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ABSTRACT

In Approval-Based Committee (ABC) voting, each voter lists the
candidates they approve and then a voting rule aggregates the in-
dividual approvals into a committee that represents the collective
choice of the voters. An extensively studied class of such rules is
the class of ABC scoring rules, where each voter contributes to
each possible committee a score based on the voter’s approvals.
We initiate a study of ABC voting in the presence of constraints
about the general context surrounding the candidates. Specifically,
we consider a framework in which there is a relational database
with information about the candidates together with integrity con-
straints on the relational database extended with a virtual relation
representing the committee. For an ABC scoring rule, the goal is
to find a committee of maximum score such that all integrity con-
straints hold in the extended database.

We focus on two well-known types of integrity constraints in re-
lational databases: tuple-generating dependencies (TGDs) and de-
nial constraints (DCs). The former can express, for example, de-
sired representations of groups, while the latter can express con-
flicts among candidates. ABC voting is known to be computation-
ally hard without integrity constraints, except for the case of ap-
proval voting where it is tractable. We show that integrity con-
straints make the problem NP-hard for approval voting, but we
also identify certain tractable cases when key constraints are used.
We then present an implementation of the framework via a reduc-
tion to Mixed Integer Programming (MIP) that supports arbitrary
ABC scoring rules, TGDs and DCs. We devise heuristics for op-
timizing the resulting MIP, and describe an empirical study that
illustrates the effectiveness of the optimized MIP over databases in
three different domains.

1 INTRODUCTION

In Approval-Based Committee (ABC) voting, each voter states their
approved set of candidates, and the goal is to aggregate all voter
approvals into a choice of a winning committee (or several alterna-
tive winning committees) of some specified size [27, 29]. The ag-
gregation method is called an ABC rule. In this work, we focus on
a class of ABC rules that has been extensively studied, namely the
ABC scoring rules: every voter contributes a score to every set of
candidates of the specified size, and a set of candidates is a winning
committee if it accumulates the highest score; moreover, the score
of a voter is determined by two numbers: the number of commit-
tee members approved by the voter and the total number of candi-
dates approved by the voter [28]. As a special case, in a Thiele rule
the score is determined only by the number of committee mem-
bers approved [38]. The class of Thiele rules includes such exten-
sively studied rules as (Proportional) Approval Voting ((P)AV) and
Chamberlin-Courant (CC).
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A winning committee should often satisfy criteria beyond hav-
ing the highest voter support. For example, it may need to feature
a set of skills so that it can properly function, must avoid conflicts
among members, must provide sufficient representation of differ-
ent voter groups, must avoid over-representing of other groups,
and so on. There is a significant body of work on multi-winner
elections (including ABC), where each candidate is associated with
a set of attributes (e.g., political party and gender) and where diver-
sity constraints stating the legal quantities of occurrences for each
attribute value can be phrased [10, 14, 30, 32, 34]. Aziz et al. [2] ini-
tiated a line of research on ABC with Justified Representation (JR)
that requires all voter sets that are large and cohesive to be well-
represented in the committee. The exact meaning of being large,
cohesive, and well-represented differs between JR and stronger ver-
sions, such as Extended Justified Representation (EJR) [2], Propor-
tional Justified Representation (PJR) [3], and the more recent EJR+
and PJR+ [12]. Yang and Wang [42] represented candidates as ver-
tices of a graph and studied versions of multi-winner voting (dif-
ferent from ABC voting) that involve committees constrained to
possess some subgraph property, such as being independent (e.g.,
no conflicts) or connected. Masafik et al. [32] take a combined ap-
proach that considers both diversity and fair representation, utiliz-
ing constraints with matroid structure. Similarly, Mavrov et al. [33]
study fairness properties of general constraints over the legal com-
mittees. In addition, committee voting can be viewed as a special
case of participatory budgeting, where the committee members can
be seen as projects with different costs, and the goal is to decide
on a set of projects (committee) that meets a given budget [13]; for
this problem, various constraints have been studied, referring to
dependencies between projects [22, 35].

The above rich literature on constraints in committee voting has
been so far restricted to limited knowledge about the candidates,
mainly in the form of labels (membership in groups). Consequently,
the constraint formalisms have been restricted to low-level ones,
such as direct relationships between committee members or cardi-
nality requirements on label occurrences. Yet, the labels and rela-
tionships are naturally derived from contextual knowledge about
the candidates, such as different types of relationships between
candidates and between their associated entities. To use existing
tools and voting algorithms, we need to translate the user’s re-
quirements to these formalisms. This leads to several challenges.
First, it is not clear which types of user constraints are expressible
in the low-level formalisms. Second, even if a translation exists, it
might be inefficient. Third, by ignoring the patterns that lead to
low-level constraints, we might lose opportunities for efficient al-
gorithms that can rely on these patterns.

In this work, we propose an approach to extend the treatment of
constraints in committee voting by providing users with fragments
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of First-Order Logic to phrase committee constraints, referring to
the whole contextual knowledge surrounding the candidates. To
this aim, we initiate a study of ABC voting in the presence of
contextual constraints by making a connection to database theory.
In our framework, there is a relational database with information
about the candidates; moreover, there are integrity constraints on
this relational database, extended with a virtual relation Com that
represents the committee. Given an ABC scoring rule, the goal is
to find a committee of maximum score such that all integrity con-
straints at hand are held in the extended database.

We illustrate the framework by focusing on two fundamental
and widely used types of integrity constraints in the context of re-
lational databases: tuple-generating dependencies (TGDs) [6] and
denial constraints (DCs) [7]. The former can express, for example,
representations of groups (or representation of a group under the
condition that another group is represented), while the latter can
express various conflicts among candidates.

It is well known that TGDs and DCs are expressible in first-order
logic. As such, they cannot express diversity constraints that in-
volve ranges of occurrences of attribute values or constraints re-
quiring that large and cohesive sets are well represented (actually,
the latter seem to require the use of second-order logic). However,
our framework supports a rich collection of constraints that go
well beyond constraints on the attributes of a single relation, be-
cause TGDs and DCs can express complex relationships among
candidates that involve multiple relations of a full database.

Our framework is akin to the framework of election databases [24,
25], which use the virtual WINNER relation in single-winner elec-
tions with incomplete voter data. There is, however, a major dif-
ference between the two frameworks: in these earlier papers, the
database has no impact on the election, but it is used to query
the possible outcomes; in contrast, here we use the database and
the constraints to determine the winning committee (and defer the
study of query answering in our framework to future work).

After describing the framework, we present a preliminary com-
plexity analysis. It is known that (unconstrained) ABC voting is
computationally hard for every Thiele rule, except for AV [4, 37].
Not surprisingly, integrity constraints make the problem NP-hard
for AV. Yet, our complexity analysis illustrates that by being aware
of the integrity constraints that hold in the external database, we
can identify tractable special cases (e.g., by reduction to min-cost
max-flow). We then develop an implementation of the framework
through a reduction to Mixed Integer Programming (MIP) that ap-
plies to arbitrary ABC scoring rules, TGDs and DCs. We also present
three heuristics for optimizing the MIP. Finally, we report on an
empirical study on three different domains: political elections, ho-
tels, and movies. We draw conclusions on the effectiveness of the
optimizations, as well as the effect of various parameters on the
performance of the MIP: the database constraints, the number of
voters and candidates, the committee size, and the scoring rule of
choice.

2 PRELIMINARIES
We begin by introducing basic concepts and notation.

Approval-Based Committee voting. In Approval-Based Commit-
tee (ABC) voting, we have a set C = {cy,...,cm} of candidates, a

set V = {v1,...,0,} of voters, an approval profile A : V — 2C that
maps every voter v; to a set A(v;) C C of candidates, and a desired
committee size k. An ABC rule determines which k-subsets of C
(i.e., sets of k candidates) are the winning committees. As a special
case, an ABC scoring rule [28] is defined by a function f(x,y) that
determines the score contributed to a committee B by a voter v
who approves a total of y candidates where x of them are in B. For-
mally, the winning committees by f are the k-subsets B of C that
maximize scoref(B) := Yoy f(|BN A(v)],|A(v)]). We make the
usual assumption that f(x,y) > f(x’,y) if x > x” (more approved
members do not lower the score).

The class of ABC scoring rules generalizes the class of Thiele
rules [38] where f(x,y) is a non-decreasing function w(x) that de-
pends only on the number of approved candidates in the commit-
tee. Examples include Approval Voting (AV) where w(x) = x (i.e,
the score contributed by a voter is the number of approved candi-
dates), Proportional Approval Voting (PAV) where w(x) = X7, 1/i
(i.e., the ith approved candidate increases the voter’s score by 1/i),
and Chamberlin-Courant (CC) where w(x) = min(x, 1) (i.e., the
score is 1 if the committee includes one or more approved candi-
dates). An ABC scoring rule that is not a Thiele rule is SAV (Sat-
isfaction Approval Voting), where f(x,y) = x/y (ie., the number
of approved committee members divided by the total number of
candidates approved by the voter).

It has been established that finding a winning committee is com-
putationally hard for all Thiele rules, except for AV where the prob-
lem is straightforward. More precisely, after Aziz et al. [4] proved
hardness for common Thiele rules, Skowron et al. [37, Theorem 5]
proved a general result: for every Thiele rule it is NP-complete to
decide whether there is a committee with a score above a given
threshold, with the exception of the rules where w(x) is linear in
x (ie., rules equivalent to AV).

Relational databases. A relational schema S consists of a finite
collection of relation symbols R, each associated with an arity k.
A database D over the schema S associates a finite relation RP
of k-tuples to each k-ary relation symbol R. A constraint over a
relational schema S is a formula in some logical formalism (e.g.,
first-order logic) with relation symbols in S. We write D | y to
denote that the database D satisfies the constraint y. If T is a set of
constraints, then D |= T denotes that D satisfies every constraint
in I'. Next, we discuss two fundamental classes of constraints.

An atomic formula has the form R(zy,..., ;) or of the form
71072, where R is a k-ary relation symbol, each 7; is either a con-
stant or a variable, and 6 is a predefined comparison operator (e.g.,
=, <, > and so on). We call R(zy, . . ., 73 ) a relational atom and 11072
a comparison atom. A denial constraint (DC) is an expression of the
form

Vi[=(e(X) Ay(¥))]

where ¥ is a sequence of variables, ¢(X) is a conjunction of re-
lational atoms, and /(X) is a conjunction of comparison atoms
(where all variables belong to X) [7]. Note that every key constraint
and, more broadly, every functional dependencyis a DC. In particu-
lar, if R is a k-ary relation symbol, then by saying thati € {1,...,k}
is a key attribute of R we mean that the databases D of interest must
satisfy the DC asserting that no two distinct tuples in R agree on
the i-th attribute.



Approvals: v3:  Ann, Eva
u1:  Ann, Dave v4: Cale
vg:  Ann, Bob, Dave  ©5: Bob, Dave
Topic  Supervise Author Pub
name || advisor advised | | author pub || pub topic
Al Ann Bob Ann p1 pl ML
ML Bob Fred Ann p2 p2 PL
0s Cale Eva Bob p1 p3 0s
PL Dave Fred Bob p3 p4 Al
Cale p4 p5 0s
Dave p5

Figure 1: ABC voting with external context.

A tuple-generating dependency (TGD) has the form

Vilp(%) — Y (X 9],
where X and g are disjoint sequences of variables and ¢(¥) and
(X, ) are conjunctions of relational atoms [6]. TGDs generalize
common constraints like inclusion constraints; for example, in the
database of Figure 1, the DC
Vx, y[Author(x, y) — Jz[Pub(y,z)]

requires every publication in the Author relation to occur in the
Pub relation. Note that ¢(X) can be an empty conjunction, hence a
tautology (meaning that 35[/ (X, )] should hold unconditionally),
and we denote such ¢(X) by true.

3 ABC VOTING IN THE PRESENCE OF
CONSTRAINTS

Consider an approval profile A over a set C of candidates. Suppose
that we have information about the candidates in a database D over
a schema S. We view D as providing external context about the
candidates. We would like to be able to express constraints on the
desired committee, so that we restrict the collection of eligible com-
mittees to those that satisfy the given constraints. Towards this
goal, we regard the constraints as ordinary database constraints
on an extended schema Sy defined to be the schema S augmented
with a new relation symbol Com/1 that represents a hypothetical
committee. (We assume that S itself does not contain any relation
symbol with the name Com.) Given a database D and a set B of
candidates, we write D[B] to denote the database over Sy that
consists of D and of the relation B interpreting the relation symbol
Cowm. Thus, RPIB] .= RD for every relation symbol R of S, and
ComPIBl .= B.

An ABC setting with external context is a tuple of the form
(V,C, Ak, f,S,D,T) where, (V,C, A Kk, f) is an ordinary ABC set-
ting with the objective of finding a committee of size k under the
ABC scoring rule f; D is a database over the schema S; and T is
a set of constraints over the schema S;. A legal committee is a k-
subset B of C such that D[B] |= T. A winning legal committee is
a legal committee B such that scores(B) is maximum among all
legal committees B’. An external constraint is a constraint over Sy.
This work focuses on DCs and TGDs.

Example 3.1. The approval profile of Figure 1 (top) has V =
{v1,...,05} and C = {Ann,Bob, Cale, Dave, Eva}. Assume that we

seek a Program Committee (PC) for a conference. The relations in
the figure give information about candidate publications and ad-
visory relationships. The following DC states that the PC cannot
include both a person and the advisor of that person.
Vei, ca[~(Supervise(cy, c2) A Com(cq) A Com(cz))].

For k = 3 and AV, the committee {Ann, Bob, Dave} is illegal, since
Ann is the advisor of Bob. Note that every set of three candidates
(among the five) is a legal committee, as long as it does not include
both Ann and Bob or both Dave and Eva. The reader can verify that
B = {Ann, Cale,Dave} is a winning committee with scoreay (B) =
242+1+1+1=7. m]

Example 3.2. Continuing the running example, the TGD
Vit [Topic(t) — e, p[Author(c, p) A Pub(p,t) A COM(C)]]
states that the committee has at least one member with a publica-
tion on each topic.
One can also include a specific TGD stating that at least one
committee member should have both ML and PL publications (say,
since the blend is central to the conference):

true — Hc, f,g[Author(c,f) A Author(c, g)A
Pub(f,ML) A Pub(g,PL) A Com(c)]

For k = 3 and AV as the voting rule, the reader can verify that
the winning committee is {Ann, Bob, Dave}, since the three mem-
bers cover all topics and, moreover, Ann published both ML and PL
papers (namely p1 and p2). Finally, the rule

Ve, c2 [Supervise(cl, c2) A Com(c1) A Com(cp) —
Ip[Author(c1, p) A Pub(p, ML)]]

states that we allow for supervision between committee members
only if the supervisor published in ML. m]

4 COMPLEXITY STUDY

We now discuss the complexity of ABC in the presence of con-
straints. We focus on AV, which is the only Thiele rule where there
is hope for a tractability result, since finding a winning committee
is NP-hard under every other Thiele rules [4, 37]. Our analysis is
carried out by considering specific patterns of schemas and con-
straints. We adopt the notion of data complexity [39], where we
assume that the schema and constraints are fixed and the input
consists of the remaining components. In particular, every combi-
nation of a schema & and set T of constraints gives rise to a sepa-
rate computational problem. We begin with a result about TGDs.

THEOREM 4.1. Lett > 1 be a fixed integer, and let S be a schema
consisting of the unary relation symbols Ry, . .., R; and of the binary
relation symbols Sy, . .., St. Assume thatT consists of the constraints

Vx[Ri (x) = 3c[Si(e,x) A COM(C)]] ,
where 1 < i < t. Ift < 2 and if the first attribute of each S; is a
key attribute, then a winning committee under AV can be found in

polynomial time. In every other case, it is NP-complete to determine
whether a legal committee exists.

The constraint Yx[R;(x) — Jc[Si(c, x) A Com(c)]] asserts that
for every x in R;, there is a committee member that relates to x via
S;; for example, for every state x, at least one committee member
c lives in x. The tractability part of the theorem can be proved by



translating our framework to that of Bredereck et al. [10]. Specif-
ically, the combination of AV and the specific constraints for < 2
induce a diversity specification for committee voting with labeled
candidates, where the labeling is 2-laminar and the scoring func-
tion is separable. In the Appendix, we give a direct proof by show-
ing a greedy algorithm in the case of t+ = 1, and a reduction to
minimum-cost maximum flow [19] for t = 2.

Hardness is proved by reductions from minimum set cover (in
the absence of key constraints) and from exact matching by 3-sets
(to account for key constraints). The message of Theorem 4.1 is
twofold. First, the problem of finding a legal committee of maxi-
mum score can be hard even for simple constraints, regardless of
the voting rule. Second, being cognizant of the key constraints in
the database can reduce the complexity of the problem and give
rise to polynomial-time algorithms. The following states a result
of a similar flavor for DCs.

THEOREM 4.2. Let S be a schema that contains a binary relation
R, and assume that T consists of the single DC

Vey, Cz,x[—!(COM(Cl) A Com(ca) A
R(c1,x) AR(cg,x) Aer # cz)]
If the first attribute of R is a key attribute, then a winning com-

mittee under AV can be found in polynomial time. Otherwise, it is
NP-complete to determine whether a legal committee exists.

The DC in Theorem 4.2 asserts that no two distinct candidates
can participate in the committee if they have a common neighbor
in R (e.g., they are affiliated with the same university). The tractabil-
ity part is proved by reducing the problem to the unconstrained
version of ABC with the AV rule. The hardness part is proved with
a reduction from the maximum independent set problem.

5 MIXED INTEGER PROGRAMMING
IMPLEMENTATION

As often done for intractable election problems in computational
social choice [15, 16, 26, 29, 40], we present a Mixed Integer Pro-
gram (MIP) to find a winning committee in the presence of TGDs
and DCs.! (Interestingly, this approach is also used in Computa-
tional Social Choice for theoretical upper bounds, typically Fixed
Parameter Tractability [8, 25, 41].) Recall that the problem instance
has the form (V,C, A, k, f, S, D,T') and that the goal that is to find

a legal committee B of maximum score. Let C = {cy,...,cm} and
V=A{oy,...,om}.

5.1 Variables

The program uses the following variables.

® z1,...,2zm take values in {0, 1}, where z; = 1 denotes that
cj is selected for the committee (i.e., c; € B).
® uj,...,up take values in the domain N of the natural num-

bers, where u; gives the number |B N A(v;)| of candidates
in the committee approved by voter v;.

® si,...,Sp take non-negative real numbers, where s; gives
the contribution f(|B N A(v;)|,|A(v;)|) of voter v; to the
committee.

! Another possibility would have been to use a Max-SAT solver, as suggested before
on approval voting [5, 31], though we are not aware of reported empirical results for
this approach.

5.2 Winning Committee without Constraints

To find a winning committee without constraints, we formulate a
MIP similar to the formulation proposed by Dudycz et al. [16].

n

Maximize Zsi subject to: (1)
i=1
m
Yo, € V: ZZ]ZH,’ ZZj:k
cjeA(v;) Jj=1

Vo, e V,k € [k] : i < |K —ui| - M+ f(K',|A()])  (2)

Here, M is a number greater than f(k, |A(v)|) for allo € V, and
[k] = {0,...,k}. We use a standard technique to eliminate the
absolute value |k’ — u;| from our MIP. Let ¢ = k’ — y;. Note that
[t| < k+1.Let b € {0,1}, where b = 1 denotes that z > 0 (and
b = 0 denote z < 0), and let t*,t~ € Z5(. We add the constraint
t = tt — t7. We also add the constraint 0 < t* < b - (k+ 1) to
assure that t* =t if b = 1; otherwise t* = 0. We use a symmetrical
constraint 0 < ¢~ < (1-b)-(k+1) sothatt~ =t if b = 0; otherwise
t~ = 0. Finally, we replace |k’ — u;| with t* +¢~.

5.3 Incorporating TGDs

Next, we add the TGDs of T’ to the MIP. Consider a TGD 7 € T.
Since 7 is a TGD over the extended schema S, it is of the form

Vf[(qo’(:’c') A Com(x]) A ... A Com(xg)) —

5[y’ (%) A Com(y)) A ... A cOm(y;)]],

where x’,...,x" are distinct variables in ¥, and y;, el yl, are dis-

1o
tinct variables iqn X and g, and the expressions ¢’ and ¢/’ are con-
junctions of relational atoms from S (hence, they do not include
the Com relation).

Let A; be the set of all assignments a of values from D to the
variables of X so that ¢’ («(¥X)) holds in D, where a (%) is the tu-
ple obtained from X by replacing every variable x with the value
a(x). For a € Az, let Bla] := {oc(x;.) | j=1,...,q}. For illustra-
tion, if 7 is the first TGD of Example 3.2, then A, will include the
assignment a = {t +> ML} since Topic(ML) is true in the database
of Figure 1; here, B[] is empty since the TGD has no occurrences
of CoM (but it would not be empty for the last TGD of Example 3.2).
Note that the premise of 7 holds for « if and only if B[«] consists
of only candidates, and each of them is in the committee. If B[«]
includes a value that is not a candidate, we ignore a. Hence, as-
sume that B[a] C C. We add to the MIP a variable b, € {0, 1} that
is intended to take value 1 if and only if B[«a] is a subset of the
committee.

For a € Ay, let ext(a) be the set of all extensions f of a to an
assignment (of values from D) to the variables of ¥ and 3 such that
V' (B(X), B(¥)) holds in D. Let B[f] := {ﬂ(y;) | j=1,...,¢}. For

illustration, in our example the assignment

p={t—MLp+ pl,c+— Ann}
is in ext(a), and B[] = {Ann}. We add a variable bg € {0,1} such
that b’g can be 1 only if the conclusion of the TGD holds, that is,
B[f] is a subset of the committee.



The following constraints ensure the correctness of the b, and
bg, and also that every « has an extension f that satisfies the con-
clusion of the TGD (hence the TGD holds).

VaeAr: |Bla]] by < sz < |Bla]| + be — 1
cj€B[a]
Vae A peext@: [BIfll by < >z
c;€Bp)
VaeAr: be < ) bp
Peext(a)

5.4 Incorporating DCs

Finally, we add the DCs of T to the MIP. If § is such a DC, then it
is of the form

VE[-(¢" (F) AP/ (R) A Com(x]) A... ACom(x))],  (3)

where x{, .. ,’]
¢’ and ¥’ are conjunctions of relational atoms from S. Let Ag
be the set of all assignments « such that ¢’ (¥) A ¢’ (X) holds in
D. For a € Ag, let Bla] = {a(x;.) | j=1,...,q}. To enforce the

satisfaction of the DC, we need to ensure that the committee does

., x;, are distinct variables in X, and the expressions

not contain any B[a]. Hence, we add the following constraints to
the MIP:

Va e Ags :

=

>z < |Blal| (4

cjeBla]

5.5 Optimizations

We described a MIP for finding a winning committee under TGDs
and DCs. As expected, the MIP may have a high execution cost due
to the large number of variables and constraints. Next, we describe
several optimizations of the MIP that we found highly beneficial in
our experiments. These optimizations decrease the size of the pro-
gram and have a twofold benefit: they reduce both the construction
time and the solving time of the MIP. We study the benefit of these
optimizations in the empirical study of the next section.

Grouping similar voters. Voters may have identical approval pro-
files, especially if the number of candidates is relatively small. We
group together candidates with the same profile and treat each
group as a single weighted voter (0], u}), where y! is the number
of voters v grouped together for having the same approval A(v),
which becomes A(v]). This means that V consists now of the o],
and the program remains unchanged except for line (1) where we
replace the objective .7, s; with Zlel Ui - Si.

Pruning infeasible scores. Recall the constraint (2) of the MIP.
This constraint is applied to every k’ = 0,...,k to force that s;
takes the value f(|B N A(v;)|, |A(v;)|). This rule gives a nontrivial
inequality only when k’ = |B N A(v;)|. In particular, the rule is
meaningless if k” > |A(v;)|, and can be skipped. Hence, in the con-
straint (2) we replace k with min(k, |A(v;)|). This optimization tar-
gets voters v; with |A(v;)| < k, which we encountered frequently.

Contracting DC constraints via hypercliques. This optimization
concerns the constraints for enforcing the DCs. For simplicity sake,

suppose first that ¢ = 2 in the definition of § in (4). Define the con-
flict graph of § to be the undirected graph G where C is the set of
nodes, and there is an edge between every pair of candidates that
violates §. Then, the process of adding constraints can be viewed
as iteratively eliminating an edge e of G by adding the constraint
in (4) for e = B[], until no edges remain. The insight we use is
that if U is a clique of G, then we can eliminate all of the edges
between vertices of U with a single constraint: ch cu < 2.2 With
that, we contract multiple constraints into a single one. Hence, we
can reduce the total number of constraints by iteratively eliminat-
ing maximal cliques U, instead of individual edges e, until no edges
are left in G. A common example where this optimization is use-
ful is the case that ¢ forbids two candidates from the same party
under some party definition (e.g., the parties of authors of publica-
tions on the same topic in Figure 1); in this case, each party forms
a clique of the conflict graph.

Any algorithm for finding (maximal) cliques can be used for
this optimization. We used a simple greedy approach in our experi-
ments, but one can deploy here efficient algorithms that guarantee
a coverage of the edges by the minimum number of cliques [21].

Beyond g = 2, we use the known concept of a conflict hyper-
graph instead of a conflict graph, where the hyperedges are the
conflicting candidate sets. Assume that each conflicting set B[«]
consists of g candidates, that is, no equality between candidates is
allowed. Then the conflict hypergraph is g-uniform and we con-
tract a set of MIP constraints by eliminating a hyperclique: a set U
of vertices where every subset of size q is a hyperedge. The con-
straint is then che U <q

6 EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

We now describe our implementation of the framework and report
on the experiments conducted. The goal is to explore the feasibility
of the framework via the MIP implementation over realistic data, as
well as the effect of the optimizations and of the various parameters
of the problem.

The implementation? is programmed in Python3 with SQLite3
as the database engine and Gurobi [20] as the MIP solver. All ex-
periments were conducted on a machine with 512GB RAM and 64
Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6130 2.10GHz CPUs with 16 cores running
Ubuntu 20.04.6 LTS. Due to the number of measurements, each
number describes a single run. Note that we consistently use a log-
arithmic scale on the y-axis.

6.1 Datasets and Problem Instances

We used datasets from three domains: political elections, hotels,
and movies. Next, we describe the approval profile, external con-
texts, and integrity constraints. For each dataset, we imposed one
DC and one TGD, which we describe here in natural language; for-
mal phrasings are in the Appendix.

Glasgow City Council elections (2007).> This dataset has the results
of the 2007 elections of the council of Glasgow, separated by wards

2This is assuming that there are no self-loops, which are easy to handle: simply ignore
every candidate that has a self-loop.

3Code available at https://github.com/Roi- Yona/abcc.git.

4We experimented with several other solvers and found the performance best for
Gurobi 11.0.1.

Shttps://preflib.simonrey.fr/dataset/00008
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Figure 2: From left to right: impact of the optimizations on the number of MIP constraints (first) and runtime (second), impact
of varying constraints (third) and voting rules (fourth) on the runtime. G, P, and C refer to the optimizations: Grouping similar
voters, Pruning infeasible scores, and Contracting DC constraints.

(divisions). There are 21 wards with pairwise-disjoint groups of
voters and candidates. Each candidate group consists of 8 to 13 peo-
ple, summing up to 208 candidates. Each ward consists of 5,199 to
12,744 voters, with a total of 188,376 voters. To obtain an ABC in-
stance, we take the union of the wards and establish one set C of
candidates and one set V of voters. Each voter v ranks the candi-
dates, and we selected the top three candidates as the approval set
A(v). As external context, the database D has the following rela-
tions: Ward(c, w) asserts that candidate c is associated with ward
w, and Party(c, p), from Wikipedia, asserts that ¢ belongs to party
p. The goal is to elect a committee of candidates. The TGD states
that there is at least one committee member from each ward (which
is enforced in practice by considering each ward independently).
The DC states that no three members belong to the same party.

Trip Advisor.® This dataset contains reviews of 1,851 hotels across
the world, scraped from Trip Advisor. Each user ranks hotels on a
scale of 1 to 5 (best). The candidate set C consists of the hotels,
the voters are the users who ranked more than one hotel, and the

Shttps://preflib.simonrey.fr/dataset/00040

approval set A(v) consists of the hotels that v ranked 5. There are
14,137 voters with a nonempty approval set. The database D has
two relations. Location(c, t, p) specifies, for each hotel c, the city
t and country p of c. The relation Price(c,r) gives a price range
r for each hotel ¢: low, mid or high (derived from the 1/3 and
2/3 quantiles). The goal is to select a set of hotels (e.g., to pursue
special-price contracts). The DC states that no two hotels have the
same city, country, and price range. The TGD states that there is at
least one low-price hotel in each selected location, for selected city-
country combinations. For that, we added a relation Selected(t, p)
with 6 locations.

Kaggle’s Movies Dataset.” This dataset integrates data from TMDB
and GroupLens, and has movies and user ratings. Ratings are frac-
tional numbers between 1 and 5. The candidate set C consists of
100 movies (first in the dataset list), voters are the reviewing users,
and the approval set A(v) of each voter v contains the movies that
v ranked above 4. There are 107,733 voters with a nonempty ap-
proval set. The database D has two relations. MovieGenre(c, g)

"www.kaggle.com/datasets/rounakbanik/the-movies- dataset
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specifies, for each movie ¢, the genres g of ¢. Language(c,[) gives
the original language [ of each movie c. The goal is to select a set of
movies (say, to show at a social convention). The DC states that no
three movies have the same genre. The TGD states that there is at
least one movie in English, French, and Spanish. Table 1 illustrates
how different constraints may yield different winning committee,
when k = 5.

6.2 Experiments and Results

The experimental results are depicted in Figures 2 and 3. We dis-
cuss each experiment and the corresponding results.
The default configuration is as follows.

o The scoring rule f is PAV.

e The set T of constraints includes the TGD and the DC rel-
evant to each dataset.

e The MIP construction uses all three optimizations.

e The committee size k is 10, except for Glasgow where k is
the number of wards; we partitioned the 21 wards into 7
groups of 3, and each tick (x-axis category) adds a group
to the experiment (see Figures 2(c) and 2(d)).

Effect of the optimizations. Figures 2(a), 2(e) and 2(i) show the
number of MIP constraints under the different optimizations we de-
scribed in the previous section: Grouping similar voters (G), Prun-
ing infeasible scores (P), and Contracting DC constraints (C). The
horizontal axis is the number of voters. We can see that each of
the optimizations reduces the MIP, while the combination of the
three gives a reduction of 90% for Trip Advisor (87.04%) and Movies
(86.81%). In the case of Glasgow, the unoptimized implementation
reached a timeout before 90,000 voters. In the Appendix, we give
a corresponding chart for the number of variables in the MIP. The
trends are similar (except for contraction that does not change the
number of variables).

Figures 2(b), 2(f) and 2(j) show corresponding experiments, ex-
cept that now we measure the total running time instead of the
number of constraints. We can see that the behavior is quite simi-
lar in the total effect compared to the vanilla implementation, but
the effect of each individual optimization varies. For example, the
addition of Pruning has little effect (if any) in the Glasgow and the
Movies datasets, but Contraction is consistently accelerating the
computation by an order of magnitude. On the other hand, Con-
traction has less effect in the case of Trip Advisor.

Effect of the database constraints. Recall that we have one DC
and one TGD for each dataset. In the experiments depicted in Fig-
ures 2(c), 2(g) and 2(k), we applied our solution to find a winning
committee under four configurations: (1) no constraints, (2) only
the DC, (3) only the TGD, and (4) both the DC and the TGD. Each
bar shows the time spent on the MIP construction (bottom, shaded
by line patterns) and the MIP solving (top). The x-axis is the num-
ber of voters.

From these experiments, we draw several insights. First, the
database constraints have no significant effect on the running time.
An exception is Glasgow, where the DC leads to a slowdown of up
to an order of magnitude (14.04x). Interestingly, once the TGD is
added to the DC, the running time drops down to the constraint-
free configuration. Hence, the addition of constraints can lead to
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Figure 3: Computing time for varying committee size k.

a reduction in the solver’s running time. Second, the construction
time takes around 6% to 1/3 of the total computation in the case
of Glasgow and Trip Advisor. (Note the logarithmic scale.) In the
Movies Dataset, the construction time is negligible.

Effect of the scoring rule. In this experiment, we varied the scor-
ing rule. Figures 2(d), 2(h) and 2(k) show the results. We experi-
mented with five scoring rules: (1) Approval Voting (AV), (2) Pro-
portional Approval Voting (PAV), (3) Chamberlin-Courant (CC), (4)
Satisfaction Approval Voting (SAV), and (5) 2-truncated Approval
Voting (2AV). The first four are defined in the Preliminaries. 2AV is
similar to AV, except that a candidate can contribute at most two to
the committee: w(x) = min(2, x). Note the construction time is not
affected by the scoring rule (as expected). Interestingly, the compu-
tation time of CC and 2AV is consistently faster than the rest, typ-
ically by 5 times (e.g., Glasgow) to 100 times (e.g., Movie Dataset).
It appears that the MIP solver utilizes the fact that f(k’, |A(v;)]) is
the same for all K’ > 2.

Effect of the committee size. Figure 3 shows the results where we
varied the size k of the committee. We did so only on Trip Advisor
and Movies Dataset since the committee size in Glasgow is the
number of wards. In the Movies Dataset, we excluded the DC to
allow for the existence of a feasible committee. In Trip Advisor,
the running time can be greatly affected by k, while the difference
is smaller between k = 40 and k = 50. In the Movies Dataset, there
is a consistent peak between k = 20 and k = 30. This behavior
may be due to the ratio between k and |C|, but not due to the type
of constraints, as we observed similar phenomena with different
combinations of constraints (see the Appendix).

6.3 Discussion

We learn several lessons from the experiments. First, the combined
effect of the three optimizations is significant, even though each op-
timization may contribute differently in different domains. Second,
the database constraints incur a cost. However, if we start with one
DC, adding a TGD does not necessarily increase the execution cost;
in fact, the cost usually drops. In the Appendix, we show that this
holds even when adding two more TGDs. Third, the MIP solver is
highly sensitive to the scoring rule, while the important factor for
performance seems to be the number of different score values per
voter. Finally, the size of the committee has a significant effect on
the running time; yet, with constraints the behavior is not mono-
tonic as one might expect.



Table 1: Winning committees in the Movies Dataset

No constraints DC TGD DC+TGD
Judgment Night Judgment Night Judgment Night | Judgment Night
The Dark Endless Summer The Dark Unforgiven

2001: A Space Odyssey | Back to the Future | Bad Education | Land Without Bread
3 Colours: Red 3 Colours: Red 3 Colours: Red | 3 Colours: Red
Scarface Dracula Scarface Back to the Future

7 CONCLUDING REMARKS

We presented a framework that extends ABC voting with a rela-
tional database that provides contextual information about the can-
didates. The framework enables phrasing integrity constraints on
the desired committee, with respect to the context, by deploying
the classical concept of database dependencies. We focused on data-
base dependencies in the form of TGDs and DCs. We presented a
MIP implementation of the framework and devised optimization
techniques. Finally, we conducted an empirical study that shows
the effectiveness of the optimized implementation.

This work opens many directions for future research. For one,
we would like to extend the set of constraints to ones that involve
counting and other aggregations [17, 36], to reason about quantita-
tive requirements about the sought committee. It would also be in-
teresting to study the combination of our framework with propor-
tionality in representation [2, 2, 3, 12]. In terms of the implemen-
tation strategy, we plan to study whether we can establish a com-
parable or more effective solution by deploying solver paradigms
different from MIP, particularly Max-Sat solvers.

Finally, we note that our framework treats the contextual data-
base as mainly providing context about the candidates, while the
voter profile is given as in the traditional ABC setting. Previous
studies extended ABC by allowing the voters to phrase conditions
on committees rather than mere approval sets [5, 9, 11, 32, 33]. Ac-
cordingly, a valuable direction for future work is to complement
past formalisms by extending our framework with the voter con-
texts, allowing voters to phrase conditions with respect to the con-
textual database (e.g., as DCs and TGDs over the extended schema).
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A PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1

Theorem 4.1. Lett > 1 be a fixed integer, and let S be a schema
consisting of the unary relation symbols Ry, . .., Ry and of the binary
relation symbols Sy, . . ., Sy. Assume thatT consists of the constraints
Vx[Ri(x) — Fc[Si(c,x) A COM(C)]] ,
where 1 < i < t. Ift < 2 and if the first attribute of each S; is a
key attribute, then a winning committee under AV can be found in
polynomial time. In every other case, it is NP-complete to determine
whether a legal committee exists.

We prove Theorem 4.1 by considering several cases that we
handle in the following lemmas. For the problem of determining
whether a legal committee exists, membership in NP is straightfor-
ward; the legal committee itself can be a witness of a “yes” instance.
Hence, the proofs of NP-completeness will focus on hardness.

LEMMA A.1. In the case of t = 1, and assuming no key constraints,
it is NP-complete to determine whether a legal committee exists.

ProOF. We prove hardness by a reduction from the Set Cover
problem. In this problem, we are given as input a set U = {1,.., n}
of elements, a collection Q = {sy, ..., sm} of subsets of U, and an
integer k. The goal is to determine whether Q contains k subsets
whose union is equal to U.

Given the input (U, Q,k), we the set C = {ci,..., ¢} of can-
didates, and a database D over S with RID = {(1),...(n)} and
SlD = {(i,¢j) | i € sj}. According to this construction, the TGD
states that every i € U is represented in Com by a candidate c;
such that i € s;. Hence, a legal committee of size k exists if and
only if there is a cover of U by k sets from Q. O

The next lemma generalizes Lemma A.1.

LEmMMA A.2. Forallt > 1, it is NP-complete to determine whether
a legal committee exists is NP-complete, as long as at least one S{P
has no key constraints.

Proor. We reduce from the case of t = 1 to ¢’ > 1. Given the
input (C, k, D) and D for ¢ = 1, we construct the input (C’,k’, D’)
for t’ > 1, as follows. Let ¢ be a new candidate not in C. Then
C’ =CU{c} and kK’ = k + 1. The relations of D’ for Ry and Sy are
those of D, that is, RP/ = RP and SlD/ = SlD. For ¢ > 1, we construct
single-tuple relations REI ={(m+1)}and St,D/ ={(m+1,¢)}. This
construction ensures that a set B of candidates is a legal committee
for (C, k, D) if and only if BU{c} is a legal committee for (C’, k', D’).
Hence, the existence of a legal committee is equivalent between the
cases, thus the correctness of the reduction. O

The following lemma states tractability for t = 1 in the presence
of a key constraint.

LeEmMmA A3. Consider the case of t = 1 where the first attribute in
SlD is a key constraint. For AV, a winning committee can be found in
polynomial time.

ProoF. In this case, we can solve the problem using a simple
greedy algorithm. Since the candidate is a key in Sj, we can par-
tition the candidate set C according to the associated value in Sj.
Hence, a partition C, is associated with a value a, and it includes
all candidates ¢ such that (c,a) € SP . Then, for each (a) € RP
we select a candidate ¢ € C, with a maximal number of approvals
(since the voting rule is AV). If B already contains more than k can-
didates at this point, then no legal committee exists. Otherwise, we
complete B to a committee of size k by adding k — |B| remaining
candidates with a maximal number of approvals. O

Finally, the next lemma proves tractability in the case of t = 2
in the presence of a key constraint in S; and Ss.

LEMMA A.4. In the case of t = 2 where the first attribute in S; and
Sy is a key constraint, we can find a winning committee under AV in
a polynomial time.

ProOF. We solve the problem by a reduction to the Minimum
Cost Maximum Flow (MCMF) problem. The input to MCMF is a
directed graph (U, E) with distinguished vertices s” and ¢’ in U,
where every edge e € E has a capacity k. and a cost pe. A flow is
a function f : E — R such that 0 < f(e) < k. for every e € E;
moreover, for every vertex u € U, except for s’ and ¢, it holds that
Zeein(u) f(€) = Zecout(n) f(e). Here, in(u) and out(u) are the
sets of incoming and outgoing edges of u, respectively. By a maxi-
mum flow, we mean a flow f that maximizes 3’ (s ,)ep f(s",u). A
minimum cost maximum flow is a maximum flow f with a mini-
mal cost, where the cost of a flow is Y .cg f(e) - pe. The flow f
is integral if all values f(e) are integers. It is known that when-
ever the capacities are natural numbers, an integral minimum cost
maximum flow exists and, moreover, can be found in polynomial
time [1, Chapter 9].

First, we note that due to the key constraint, there is no legal
committee if |R1D | > kor |R2D | > k (because of the key constraint
every candidate ¢ has at most one (a) € RID such that (c,a) € RP
and the same goes for RZD )-

Given the input (C, k, D) to our problem, we define the network
(U,E) as follows. (See illustration in Figure 4.) The vertex set U
consists of the following vertices.

e The source s’ and the sink t’;
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Figure 4: Network built in the reduction of Lemma A.4.

e Vertices cijn and c;.’ for every candidate c; € C;

o A vertex ug, for every (a) € RP and a vertex wy, for every

(b) € RD;

o A vertex ul’. foralli=1,...,k— |RP| and a vertex wlf for all
i=1,...,k—- |R£)| (Recall our assumption that |R1D| <k
and |R?| < k.)

The edge set E consists of the following edges, all with a unit
capacity.

o A edge from s” to every u, and u;;

e An edge from u, to cij” for all tuples (a) € RP and (cj,a) €
sP;

e An edge from ul’ to cijn foralli=1,...,k— |R1D| and candi-
dates cj € C;

e An edge from cijn to cj? forallcj € C;

e An edge from c;? to wy, for all tuples (b) € R2D and (cj, b) €

SD'
2 3
e An edge from cj? to w] for all candidates c; € C and i =
L....k—|RD;

o A edge from every wj, and wj to t'.

The cost of every edge is 0, except for the edges e from cij” and
¢ where the cost of e is |[V| — |Vj| where V is the set of voters (as
usual) and V; is the set of voters who approves vj; in Figure 4 we
denote this number by cost(cj).
For illustration, in Figure 4 you can see the network for the fol-
lowing input:
e C={c1,...,c5}
o k=4

RP = {(1),(2),(3)}

RY ={(1),(2)}

P = {(er, 1), (e2, 1), (e3,2), (¢4, 3)}
o 5P = {(c1, 1), (c2,2), (ca,2)}

If there is a legal committee B, then we can transfer a flow of k
units from s’ to t’. Indeed, for each u, we can select a destination
¢j € Bsuchthat (cj,a) € Sf), and complete the k units using edges

from the ul’ Note that we do not share the same c; for two ugs due
to the key constraint. We can similarly continue the flow through
the wy, and w, and finally to ¢’. Similarly, a flow of size k can be
transformed into a legal committee B by taking the candidates c;
such that there is flow through c;.’.

Hence, there is a correspondence between the legal committees
and the (maximum) flows of amount k. From our definition of the
costs of edges from cij“ to c;?, we conclude that a minimal-cost flow
of amount k selects a committee B with a minimal cost that, due to
the choice of cost, maximizes the sum ch eB |Vjl, that is, the AV
score. Hence, a solution to MCMF yields a winning committee, as
required. O

Now, we prove the hardness in the case of t = 3, and the pres-
ence of key constraints.

LeEmMmA A.5. Consider the case of t = 3 where the first attribute in
the relations SP andSé), and S3D are key constraints. It is NP-complete
to determine whether a legal committee exists.

Proor. To show hardness, we reduce from the 3-Dimensional
Matching (3-DM) problem, which is the following. Let X, and Y
and Z be finite sets, and let T be a subset of X X Y X Z consists of
triplets (x,y,z) suchthatx € X andy € Yandz € Z. M C T isa 3-
dimensional matching if the following holds: for every two distinct
triplets (x1,y1,21) € M and (x2,y2,2z2) € M, we get that x; #
xo, that y1 # y2, and that z; # z,. Finding n size 3-dimensional
matching in a given hypergraph, when |X| = |Y| = |Z]| = nis
NP-Complete [23].

We are given the triple (X, Y, Z) such that |X| = |Y| = |Z| = n.
Let T be a subset of X X Y X Z consisting of triples (x,y, z) such
that x € X, that y € Y, and that z € Z. We enumerate each triple
in T starting from 1 to |T|.

We define C = {1, ..., |T|} the set of candidates, k = n the com-
mittee size, and a database D over S such that RID =X and RZD =Y
and R3D = Z (where we identify an element an element a with the
tuple (a)) and for 1 < i < 3, the relation Sl.D consists of the tuples
of (¢,a), such that ¢ € C and (a) € Rlp and the fit enumerated
triplet to ¢ contains a in the i place.

Each element in a triplet is contained in a different relation RlD
(corresponding to its position in the triplet). This is due to the SiD
properties (where a candidate j € C and (a) € Rlp satisfy (j,a) €
Sl.D if and only if a is the i element in the corresponding j triplet),
we get that every candidate c represents one triplet in T. Also, we
satisfy the key constraint in the first attribute of SP and S%) , and
53D (since every candidate j is in the relation SID only with the
corresponding element in the j triplet in the i place). From these
properties we get that there is 3-DM from size n if and only if there
is a legal committee given the input (C, k, D), and, t = 3 (with key
constraint in the first attribute of SP and SZD ,and S3D ). O

Lastly, similar to previous proofs, we reduce from the case where
t = 3 to the case where t > 3.

LEMMA A.6. Consider the case of t > 3 where the first attribute
is a key constraint for all the relations SID, such that1 < i < t. Itis
NP-complete to determine whether a legal committee exists.



ProoF. From Lemma A.5 we got that in the case of t = 3, the
problem is NP-complete. To show hardness, we reduce the case of
t=3tot' 2 3.

Given the input (C, k, D) for t = 3, we define a new database D’
for ¢/ > 3 such that for all 1 < i < 3 it holds that RI.D "= RI.D and

SiD' = SiD, furthermore, for all 3 < i < t’ it holds that R?I = RID,
and SID "= SP .

We get that for all 3 < i < ¢’ the relations RiD " and Sl.D/ have
no additional effect on the legality of the committees. Therefore,
there is a legal committee given the input (C,k,D’) for ' > 3 if
and only if there is a legal committee given the input (C, k, D) for
t=3. O

This completes the proof of Theorem 4.1.

B PROOF OF THEOREM 4.2

Theorem 4.2. Let S be a schema that contains a binary relation R,
and assume that T’ consists of the single DC

Vey, Cz,x[—!(COM(Cl) A Com(ca) A
R(c1,x) AR(cg,x) Acy # c2)]
If the first attribute of R is a key attribute, then a winning com-

mittee under AV can be found in polynomial time. Otherwise, it is
NP-complete to determine whether a legal committee exists.

We prove the theorem by considering several cases that we han-
dle in the following lemmas. Again, for the problem of determining
whether a legal committee exists, membership in NP is straightfor-
ward, and we focus on hardness in the proofs of NP-completeness.

First, we prove that it is NP-complete to determine whether a
legal committee exists.

LEMMA B.1. Given the first argument of RP is not necessarily a
key constraint, it is NP-complete to determine whether a legal com-
mittee exists.

Proor. To show hardness, we reduce from the Maximal Inde-
pendent Set problem to our problem.

In the Maximum Independent Set problem we are given an undi-
rected graph G = (V5, Eg), and the goal is to find the size of the
Maximum Independent Set. A Maximum Independent Set is a set of
disjoint vertex of the graph with a maximum size. This is a known
NP-hard problem [18].

Given a graph G = (Vg, Eg), such that Vg = {1,.,m} is the
group of vertex. We define C = {1, ..., m} the candidate group, and
adatabase D over S, such that RP = {(jy, agjj)) | (1, j2) € EGYU
{Uz agj,jp)) | (U1, j2) € EG}-

Due to the properties of RP, and the DC constraint, we get that
every legal committee is an independent set, and vice versa. There-
fore, we can find the maximum independent set size by searching
for a legal committee, starting from k = m to k = 1. This concludes
the hardness side. ]

Next, we prove tractability in the case where the first attribute
of RP is a key constraint.

LEMMA B.2. Given the first attribute in RP is a key constraint and
AV as the voting rule, we can find a winning committee in polynomial
time.

Proor. To prove traceability we define the following polyno-
mial algorithm. First, we note that for each (a) € RP there is a
group of candidates that are in a so-called conflict, i.e. cannot be
in the same committee.

We define C’ = C. For all (a) € R we mark the group of candi-
dates that are in conflict due to this element as U,. In AV every can-
didate denotes a separate score to the committee score (the number
of votes this candidate received). We sort U, based on this score,
and remove the highest score candidate from it. Furthermore, we
subtract C’ = C’ \ U,. We repeat this process for all (a) € RP.
From the resulting C” we choose the k highest score candidates
(just like in regular AV, without constraints) to be our committee
(and return false if |C’| < k, i.e. there is no legal committee).

Due to the key constraint, all the groups U, are disjoint. There-
fore, a winning committee that is composed of candidates from
these groups contains at most one candidate from each group (only
the highest score one). Hence, the algorithm returns a winning
committee if exists, and false otherwise. m]

This completes the last part in Theorem 4.2.

C ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

We give here additional experiments to complement those given in
the Experimental Evaluation section. The experimental results are
displayed in Figure 5(a), Figure 5(b), Figure 5(c) are the correspond-
ing optimization experiments of the Figures 2(a), 2(e), 2(i) and Fig-
ures 2(b), 2(f), 2(j), except this is the measurement of the number
of constraints under the different optimizations. As expected, the
reduction of the optimizations on the number of variables is quite
similar to the effect on the constraint number with the exception of
the last optimization, contracting DC constraints via hypercliques
(C). This is expected, because this optimization only contracts in-
equations, without any effect on the variables.

In Figure 6(a) we see a direct continuation of the experiments in
Figure 3. In Figure 6(a) we remove the DC from I, resulting in one
TGD. This is to test whether the difference between Figure 3(a) and
Figure 3(b) is due to the difference in T'. In the first, there is a TGD
and DC, and in the second there is only TGD (because adding the
DC to the movies with a large committee size results in infeasible
committees). After removing the DC we still get the same trend
as in Figure 3(a), therefore, we can conclude that the difference
between Figure 3(a) and Figure 3(b) is not due to the difference in
T.

In Figure 6(b) we see a direct continuation of the experiments
in Figure 3. In Figure 6(b) we remove the TGD from T, resulting
in an empty set of constraints. This is to test whether the trend in
Figure 3(b) is due to the TGD constraint. We get a slightly different
result, but generally speaking, it still seems that the peek is not in
k = 50, but in 40 or 20.

In Figure 3(a), there is a TGD and DC, and in Figure 3(b) there is
only TGD (because adding the DC to the movies with a large com-
mittee size results in infeasible committees). After removing the
DC we still get the same trend as in Figure 3(a), therefore, we can
conclude that the difference between Figure 3(a) and Figure 3(b) is
not due to the difference inT.

In Figure 5(d) we do similar experiments as Figure 2(k), comput-
ing time for varying constraints number in the Movies Dataset. In
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Figure 6: Computing time for varying committee size k. In
the Trip Advisor dataset, the candidate group size is |C| =
1, 845, and we have one TGD, and for the Movies Dataset |C| =
100 with no constraints.

Figure 5(d) we add in addition to the default constraints of DC and
TGD, two new cases, one DC with two TGDs, and one DC with
three TGDs.

To do so, we first add to the database D the relation Duration(c, t)
that gives the duration range for each movie: short, long (derived
based on median from the original dataset exact movie duration).
The two new TGD constraints are as follows.

o There is at least one committee member for every movie
duration category, long and short.

e There is at least one committee member for the genres of
Comedy Drama and Action.

From this experiment, we learned that adding the third and fourth
constraints had little to no impact on the running time compared
to the case with two constraints.

D CASE STUDY

In the experiment presented in Table 1 we ran our MIP program in
the Movies Dataset, where k = 5, the voting rule is PAV and there
are 3,000 voters. Here is a review of the results of this experiment,
given different I sets of constraints.

In the Movies Dataset, we define DC states that no two movies
have the same genre (this DC is different from the default, where
no three movies have the same genre because it is an experiment
with a smaller committee than our default, k = 5 instead of k = 10).
The TGD states that there is at least one movie in English, French,
and Spanish (as the default).

When adding only a DC, we get a different committee. This is be-
cause the movies Judgment Night, The Dark, and Scarface all have
the genre of a Thriller (a reminder that a movie can have multi-
ple different genres). Therefore, the movies The Dark, and Scarface
are changing. Furthermore, the movies 2001: A Space Odyssey and
Three Colours: Red both have the Mystery genre. Therefore, 2001:
A Space Odyssey is changed.

When adding only TGD, because we don’t have representation
for the Spanish language, we get that 2001: A Space Odyssey is
replaced with Bad Education, a movie with Spanish as the original
language.

Furthermore, when adding DC and TGD, we both need to solve
the conflicts and have a representation of Spanish (without any
conflicts). Therefore, the changes are different.

E FORMAL PHRASING OF THE
CONSTRAINTS

As we explained in the Experimental Evaluation section, for each
dataset we define two default constraints, a TGD and a DC. We also
define two additional TGDs for the Movies Dataset for measuring
the computation time for varying number of constraints. In addi-
tion, we have a simple DC for the Movies use case (since we define
a smaller committee size) shown in Table 1. Here we present the
formulation of all constraints in the formal framework (as opposed
to the natural language in the body of the paper).

E.1 Glasgow Dataset

The TGD states that there is at least one committee member from
each ward:

Yw [Wards(w) — de[Ward(c, w) A COM(C)J]

The DC states that no three committee members belong to the
same party:
Vei, ez, 3, p[=(Com(cr) A Com(cz) A Com(cs)A
Party(c1, p) A Party(cz, p) A Party(cs, p)A
c1#Fca ANy ¢03/\02¢03)]

E.2 Trip Advisor Dataset
For this TGD, we added a relation Selected(, p) with six locations.



The TGD states that there is at least one low-price hotel in each
selected location, for the selected city-country combinations:

Vl,p[SeIected(l,p) — Jc[Loacation(c, [, p)A
Price(c, low) A COM(c)]]

The DC states that no two hotels have the same city, country,
and price range:

Yeq, ca, l,p, r[ﬂ(COM(q) A Com(ca) Acy # c2A
Location(cy, [, p) A Loacation(cy, [, p)A

Price(cy, r) A Price(ca, r))]

E.3 The Movies Dataset

The TGD states that there is at least one movie in English, French,
and Spanish. For simplicity, we add the relation SelectedLangs that
contains the three languages. The TGD is then:

Vi [SelectedLangs(l) — Je[Language(c,[) A COM(C)]]
The DC states that no three movies have the same genre:
Vey, ez, 3, g[~(Com(cer) A Com(cz) A Com(c3)A
MovieGenre(c1, g) A MovieGenre(c2, g)A
MovieGenre(c3,g) Aci # c2 A c1 # c3A

cy # 03)]

The two additional TGDs are defined as follows. The relation
DurationCategory contains the two length categories long, and
short (based on the median). The relation SelectedGenres con-
tains the genres of Comedy, Drama, and Action. The first TGD
states that there is a movie from each duration category:

Vd[DurationCategory(d) — dc[Duration(c,d) A COM(C)J]

The second TGD states that there is a movie from each selected
genre:

Vg[SeIectedGenres(g) — Je[MovieGenre(c,g) A COM(C)]]

The additional DC, used in the case study, states that there no
two movies in the same category:

Yeq, Cz,g[—!(COM(C1) A Com(cz) A ey # c2A

MovieGenre(c1,g) A MovieGenre(cz,g))]
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