 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 46 since there are 46 
swings from a blue cell to an adjacent red one across the 𝑋  boundary. 
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 𝑔(𝑿) 

Figure 7. Karnaugh map for the decision function of the [7; 4, 2, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1] 
voting system, with 𝑋 𝑋 = 0. Instead of omitting the domain 𝑋 𝑋 = 1, we forced 
its cells (colored yellow) to contain 0’s. The Banzhaf index of the first voter (the 
one with the largest weight) 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) reduced from 46 in Fig. 6 to 31 herein since 
there are now 31 swings from a blue cell to an adjacent red one across the 𝑋  
boundary. This power is significantly impaired (even more than that of 𝑋 , which is 
one of that voters that participated in causing the restriction). 
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Figure 8. The Karnaugh map of Fig. 7 redrawn to demonstrate that the Banzhaf 
index 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 10 since there are 10 swings from a blue cell to an adjacent red 
one across the 𝑋  boundary. 

 

7. Discussions 

We note that restrictions on coalition formation generally arise due to the 
presence of several sets of several voters each with these voters refusing to 
cooperate, i.e., with these voters rejecting any proposal to be together in the same 
coalition. For the sake of mathematical simplicity, and as a first cut at the problem, 
we limited our present exploration to the particular case when there is exactly a 
single set of exactly two voters who refuse to cooperate. This case might be 
partitioned into two sub-cases: 

(a) The case when the two voters considered constitute a minimal winning 
coalition (MWC), or a prime implicant of the unrestricted decision function 
𝑓(𝑿). Here, our examples in Sections 3 and 5 show (according to both the 
Banzhaf Index and the Public Good Index) that coalition restriction results 
in a decrease in the voting powers of the two non-cooperating voters, but 
produces no effect on the voting powers of the other voters. 

(b) The case when the two voters considered do not constitute a specific 
MWC, but they are parts of several MWCs. Here, our examples in 
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Sections 4 and 6 show (again according to both the Banzhaf Index and the 
Public Good Index) that coalition restriction results in a decrease in the 
voting powers of all voters, but this decrease is more pronounced for 
highly-weighted voters and for the two non-cooperating voters. 

Beside the qualitative similarity between the predictions of the Banzhaf Index and 
the Public Good Index for systems subject to restrictions on coalition formation, 
there is a quantitative agreement between these two indexes for a broad class of 
monotone voting systems, namely, the k-out-of-n voting systems. For these 
systems (whether they are unrestricted or restricted through denial of cooperation 
between two voters), the two indexes exactly agree in numerical value. 

We now consider the generalization of the subject of exploration from one of a 
restriction on the formation of a specific coalition between exactly two voters to 
one of several restrictions on the formation of coalitions that involve several voters 
each. In this latter case, we construct the Boole-Shannon expansion w.r.t. all the 
variables that appear in any of the forbidden coalitions. If there are 𝑘 such 
variables, then the Boole-Shannon expansion comprises 2  Boolean quotients. 
We then convert the decision function 𝑓(𝑿) into a restricted one 𝑔(𝑿) by nullifying 
each of the Boolean quotients w.r.t. any product that subsumes at least one of the 
forbidden coalitions, while leaving the remaining Boolean quotients intact. 

As an example, Fig. 9 displays the Karnaugh map for an unspecified eight-
member voting system with voters (𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  under the 
restrictions that neither of the three coalitions 𝑋 𝑋 , 𝑋 𝑋 , and 𝑋 𝑋  can be 
formed. We construct the Boole-Shannon expansion w.r.t. all the variables that 
appear in at least one of the three forbidden coalitions, namely the four variables 
𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , and 𝑋 . This expansion corresponds to partitioning the map into the 16 
sub-maps shown. Next, we nullify the eight yellow-pasted domains 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,  

𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 , 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 , and 

𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 , where each of these eight products subsumes at least one of the 
forbidden products 𝑋 𝑋 , 𝑋 𝑋 , and 𝑋 𝑋 . Actually, the eight nullified domains do 
not really exist in the exact sample space. Now, we compute the total Banzhaf 
power of any of the four variables 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , and 𝑋  by employing either formula 
(5) or formula (6). As for the four remaining variables 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , and 𝑋 , we have 
the liberty to compute the total Banzhaf power by any of the formulas (5), (6), or 
(9)-(15). 
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Figure 9. The Karnaugh map for an unspecified eight-member voting system with 
voters (𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 )  under the restrictions that coalitions 𝑋 𝑋 , 
𝑋 𝑋 , and 𝑋 𝑋  cannot be formed. We construct the Boole-Shannon expansion 
w.r.t. the four variables 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , and 𝑋 , (corresponding to partitioning the map 
into the 16 sub-maps shown) and then nullify the eight pasted-yellow domains 

𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,  𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 ,   𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 , 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 , 

and 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 𝑋 . Each of these eight products subsumes at least one of the 
products 𝑋 𝑋 , 𝑋 𝑋 , and 𝑋 𝑋 . Actually, the eight nullified domains do not really 
exist in the exact sample space.  
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8. Conclusions 

This paper is another major step within our ongoing project [12, 19, 21, 22, 28-30] 
that strives to construct a switching-algebraic theory for weighted voting systems. 
This forthcoming theory is naturally expected to be a complement, a supplement, 
or an enhancement rather than a replacement or a substitute of the more 
dominant and all-encompassing game-theoretic description of these systems. The 
paper achieved its purpose through the exploration of a prominent index of voting 
power, viz., the Banzhaf Index, as well as some related indices, such as the 
Public Good Index (PGI), with a stress on the case of a restriction on coalition 
formation. The paper attempts to make the most of the notable switching-
algebraic concept of Boolean quotients. Detailed, multiple, and visual solutions 
are offered for four prominent examples, each of which covered both unrestricted 

and restricted voting systems. Finally, we reiterate from [12] that we believe 
that after completing a few planned-for tasks, we will be able to tell the 
entire tale of voting systems from a purely switching-algebraic perspective. 

Appendix A: Boolean Quotients 

In this appendix, we deal with switching (two-valued Boolean) functions of the 
form 𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑓(𝑋 , 𝑋 , … , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , 𝑋 , … , 𝑋 ). We define a literal to be a letter or 
its complement, where a letter is a constant or a variable (which could be one of the 
aforementioned arguments 𝑋 , or an independent variable 𝑌). A Boolean term or 
product is a conjunction or ANDing of 𝑚 literals in which no letter appears more than 
once (no letter is irredundant). For 𝑚 = 1, a term is a single literal and for 𝑚 = 0, a 
term is the constant 1. Note that, according to this definition the constant 0 is not a 
term. Given a Boolean function 𝑓(𝑿) and a term t, the Boolean quotient of 𝑓 with 
respect to t, denoted by (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡), is defined to be the function formed from 𝑓(𝑿) by 
imposing the constraint {𝑡 = 1} explicitly on it [12, 30, 44-52], i.e.,  

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡 =  [𝑓(𝑿)] ,                                                                     (𝐴. 1) 

For example, if 𝑡 = 𝑋 𝑋  then 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡 = 𝑓(𝑋 , 1, … , 𝑋 , 0, 𝑋 , … , 𝑋 ), simply 
obtained by imposing 𝑋 𝑋 = 1, or substituting 𝑋 = 1 and 𝑋 = 0 in 𝑓(𝑿).  The 
Boolean quotient is also known as a ratio [79, 80], a subfunction [48, 52, 58, 81-83], 
or a restriction [12, 50, 84].  Definition (A.1) means that 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡 is the Boolean 
function which is equivalent to 𝑓(𝑿) whenever 𝑡  is equal to 1, and hence it can be 
obtained by forming the conjunction 𝑓(𝑿) ∧ 𝑡 of 𝑓(𝑿) and 𝑡, and then suppressing 𝑡 
from this conjunction [79]. The Boolean quotient 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡 is a function of the variables 
𝑿 except for any variable that appears in 𝑡. Brown [44] lists and proves several 
useful properties of Boolean quotients, of which we reproduce the following ones: 

𝑓(𝑿)/1 = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑌 = 𝑓(𝑿),                                                            (𝐴. 2) 
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𝑓(𝑿)/𝑠𝑡 = (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑠)/𝑡 = (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡)/𝑠 ,       for  𝑠𝑡 ≠ 0,                                   (𝐴. 3) 

𝑓(𝑿) ≤ 𝑔 (𝑿)  ⟹   𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡 ≤  𝑔(𝑿)/𝑡,          for n-variable functions 𝑓(𝑿) and 𝑔(𝑿) 
and an m-variable term t with 𝑚 ≤ 𝑛 ,        (𝐴. 4) 

𝑡 ∧ 𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑡 ∧ (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡),                                                                (𝐴. 5) 

𝑡̅ ∨ 𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑡̅ ∨ 𝑡 ∧ 𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑡̅ ∨ (𝑡 ∧ (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡) ) = 𝑡̅ ∨ (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡),                (𝐴. 6) 

𝑡 ∧  𝑓(𝑿)  ≤  𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡  ≤  𝑡̅ ∨ 𝑓(𝑿).                                                           (𝐴. 7) 

If the term 𝑡 implies the function 𝑓(𝑿), i.e., if 𝑡 = 𝑡 ∧  𝑓(𝑿), then [79] 

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑡 =  𝑓(𝑿)/(𝑡 ∧  𝑓(𝑿)) = 1.                                                 (A.8) 

The formation of a Boolean quotient commutes with the negation (complementation), 
ANDing (⋀), ORing (⋁), and XORing (⨁) operations (on Boolean functions of the 
same arguments or of different arguments 𝑿 and 𝒀), i.e. 

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ,                                                                 (A.9) 

(𝑓 (𝑿)   ⋀    𝑓 (𝒀))/𝑡  =   (𝑓 (𝑿)/𝑡)   ⋀    (𝑓 (𝒀) /𝑡),                                       (A.10) 
 

(𝑓 (𝑿)   ⋁    𝑓 (𝒀))/𝑡  =   (𝑓 (𝑿)/𝑡)   ⋁   (𝑓 (𝒀)/𝑡),                                         (A.11) 

(𝑓 (𝑿)   ⨁    𝑓 (𝒀))/𝑡  =   (𝑓 (𝑿)/𝑡)   ⨁   (𝑓 (𝒀)/𝑡).                                     (A.12) 

In this Appendix, we followed Brown [44] in denoting a Boolean quotient by an 
inclined slash (𝑓/𝑡). However, it is possible to denote it by a vertical bar (𝑓|𝑡) to 
stress the equivalent meaning (borrowed from conditional probability) of 𝑓 
conditioned by 𝑡 or 𝑓 given 𝑡. We hope that the inclined slash for the Boolean 
quotient (𝑓/𝑡) does not get confused with the one in (𝑿/𝑋 ) which denotes the 
vector 𝑿 with its 𝑋  component excluded. 

Two concepts quite related to that of the Boolean quotient are that of the Boole-
Shannon expansion [48, 50, 51, 54, 65], and the Boolean derivative (difference) [57, 
58]. In fact, the Boole-Shannon expansion might be deduced in terms of the Boolean 
quotient as follows:   

𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑓(𝑿) ⋀ (𝑋  ⋁ 𝑋 )  = 𝑓(𝑿) 𝑋    ⋁  𝑓(𝑿) 𝑋  = (𝑓(𝑿)/ 𝑋 )  𝑋   ⋁  (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) 
𝑋  = (𝑓(𝑿)/ 𝑋 )  𝑋   ⨁  (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) 𝑋 .                              (A.13) 

Note that it makes no difference to consider the Boole-Shannon expansion in 
(A.13) as the ORing (⋁) or XORing (⨁) of the two terms (𝑓(𝑿)/ 𝑋 )  𝑋  and 
(𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) 𝑋 , which are disjoint terms since the former contains the complemented 
literal  𝑋 , while the latter contains the un- complemented literal 𝑋 . Likewise, the 
Boolean derivative (difference) might be deduced as the XORing of two Boolean 
quotients as follows [57, 58] 
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(𝑿)
= (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⊕ (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ).                                         (A.14) 

Now, we show that orthogonality is preserved when Boolean quotients are 
introduced. Starting with two orthogonal functions 𝑓 (𝑿)  and 𝑓 (𝑿), i.e., with 

 𝑓 (𝑿)   ⋀   𝑓 (𝑿) = 0,                                                      (A.15) 

we obtain via (A.13) 

((𝑓 (𝑿)/ 𝑋 ) ⋀ 𝑋    ⋁  (𝑓 (𝑿)/𝑋 )  ⋀ 𝑋 )  ⋀  (𝑓 (𝑿)/ 𝑋 ) ⋀  𝑋   ⋁   (𝑓 (𝑿)/𝑋 ) 
⋀ 𝑋 ) = 0.  

(𝑓 (𝑿)/ 𝑋 ) ⋀ (𝑓 (𝑿)/ 𝑋 ) ⋀ 𝑋   ⋁  (𝑓 (𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⋀ (𝑓 (𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⋀ 𝑋 = 0, 

which can be shown to imply the orthogonality of the Boolean quotients of the 
original functions w.r.t  arbitrary literals  𝑋  or 𝑋 . 

(𝑓 (𝑿)/ 𝑋 ) ⋀ (𝑓 (𝑿)/ 𝑋 ) = 0,                                       (A.16a) 

(𝑓 (𝑿)/𝑋 ) ⋀ (𝑓 (𝑿)/𝑋 ) = 0.                                        (A.16b) 

A particular case of the above result (proved earlier in [12]) is that disjointness of a 
sum-of-products form is preserved by the construction of its Boolean quotient 
w.r.t. any pertinent term 𝑡. The sum-of-products (s-o-p) form ⋁ 𝐷   is disjoint if 
every two products 𝐷  and 𝐷  in it are disjoint (orthogonal), i.e.,  𝐷  ∧ 𝐷 =  0. 

Hence, we can assert disjointness preservation if we substitute 𝐷  for 𝑓 (𝑿) and 

𝐷  for 𝑓 (𝑿) in the above results in (A.16). 

The concept of Boolean quotients can play a crucial role in the formulation of a 
switching-algebraic theory for voting systems. Boolean-quotient formulas (5) and 
(6) express the Banzhaf voting powers for general voting systems that are not 
necessarily monotone, while Boolean-quotient formulas (10)-(15) express the 
Banzhaf voting powers for monotone voting systems. Many fundamental concepts 
of voting theory have Boolean-quotient interpretations, as we now show. 

A voter 𝑋  possesses veto power [9, 12, 85] if his/her support is necessary for the 
quota to be reached, and hence he/she is critical in every winning coalition. This 

happens when 𝑋  implies 𝑓(𝑿), i.e., 𝑋 𝑓(𝑿) = 0 or 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 0 (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 1). 
In this case  

𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑋  (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) = 𝑋   𝑔(𝑿/𝑋 ).                          (A.17) 

As a notable example of veto power, the decision function for the voting system of 
the United Nations Security Council (UNSC)  (with no members absent or 
abstaining) is given by  𝑓(𝑷; 𝑵) =   𝑃   𝑃   𝑃   𝑃   𝑃    𝑆𝑦(10; {4. .10}, 𝑵), wherein 
each of the five permanent members 𝑃   enjoys veto power. 
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A voter 𝑋  is a dummy voter [9,12, 21, 28, 86] iff he/she is not critical in any 
winning coalition, and hence the decision function 𝑓(𝑿) is independent of 

𝑋  (
(𝑿)

= 0), i.e., 

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 .                                             (A.18) 

A voter 𝑋  is a dictator [9, 12, 19, 87] iff his/her weight is equal to or greater than 
the quota (and hence strictly greater than half the sum of weights). This means 
that the single-voter coalition {𝑋 } is winning. A dictator has veto power while all 
other voters are dummies, so that the system decision is exactly his/hers (𝑓(𝑿) =

𝑋 ). In this case 

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 1 ≠ 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 0,        𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋     ∀   𝑖 ≠ 𝑚.            (A.19) 

Two voters 𝑋  and 𝑋  constitute a clique [19, 88] (𝑓(𝑿) = 𝑋 𝑋 ) iff each of them has 

veto power and all other voters are dummies, i.e., 

𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 1 ≠ 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 𝑋 = 0,     𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋     ∀  𝑘 ≠ 𝑖, 𝑘 ≠ 𝑗.     (A.20) 

Similarly, we can define a clique of three or more voters. If we assume 
𝑆𝑦(10; {4. .10}, 𝑵) = 1 in the decision function for the UNSC voting system, then 
the five permanent members constitute a clique.  

A distinct advantage of the Boolean quotient in voting theory is its utility in 
interpreting the concept of ‘desirability’ of a voter in terms of the formation of a 
winning coalition [6, 9, 89]. To decide whether a voter 𝑋  is comparable or not to 
another 𝑋 , we compute the Boolean quotient 𝐴 = 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 , which is a function of 

𝑿/𝑋 . We also compute the Boolean quotient 𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 , which is a function of 𝑿/𝑋 , 

and then replace each 𝑋  in it by 𝑋  to obtain 𝐴 =  (𝑓(𝑿)/𝑋 ) → , which is now a 

function of 𝑿/𝑋 . The two voters 𝑋  and 𝑋  are equally desirable (or equivalent) iff 

the two switching functions 𝐴   and 𝐴  are equal (𝐴 = 𝐴  𝑜𝑟 𝐴 ≥ 𝐴 ⋂  (𝐴 ≤ 𝐴 )). 

This happens when the decision function 𝑓(𝑿) is partially symmetric in 𝑋  and 𝑋 . 

The voter 𝑋  is more desirable than the voter 𝑋  iff 𝐴 ≥ 𝐴 , and vice versa. The 

two voters 𝑋  and 𝑋  are incomparable if neither 𝐴 ≥ 𝐴  nor 𝐴 ≤ 𝐴 . As a quick 

example, we consider the bi-cameral (vector-weighted) voting system:  

𝑓(𝑿) =  (𝑋   ∨    𝑋  )  (𝑋   ∨    𝑋 𝑋 ).                                         (A.21) 

Here, the two voters 𝑋  and 𝑋  are equally desirable (or equivalent), and so are 
the two voters 𝑋  and  𝑋 . The voter 𝑋  is more desirable than each of the voters 
𝑋  and 𝑋 . Each of the two voters 𝑋  and 𝑋  (of the first chamber) is incomparable 
to each of the three voters 𝑋 , 𝑋  and 𝑋  (of the second chamber). 
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Next, we consider a sophisticated yes-no voting system, namely the US federal 
voting system. In this system, the Boolean (or Bernoulli) variables 𝑃, 𝑉, 𝑆  and  𝐻  

represent the voting of the President, Vice-President, senator 𝑘 (member 𝑘 of the 
Senate) (1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 100), and member 𝑗 of the House of Representatives (1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤

435), which amount to a total of 537 distinct individual voters in the system. The 
decision function 𝑓 = 𝑓(𝑃, 𝑉, 𝑺, 𝑯) of this system is [30] 

𝑓 = 𝑃  𝑆𝑦(100; {67. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {290. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

𝑃 𝑉  𝑆𝑦(100; {51. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

           𝑃 𝑉 𝑆𝑦(100; {50. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯).                            (A.22) 

Relations of desirability among members of this sophisticated US federal voting 
system can be satisfactorily obtained via the Boolean-quotient machinery. A 
notable example of these relations (that might be anticipated in an intuitionistic 
fashion) is that a senator  𝑆  and a member of the House of Representatives  𝐻  

are incomparable [9]. The President 𝑃 is more desirable than any other individual 
voter. The Vice-President 𝑉 is incomparable to a member of the House of 
Representatives, and less desirable than any senator  𝑆  [9]. We now employ the 
above Boolean-quotient methodology to prove this latter relation. Specifically, we 
employ switching-algebraic techniques to calculate: 

 (𝑓/ 𝑆 ) →  = 𝑃  𝑆𝑦(99; {66. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 )   𝑆𝑦(435; {290. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

𝑃  𝑆   𝑆𝑦(99; {50. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 )   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

𝑃  𝑆  𝑆𝑦(99; {49. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 )   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯) 

= 𝑃  𝑆𝑦(99; {66. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 )   𝑆𝑦(435; {290. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

           𝑃 𝑆𝑦(100; {50. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯).                               (A.23)         

𝑓/𝑉 = 𝑃  𝑆𝑦(100; {67. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {290. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

           𝑃  𝑆𝑦(100; {50. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯).                       (A.24) 

We note that  𝑓/𝑉 in (A.24)  and   (𝑓/ 𝑆 ) →   in (A.23) are exactly the same with 

the sole exception of the appearance of the symmetric switching function (SSF) 
𝑆𝑦(100; {67. .100}, 𝑺) in the former and the SSF 𝑆𝑦(99; {66. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 ) in the 
latter. These two SSFs satisfy    

𝑆𝑦(100; {67. .100}, 𝑺) =  𝑆   𝑆𝑦(99; {67. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 ) ∨  𝑆  𝑆𝑦(99; {66. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 ) ≤

 𝑆   𝑆𝑦(99; {66. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 ) ∨  𝑆  𝑆𝑦(99; {66. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 ) = 𝑆𝑦(99; {66. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 ),  
(A.25) 

which automatically leads to the desired result that the Vice-President 𝑉 is less 
desirable than any senator  𝑆 , namely 
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𝑓/𝑉 ≤  (𝑓/ 𝑆 ) → .                                                  (A.26) 

In contrast to the Vice-President, the President 𝑃 is more desirable than any 
senator  𝑆 . To prove this, we compute 

 (𝑓/ 𝑆 ) →  =  𝑆   𝑆𝑦(99; {66. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 )   𝑆𝑦(435; {290. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

 𝑉  𝑆   𝑆𝑦(99; {50. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 )   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

𝑉  𝑆  𝑆𝑦(99; {49. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 )   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯).                     (A.27) 

𝑓/𝑃 =  𝑉  𝑆𝑦(100; {51. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

            𝑉 𝑆𝑦(100; {50. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯).                            (A.28) 

Thanks to the inequalities 

 𝑆   𝑆𝑦(99; {50. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 ) ≤ 𝑆𝑦(100; {51. .100}, 𝑺), 

 𝑆  𝑆𝑦(99; {49. .99}, 𝑺/ 𝑆 ) ≤ 𝑆𝑦(100; {51. .100}, 𝑺). 

we obtain the required result, namely 

 (𝑓/ 𝑆 ) →   ≤   𝑓/𝑃.                                                                 (A.29)  

Due to transitivity of desirability, we expect (A.26) and (A.29) to combine to assert 
that the President is more desirable than the Vice-President, a fact that we prove 
by computing  

 (𝑓/𝑃) → = 𝑃  𝑆𝑦(100; {51. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯) ∨ 

            𝑃 𝑆𝑦(100; {50. .100}, 𝑺)   𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯).                            (A.30) 

We note that  𝑓/𝑉 in (A.24)  and   (𝑓/𝑃) →   in (A. 30) are exactly the same with 
the sole exception of the appearance of the 𝑆𝑦(100; {67. .100}, 𝑺) 
 𝑆𝑦(435; {290. .435}, 𝑯) SSF in the former and the SSF  𝑆𝑦(100; {51. .100}, 𝑺)  
𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯) in the latter. These two SSFs obviously satisfy    

𝑆𝑦(100; {67. .100}, 𝑺) 𝑆𝑦(435; {290. .435}, 𝑯)   ≤   𝑆𝑦(100; {51. .100}, 𝑺)  
𝑆𝑦(435; {218. .435}, 𝑯). 

and hence, we obtain the required result. 

 𝑓/𝑉 ≤  (𝑓/𝑃) → .                                                    (A.31) 

Appendix B:  The k-out-of-n switching functions 

The k-out-of-n function (0 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛) is a monotonically non-decreasing symmetric 
switching function of characteristic set {𝑚| 𝑘 ≤ 𝑚 ≤ 𝑛} = {𝑘. . 𝑛}, and hence is 
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denoted 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿) [12, 50, 90-94]. It can also be viewed as a symmetric 
coherent threshold function with unit weights and a threshold equal to 𝑘, since 
 

{𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿) = 1}     𝑖𝑓𝑓      {∑  𝑋  ≥  𝑘}.                                 (B.1) 

The celebrated simple majority voting corresponds to 𝑘 being equal to the ceiling of 
(𝑛 + 1)/2. No lower value of 𝑘 should be permitted practically due to the 
requirement that 𝑘 not allowed to be less than half the sum 𝑛 of weights. Higher 
values of 𝑘 allow modeling the systems of super-majority such as the ones with 
quotas of two thirds or four fifths. Note that in (B.1) the symbol 𝑛 retains its natural 
role in designating the number of variables (components or elements), while the 
symbol 𝑘 depicts the threshold or quota, as expected. This is contrary to widespread 
usage [18, 20, 24, 26, 95, 96], wherein a threshold system is inadvertently renamed 
as a weighted k-out-of-n system, and the symbol 𝑘 assumes the role of the number 
of components while the symbol 𝑛 deviates from its customary meaning to usurp the 
role of the threshold. With this unfortunate renaming, you can hear of the ridiculous 
name of a weighted 9-out-of-5 system, which defies the streamlined logic of the 
English language. 

 The Boole-Shannon expansion for the k-out-of-n function about any of its variables 
𝑋   (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛)  can be stated as follows [90-94]  

𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿)  =   𝑋   𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 )   ∨     𝑋   𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {(𝑘 −
1). . (𝑛 − 1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 ),   (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛),                       (B.2) 

 
The expansion (B.2) can be recursively applied till one of the following boundary 
conditions is reached: 
 

𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {0. . 𝑛}; 𝑿) =   1,                                                  (B.3) 
 

𝑆𝑦(𝑛;  𝝓 ; 𝑿) =   0,                                                   (B.4) 
 

where {0. . 𝑛} = 𝑰  = {0, 1, 2, … , 𝑛} is the universe of discourse for the first (𝑛 + 1) 
non-negative integers, and 𝝓 = {} is the empty set (null set or set with no elements). 
 
The two terms in the RHS of (B.2) are disjoint since 𝑋   appears in the first term 
while 𝑋  appears in the second. Therefore, it is legitimate to replace the OR 
operator (∨) by an XOR operator (⊕) in (B.2), namely 

𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿)  =   𝑋   𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 )   ⊕     𝑋   𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {(𝑘 −
1). . (𝑛 − 1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 ),   (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛),                       (B.5) 

 
Hence, the Boolean derivative of the k-out-of-n function w.r.t. 𝑋   is readily obtained 
as another symmetric switching function given by 

 ( ;{ .. };𝑿) =   𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 ) ⊕   𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 −

1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 ) ,     (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛),                       (B.6) 
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( ;{ .. };𝑿) =  𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {𝑘 − 1}; 𝑿/𝑋 ),      (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛).                       (B.7) 

The total Banzhaf power for each element of a k-out-of-n voting system is given 
by the weight of this function, namely 

𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = 𝑐(𝑛 − 1, 𝑘 − 1),      (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛),                                (B.8) 

where the function 𝑐(𝑛, 𝑘) denotes the binomial (combinatorial) coefficient, 
labelled as 𝑛 𝑐ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑒 𝑘 , or the number of ways of choosing 𝑘 out of 𝑛 objects 
when repetition is not allowed, and order does not matter.  For comparison, we 
note that the weight of the k-out-of-n function (0 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛) is given by  
 

𝑤𝑡 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿) =  𝐶(𝑛, 𝑘) =  ∑  𝑐(𝑛, 𝑚) ,                                       (B.9) 

where the upper–case 𝐶(𝑛, 𝑘) denotes the cumulative combinatorial coefficient 
[12]. The normalized total Banzhaf power for each element of a k-out-of-n voting 
system is given by 

𝑁𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) = ,       (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛),                                             (B.10) 

In retrospect, we note that we might not have really needed to carry out the 
aforementioned detailed calculations, because we could have deduced directly 
from the symmetry of the k-out-of-n voting system that the power of the voters is 
going to be equal.  

Since the function 𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿) is monotonically non-decreasing, its 0-
subfunction implies its 1-subfunction, i.e.,  

𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 )  ≤  𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 − 1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 ),   (B.11) 

and hence it can be rewritten as 

𝑆𝑦(𝑛; {𝑘. . 𝑛}; 𝑿)  = 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {𝑘. . (𝑛 − 1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 )   ∨     𝑋   𝑆𝑦(𝑛 − 1; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 −
1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 ),   (1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤  𝑛),                       (B.12) 

Note that 𝑋  appears solely as un-complemented in (B.12). The public good 
index (PGI) is the number of prime implicants in which 𝑋  appears, and hence it is 
the number of prime implicants of the (𝑘 − 1)-out-of-(𝑛 − 1) function 𝑆𝑦(𝑛 −
1; {(𝑘 − 1). . (𝑛 − 1)}; 𝑿/𝑋 ),  which is the binomial coefficient. 𝑐(𝑛 − 1, 𝑘 − 1). This 
result means that 𝑃𝐺𝐼(𝑋 ) is exactly equal to 𝑇𝐵𝑃(𝑋 ) for an unrestricted k-out-of- 
n system. 
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