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Abstract

We study the manipulability of social choice correspondences in situations where individuals
have incomplete information about others’ preferences. We propose a general concept of manip-
ulability that depends on the extension rule used to derive preferences over sets of alternatives
from preferences over alternatives, as well as on individuals’ level of information. We then focus
on the manipulability of social choice correspondences when the Kelly extension rule is used,
and individuals are assumed to have the capability to anticipate the outcome of the collective
decision. Under these assumptions, we introduce some monotonicity properties of social choice
correspondences whose combined satisfaction is sufficient for manipulability, prove a result of
manipulability for unanimous positional social choice correspondences, and present a detailed
analysis of the manipulability properties for the Borda, the Plurality and the Negative Plurality
social choice correspondences.
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1 Introduction

Consider a group of individuals who must select one or more alternatives among the ones in a
given set. Assume that such a selection must be based solely on individuals’ preferences, expressed
through rankings of alternatives. Any procedure that associates a non-empty set of alternatives with
each preference profile, that is, a complete list of individual preferences, is called a social choice
correspondence (SCC). A scC is manipulable if there are situations where an individual has an
incentive to misrepresent her preferences because doing so makes the sSCC produce an outcome she
prefers more; a SCC is strategy-proof if it is not manipulable. If a SCC is resolute, which means
that it always selects a singleton, there is no ambiguity in understanding whether, for a certain
individual, an outcome is better than another. Indeed, that fact can be naturally deduced by her
preferences. The well-known Gibbard-Satterthwaite Theorem (Gibbard, 1973; Satterthwaite, 1975)
shows that any resolute SCC must be manipulable, provided that the alternatives are at least three,
each alternative can be potentially an outcome of the sCC, and the SCC is not dictatorial.

When a scc is not resolute, the definition of strategy-proofness depends on how the outcomes of
the sccs, which are, in principle, sets of alternatives of any size, are compared by individuals. The way
an individual compares sets of alternatives clearly depends on her preferences over alternatives, but
there are several reasonable possibilities to specify that dependence. In other words, it is possible
to figure out a variety of reasonable extension rules, namely mechanisms that associate with any
preference relation on the set of alternatives a preference relation on the set of the nonempty sets of
alternatives.! The use of different extension rules has led to different definitions of strategy-proofness
and several impossibility results have been proved (Pattanaik 1975; Géardenfors, 1976; Kelly, 1977;
Barbera, 1977a, 1977b; Duggan and Schwartz, 2000; Barbera and Dutta, 2001; Taylor, 2002; Ching
and Zhou, 2002; Sato, 2008; for a survey, see also Taylor, 2005). As observed by Barbera (2011),
most contributions establish results for SCCs that are analogous to the classic impossibility theorem
for resolute sccs. That suggests that, even when the assumption of resoluteness is removed, there is
still no significant room for strategy-proofness.

In this paper, with the aim of finding positive results, we analyze weaker versions of strategy-
proofness for scCs that take into account the limitation of information at disposal of individuals. The
classic definition of manipulability for resolute scc, as well as its generalization to not necessarily
resolute SCCs, requires that there is an individual who could potentially misreport her preferences
based on the knowledge of others’ reported preferences. Thus, the failure of strategy-proofness
implies the existence of an individual who has the capability to precisely know others’ preferences.
That implicit assumption is definitely unrealistic in many contexts, as it is unlikely that anyone could
access such detailed information. As a consequence, violating strategy-proofness may not always be a
significant issue. On the other hand, Nurmi (1987), in his analysis of some classic SCCs, interestingly
observes that an individual might decide to deviate based on a smaller amount of information about
others’ preferences. Thus, manipulability issues become much more significant if the information
an individual needs for being profitable to misrepresent her preferences is small enough and easy
to obtain. That suggests the possibility to consider notions of strategy-proofness where individual
information about the other’s preferences is incomplete and only limited to some specific features.

This approach has been developed for resolute scCs in Conitzer et al. (2011), Reijngoud and En-
driss (2012), and Gori (2021). Conitzer et al. (2011) associate with each individual a family of sets,
called information sets, whose elements are lists of the others’ preferences, and assume that the indi-
vidual can identify an information set containing the true list of others’ preferences; Reijngoud and
Endriss (2012) assume instead that individuals are given only some pieces of information extracted
by an opinion poll and described via a so-called poll information function; Gori (2021) generalized
the two aforementioned frameworks by letting the information sets depend on individual preferences,
as well. The general idea behind the concept of strategy-proofness with limited information is similar
for all the described approaches: an individual is not fully aware of the others’ preferences but she
only knows that the partial preference profile built using the preferences of the others belongs to a
specific set; an individual decides to report false preferences if, for every partial preference profile in

1 An analysis of extension rules can be found in Barbera et al.(2004).



that set, false preferences cannot make her worse off and, for at least one partial preference profile
in that set, they make her better off. Other contributions in the framework of resolute SCCs are due
to Endriss et al. (2016) and Veselova (2020).2

In this paper we extend the approach by Gori (2021) to the framework of not necessarily resolute
sccs. We propose a general definition of manipulability for SCCs under incomplete information
based on two fundamental parameters: an extension rule, which describes how to get a preference
over sets of alternatives from any relation over alternatives, and a so-called information function
profile, which describes the level of knowledge of each individual (Definition 4). After proposing
a comparison between the general definition and other standard definitions of strategy-proofness,
we focus on a particular but remarkable case. Specifically, we consider the well-known extension
rule by Kelly (1977) and the so-called winner information function profile, which formalizes the
fact that each individual, for a given SCC, is assumed to have the capability to anticipate the set
of selected alternatives. Consequently, each individual knows that the partial preference profile
formed by the others’ preferences has the property that, if combined with her own preferences, it
generates a preference profile that leads the SCC to determine a given outcome. Then, we carry out
a detailed analysis of manipulability for three well-known SCCs, namely the Borda scc, the plurality
scc, and the negative plurality scc. We show that those SCCs exhibit significant differences among
themselves and that their manipulability properties strongly depend on the number of individuals and
the number of alternatives (Theorems 9, 10, and 11). We stress that the idea of winner information
function profile was introduced and studied by Conitzer et al. (2011) in the framework of resolute
sccs, and then deepened in the same framework by other authors (Reijngoud and Endriss, 2012;
Endriss et al. 2016, Veselova and Karabekyan, 2023). Tt is also worth mentioning that the analysis
of strategy-proofness under incomplete information for multi-valued voting rule has been recently
considered by Tsiaxiras (2021) in a framework different from the one of sccs.

2 Preliminary results

Given ke N, we set [k] = {r e N:z < k}.

Let X be a nonempty and finite set. We denote by |X| the size of X; by P(X) the set of the
subsets of X; by Py(X) the set of the nonempty subsets of X; by Sym(X) the set of bijective functions
from X to X. For x,y € X, the bijection ¢ € Sym(X) such that ¥(x) = y, ¥(y) = x and, for every
z € X\{z,y}, ¥(2) = z, is called the transposition that exchanges x and y. A relation on X is a
subset of X2, that is, an element of P(X?). The set of relations on X is denoted by R(X).

Let R e R(X). Given z,y € X, we sometimes write 2 >p y instead of (z,y) € R;  >g y instead
of (z,y) € R and (y,x) ¢ R. Note that z >g y implies z >r y and x # y. We say that z and y are
R-comparable if at least one between x >g y and y > = holds true.

We say that R is

e reflexive if, for every x € X, z >g x;

complete if, for every x,y € X, x >p y or y >R ;

e transitive if, for every z,y,z2€ X, z >gpy and y > z imply = >p z;
e antisymmetric if, for every x,y € X, x > y and y > x imply = = y;
e a partial order if R is reflexive, transitive and antisymmetric;

e a linear order on X if R is complete, transitive and antisymmetric.

Note that, if R is antisymmetric, then, for every z,y € X, x >p y if and only if x >r y and = # y;
if R € R(X) is antisymmetric and R € R’, then, for every x,y € X,  >g y implies & >p .

2Terzopoulou and Endriss (2019) investigate the problem of manipulation under partial information in the frame-
work of judgment aggregation.



For every 1 € Sym(X), we set YR = {(x,y) € X? : ("1 (x),% " '(y)) € R}. Hence, for every
z,y € X, x >p y if and only if ¢(z) >yr ¥(y). We denote by L£(X) the set of linear orders on X.
Let Re £(X) and |X| = n with n € N. Then rankp : X — [n] is the bijective function defined, for
every x € X, by rankg(x) = [{y e X : y >r z}|.

For every i € [n], let x; € X be the unique element in X such that rankg(x;) = i. Then R
is completely determined by the ordered list (z;)i, € X™ and thus we represent R by the writing

[T1,. .., 2n].

3 Social choice correspondences

Let us fix two nonempty and finite sets A and I with |A| = 2 and |I| > 2. We interpret A as
set of alternatives and I as set of individuals. For every J < I, we denote by L£(A)” the set of
functions from J to L£(A); the elements of £(A)”7 are called preference profiles of individuals in J;
any p € L(A)” represents a complete description of the preferences on A of the individuals in J by
interpreting, for every i € J, p(i) € L(A) as the preferences on A of individual 4. If, for a given i € J,
p(i) = [x1,...,24)], we refer to 2, as the best alternative for individual i and to x4 as the worst
alternative for individual 7.

The elements of £(A)! are simply called preference profiles. In order to simplify the reading,
in the rest of the paper the elements of £(A)! will be usually denoted by p, possibly with suitable
superscripts, and the elements of £(A)'\%}, where i € I, will be usually denoted by P, possibly with
suitable superscripts. If i € T and g € £(A), we denote by g[i] the element of £(A){* such that
q[i](i) = q. Givenie I, pe L(A)™# and q e L(A), the writing (7, q[i]) represents the element of
L(A)! such that (p,q[i])(i) = ¢ and (p,q[i])(j) = P(j) for all j € I\{i}.

A social choice correspondence (SCC) is a function from L£(A)! to Py(A). Thus, a social choice
correspondence is a procedure that associates with every preference profile a nonempty subset of A.
A scc F is resolute if, for every p € L(A)!, |[F(p)| = 1. For simplicity, if F is a resolute scc, we
identify F(p) with the unique element of F(p).

Let us recall now the definition of a very notable family of SCCs, namely the so-called positional
sccs. Consider a scoring vector, namely a vector w = (wq,...,wj4|) € R4l such that wy > wy >
<. =z wpy and wy > wiy). Given p € L(A)! and z € A, the w-score of z at p is defined by

SCw(JJ,p) = Z Wrank,, ;) (z)
el
The positional sCC with scoring vector w, or briefly w-positional scc, is the scC that associates,
with every p e L(A), the set

argmax scy (, p).
zeA

The Borda scc, the plurality scc, and the negative plurality scc, respectively denoted by BO,
PL and NP, are well-known positional sCCs respectively defined using the scoring vectors wy, =
(|JA|-1,]A]-2,...,0), wp = (1,0,...,0) and wyp = (1,1,...,1,0). The wyo-score, the wy-score, and
the wyp-score are respectively called the Borda score, the plurality score, and the negative plurality
score and are simply denoted by bo, pl and np. Observe that, for every p € L(A)! and z € A, we

have
bo(m,p) = SCuwp, (:C,p) = Z (|A| - lna“nkp(i) (1‘)),

i€l

pl(x, p) = sCu,, (z,p) = [{i € I : rank,;(x) = 1},

np(z, p) = sCu,, (z,p) = [{i € I : rank,;)(x) # [A[}].
It is easily checked that BO, PL and NP are not resolute unless |A| = 2 and |/] is odd.
A scc F is called unanimous if, for every p € £(A)! and z € A, the fact that rank, ;) (z) = 1 for
all i € I implies F(p) = {z}. It is a simple exercise to prove that a positional sCC with scoring vector
w is unanimous if and only if w; > ws.



4 Extension rules

An extension rule is a function E from £(A) to R(Py(A)) such that, for every g € L(A) and z,y € A,
{z} =g(q {y} if and only if 2 >, y (Barbera et al., 2004). If E is an extension rule and ¢ € £L(A)
represents the preferences on A of an individual, we interpret the relation E(q) as a description of the
preferences of that individual on the set Py(A). The problem of reasonably extending the preferences
of an individual from a set of alternatives to the set of subsets of alternatives is crucial and largely
investigated, and there are a variety of extension rules considered in the literature, each of them
based on a specific rationale.

In this paper, we focus on the well-known Kelly extension rule (Kelly, 1977), defined, for every
q€ L(A), as

K(q) = {(B,C) e Py(A)?: B=C}u {(B,O) € Py(A)? x>, yforallze Band ye C}.

It is simple to prove that K is actually an extension rule. Moreover, for every ¢ € L(A), K(q) is a
partial order on Py(A) that, in general, is far from being complete. Proposition 18 in Appendix A
collects some basic properties of K that will be used throughout the paper without reference.

5 Manipulation of sccs

Let us recall the fundamental definition of strategy-proofness for resolute scc.

Definition 1. Let F be a resolute sCC. We say that F' is manipulable if there existi€ I, q,q' € L(A)
and p € LAY such that F(B,q [i]) >, F(B,q[i]). We say that F is strategy-proof if it is not
manipulable.

The following definition, which corresponds to Definition 2 in Brandt and Brill (2011), extends
the standard concept of strategy-proofness, originally introduced for resolute SccCs, to the case of
ScCs that are not necessarily resolute.

Definition 2. Let F be a SCC and E be an extension rule. We say that F is E-manipulable if there
exvisti € I, q,q' € L(A) and p e L(A)MD such that F(p,q' [i]) >u(q F(D,qli]). We say that F is
E-strategy-proof if it is not E-manipulable.

Note that if F' is a resolute scCc and E an extension rule, then F' is E-manipulable if and only if
F' is manipulable.

In recent years, some authors have started considering the problem of manipulations of resolute
social choice correspondences under the assumptions that individuals are not able to exactly know
the preferences of the others, as assumed in Definitions 1 and 2, but only have limited information
about them (Conitzer et al., 2011, Reijngoud and Endriss, 2012, Endriss et al., 2016, Veselova, 2020,
Gori, 2021). An effective way to model the different levels of information of individuals is the use of
the so-called information function profiles, which are introduced in Gori (2021), and generalize both
the concept of information sets by Conitzer et al. (2011) and the one of poll information function by
Reijngoud and Endriss (2012).

Let i € I. An information function for individual 4 is a function Q; : £(A) — Po(Py(L(A)\)).
Thus, ©; associates a nonempty set of nonempty subsets of £(A)"\M# with each ¢ € £L(A). The idea is
that if individual ¢ has preference g, then the type of information that she has about the preferences
of the others realizes in her capability to identify a set w € €;(q) which surely contains among its
elements the preference profile of the other individuals. An information function profile is a list
Q = (Q4)ier that collects the information functions of all the individuals. Let us now present three
basic examples of information function profiles, which have been first introduced and investigated by
Conitzer et al. (2011).

The complete information function profile, denoted by Q¢, is defined, for every i € I and g € L(A),
by

Qi (q) = {{ﬁ} pe ,c(A)I\{i}}.



When this information function profile is considered, every w € Q(g) consists of exactly one prefer-
ence profile of individuals in 7\{i¢}. Thus, Q¢ describes the situation where each individual exactly
knows the preferences of the other individuals.

The zero information function profile, denoted by 0, is defined, for every i € I and q € L(A), by

20(q) = { L)},

In this case, every w € Q9(q) consists of the whole set £(A)M#. Thus, Q° describes the situation
where each individual only knows the obvious fact that the preference profile of individuals in I'\{i}
belongs to £(A)\,

Note that, for every q,q' € L(A), Q°(q) = Q°(¢') and Q°(q) = Q°(¢’). Thus, for those two
information function profiles the dependence on ¢ is fictitious. We now introduce a significant example
where the dependence of g does play a role.

Given a scc F, the F-winner information function profile, denoted by QF, is defined, for every
i€ and g € L(A), by

O (g) = {{p e L(A)MD: F(p,qli]) = X} : X € Im(F) }\(2}.

In this case, each w € Qf(q) is formed by all the preference profiles that, completed with ¢ as
the preference of individual i, give the same outcome. Thus, QF describes the situation where the
information that each individual has is the knowledge of the final outcome obtained applying F' to
the preferences of the individuals in the society. Note that Q is actually an information function
profile, that is, for every i € I and q € L(A), QF (q) # @. Indeed, pick 7* € L(A)"M?} and let
X* = F(p*,q[i]). Then X* € Im(F) and 7* € {p € L(A)M} . F(F* q[i]) = X*} # @. Thus,
{pe LAY F(p*,qli]) = X*} € QF (q) # 2.

The following definition, which corresponds to Definition 3 in Gori (2021), describes the meaning
of manipulability and strategy-proofness for resolute scCs when individuals’ information about the
preferences of the others is described by a suitable information function profile.

Definition 3. Let F' be a resolute SCC and Q be an information function profile. We say that F is
Q-manipulable if there exist i€ I, q,q' € L(A) and w € Q;(q) such that

o there exists P € w with F(7, ¢ [i]) >4 F(@,q[i]);
o for every P € w, we have F(D,q [i]) =4 F(D,q[i])-
We say that F is Q-strategy-proof if it is not Q-manipulable.

By combining Definitions 2 and 3 it is possible to introduce the concepts of manipulability and
strategy-proofness for sCCs that are not necessarily resolute, under the assumption of incomplete
information.

Definition 4. Let F' be a scc, E be an extension rule and £ be an information function profile. We
say that F is Q-E-manipulable if there exist i € I, q,q' € L(A) and w € Q;(q) such that

o there exists P € w with F(P', ¢ [i]) >rq) F @, qli]);
o for every p e w, we have F(p,q [i]) =g F @, q[i]).
We say that F is Q-E-strategy-proof if it is not Q-E-manipulable.

Thus, F' is Q-E-strategy proof if, every time an individual i, whose preferences are described by
q € L(A), knows that the preferences of the others are surely described by some element of w € £,(q)
and observes that for an element P’ € w it is convenient for her to report the false preferences described
by ¢', then there exists another element p € w for which F(p,q [i]) *g«) F(D,q[i]), that is, one of
the two following situation holds true:



e F(p,qli]) >g(g) F(P,q [i]), meaning that, for the element p € w, she would be better off if she
told the truth;

e F(p,qli]) and F(p,q [i]) are not E(g)-comparable, meaning that, for the element p € w, she is
not able to compare the two sets F(p, ¢ [i]) and F(p, ¢’ [i]).

Note that
F is Q°-E-manipulable if and only if F' is E-manipulable. (1)

Moreover, if F' is resolute, F' is Q-E-manipulable if and only if F' is Q-manipulable, and F' is Q¢-E-
manipulable if and only if F' is manipulable.

We end this section with some propositions that allow to deduce the Q’-E’-manipulability of a
social choice correspondence from its 2-E-manipulability, provided that suitable properties of the
information function profiles  and Q' and the extension rules E and E’ are satisfied.

Given two extension rules E and E’, we say that E is a refinement of E’ if, for every q € L(A),
E(q) € E'(¢); if E is a refinement of E’, we write E € E’.

Proposition 5. Let F be a scc, E and E' be extension rules with E < E', and Q be an infor-
mation function profile. Assume that F is Q-E-manipulable and that, for every q € L(A), E'(q) is
antisymmetric. Then F is Q-E’'-manipulable.

Proof. Since F is Q-E-manipulable, we have that there exist i € I, ¢,¢' € L(A), w € Q;(¢q) and
7' € w such that F(p', ¢ [i]) >gq) F@,qli]); for every p € w, we have F(p,q [i]) =g F (@ ql[i]).
Since E < E’ we immediately have that, for every p € w, F(p,¢ [i]) =g/(q F(D,q[i]). Since
F(@',q [i]) > F@, qli]) and E'(q) is antisymmetric, we have F(7', ¢ [i]) >g(q F(@',qli]).
Then, F' is Q-E’-manipulable. O

Given  and ' information function profiles, we say that € is at least as informative as €', and
we write Q = Q') if, for every i € I, ¢ € L(A) and ' € Q}(q), there exists A S Q;(q) with A # &
such that w’ = |J,,c 4w (Gori, 2021, Definition 4). Note that, for every information function profile
Q, we have Q° = Q.

Proposition 6. Let F be a scc, E be an extension rule, and Q and Q' be information function
profiles such that Q = Q. Assume that F is Q' -E-manipulable. Then F is Q-E-manipulable.

Proof. Since F' is ¥-E-manipulable, then there exist i € I, ¢,¢' € L(A) and w’ € Q}(q) such that, for
every p € w’, we have F (P, q [i]) =g(q) F (P, q[i]), and there exists ' € w’ such that F(7', ¢’ [i]) >g(q)
F(p',q[i]). Since Q = Q', we have w’' = |J 4w, for some A < Q;(q) with A # @&. Then there
exists w* € A such that 7’ € w*. Since w* < W’ we have that, for every p € w*, F(p,q [i]) =g(q
F(p,qi]). Since we know that F(7',q'[i]) >g() F(@', qli]) and 7' € w*, we conclude that F' is
Q-E-manipulable. O

It is also worth mentioning the two following corollaries that are immediate consequences of (1),
Propositions 5 and 6, and the properties of Q°.

Corollary 7. Let F be a scc, and E and E' be extension rules with E € E'. Assume that F is
E-manipulable and that, for every q € L(A), E'(q) is antisymmetric. Then F is E'-manipulable.

Corollary 8. Let F be a scc, E an extension rule and € an information function profile. Assume
that F is Q-E-manipulable. Then F is E-manipulable.

6 Main results

Suppose that one is interested in using a certain scc F', and suppose that the extension rule E care-
fully describes the way individuals extend their preferences from A to Py(A). Given an information
function profile €2, one and only one of the following three situations can occur

e [ is E-strategy-proof (and then Q-E-strategy-proof),



e F'is E-manipulable and Q-E-strategy-proof,
e F is Q-E-manipulable (and then E-manipulable),

and it is certainly interesting to understand which one actually occurs. Indeed, if F' is E-strategy-
proof, then we know that no possible strategic behavior may be implemented; if F' is E-manipulable
and Q-E-strategy-proof, then we know that full information may cause a possible deviation but if
the level of information of individuals corresponds at most to the one described by 2 nobody has an
incentive to report false preferences; if F' is 2-E-manipulable, then individuals have an incentive to
report false preferences even if their level of information corresponds at least to the one described by
Q.

In this paper, we focus on the Kelly extension rule and the winner information function profile,
and carry on the aforementioned analysis for some well-known sccs. In particular, we develop a
full-fledged analysis for the Borda scc, the plurality scc, and the negative plurality scc. The results
obtained are summarized by the following three theorems.

Theorem 9. If |A| = 2, then BO is K-strategy-proof. If |A| = 3, then BO is QBC-K-manipulable.

Theorem 10. If |A| = 2, then PL is K-strategy-proof. If |A| = 3 and |I| € {2,3}, then PL is
K-strategy-proof. If |A| = 3 and |I| = 4, then PL is QP -K-manipulable.

Theorem 11. If |A| = 2, then NP is K-strategy-proof. If |A| = 3 and 3 divides |I| — 1, then NP
is K-manipulable and QN -K-strategy-proof. If |A| = 3 and 3 does not divide |I| — 1, then NP is
QNP _K-manipulable. If |A| = 4 and |I| < |A| — 1, then NP is K-strategy-proof. If |A| = 4 and
|I| = |A| — 1, then NP is K-manipulable and QNP -K-strategy-proof.

The aforementioned theorems state that, when the alternatives are two, BO, PL and NP are
K-strategy-proof. That fact is indeed true for any positional SCC as shown in Section 7. If the alter-
natives are at least three, some important differences among the three sSCCs start emerging. Indeed,
BO is always QB9-K-manipulable; PL is QP9-K-manipulable unless the number of individuals is
two or three; N P exhibits instead a much more complex behavior. It is worth noting that, depending
on the arithmetical relation between |A| and |I|, all the three possible scenarios can occur for NP.
In particular, if |I| > |A| — 1 and the individuals have a level of information corresponding at most
to the knowledge of the winners, then no individual can manipulate NP in the sense of Kelly.

The proofs of Theorems 9, 10 and 11, which are given in Appendixes B and C, are partially
based on further results presented in Sections 7 and 8. More exactly, in Section 7 we consider the
case where the alternatives are two and we prove that the qualified majority is K-strategy-proof
(Proposition 13); in Section 8 we provide conditions that, if satisfied by a scc F, guarantee that F is
QF-K-manipulable (Theorem 16). By means of that conditions, we also deduce the following result
that clearly implies the statement related to the case where |A| > 3 and |I| = 4 in Theorems 9 and
10. The proof of Theorem 12 is in Appendix B.

Theorem 12. Assume that |A| = 3 and |I| = 4. If F is an unanimous positional SCC, then F is
QF K -manipulable.

The analysis of positional rules when |I| € {2, 3} or when they are not unanimous is more difficult
and seems to lead to a variety of different situations, as also emerges from Theorems 9, 10 and 11.
We stress that Theorem 12 is analogous to Theorem 3 in Reijngoud and Endriss (2012), where the
authors focus on unanimous and positional SCCs made resolute by an agenda for breaking ties. Also
the proofs of those theorems share some similarities. However, none of the two is an immediate
corollary of the other.



7 The case |A| =2

Assume that A = {a,b} with a # b. Let a > ‘21'

defined, for every p € L(A)!, by

The a-majority scc, here denoted by M AJ,, is

{a} if {iel:a>p b} >a
MAJ,(p) =<1 {b} if {iel:b>p al| >a
{a,b}  otherwise
It is easily observed that each positional SCC on two alternatives coincides with M AJ == M AJ s, .
2

Proposition 13. Assume that |A| =2 and a = % Then M AJ, is K-strategy-proof.

Proof. Letie I, 5e L(A)\ and q,¢' € L(A). Let us set p = (7, q[i]) and p’ = (,¢[i]) and assume
that g = [21,22], where A = {x1,22}. We want to prove that

MAJa(p/) *K(q) MAJa(p) (2)

If ¢ = q, (2) is true. Assume ¢ # ¢ and so ¢ = [z2,z1]. If MAJ,(p) = {x1}, we have that
MAJo(p) =k(q) B for all B € Py(A) and thus (2) holds true. Assume next that M AJ,(p) # {z1}.
Thus, 20 € MAJ(p) and [{i € I : x1 >, 22}| < a. Then, we have that [{i € I : 21 >, 22}| <
{iel:x >p) v2}| < a. As a consequence, 2 € MAJ,(p'). If 21 € MAJ,(p), then (2) is true. If
w1 ¢ MAJo(p), then MAJ,(p) = {wa}. Thus, [{i € [: 20 >pu 1} > [{i€l:x2 >y, 11} > o and
hence M AJ,(p') = {x2}. As a consequence, (2) is true. O

8 Sufficient conditions for Qf-K-manipulability

In this section, we propose a result that gives conditions on a scc F that are sufficient for its QF-
K-manipulability. We start by defining a property of monotonicity. Similar properties are proposed
in the literature, as in Chapter 4 of Campbell et al. (2018).

Definition 14. Let F' be a scc. We say that F' satisfies up-monotonicity (UM) if, for every i € I,
pe L(A)ME ge L(A) and x,y, 2z € A such that

o F(p.qli]) = {=},
o rank,(x) + 1 = rank,(y) < rank,(z),
we have that F(p,vq|i]) € {z,y}, where 1 € Sym(A) is the transposition that exchanges x and y.

A scc satisfies UM if, for every preference profile for which exactly one winner is selected, if an
individual exchanges in her preferences the position of two consecutive alternatives that are ranked
above the winner, then one of the following facts happens: the set of winners does not change; the
raised alternative becomes the unique winner; the raised alternative becomes a winner together with
the former winner. Note that if |A| = 2, then every SCC satisfies UM.

Definition 15. Let F' be a scc. We say that F satisfies up-sensitivity (US) if there exist i € I,
pe L(A)M3 ge L£(A) and x,y, z € A such that

o F(p.qli]) = {=},
o rank,(x) + 1 = rank,(y) < rank,(z),
o y e F(p,qli]), where ¢» € Sym(A) is the transposition that exchanges x and y.

A scc satisfies US if there exists a preference profile for which exactly one winner is selected, and
an individual who, by exchanging the position of two consecutive alternatives that are not winners
and are ranked above the winner in her preferences, makes the set of winners contain the raised
alternative. Note that if |A| = 2, then no scc satisfies Us.

We now state and prove the main result of the section.



Theorem 16. Let F be a SCC. Assume that F satisfies UM and US. Then F is QF -K-manipulable.

Proof. In order to prove that F is QF-K-manipulable, we need to show that there exist i € I,
q,q € L(A) and w € QF () such that, for every p € w, we have F(p,¢'[i]) =k(q) F (P, q[i]) and there
exists ' € w such that F(p', ¢'[i]) >k F(7';q[i]).

Since F satisfies US there exist i € I, 7 € £L(A)™M ge £L(A) and z,v, z € A such that

o (. qli]) = {2},
o rank,(z) + 1 = rank,(y) < rank,(z),
e y e F(7,vq[i]), where 1 is the transposition that exchanges = and y.

In particular, since F' satisfies UM, we have that F'(7, ¥q[i]) = {y, 2z} or F(7,¥q[i]) = {y}.

Let now i € I and g € L(A) be the ones previously considered, and set ¢’ = 1g and w = {p €
L(ANME - F(P,q[i]) = {2}}. Since F(7,q[i]) = {2z}, we have that w # @ and so w € QF (¢q). Of
course, we have that F(7',¢'[i]) >k {z} = F(@,qli]), because y >, z. We are then left with
proving that, for every p € w, we have F(p,q'[i]) >k F(P,qli]). Let p € w. Thus, we have

F(p,qli]) = {z} Moreover, by UM, we have F(p,yq[i]) = F(p,q'[i]) € {{z},{y},{y, z}}. Since, for
every B e {{z}, {y},{y, 2}} we have B >k, {2}, we conclude that F(p,q'[i]) =k F(p,qli]). O

Note that if |A| = 2, then no SCC can satisfy both uM and Us. Thus, Theorem 16 is not informative
if |A] = 2. As we will see by the proofs in the appendix, it is instead a useful tool to analyze positional
sccs when |A] = 3.

9 Conclusion

After having introduced the definition of Q2-E-manipulability (Definition 4), we have focused on QF'-
K-manipulability. We have then provided sufficient conditions for Qf-K-manipulability (Theorem
16) and analyzed QF-K-manipulability when F is positional (Theorems 9, 10, 11, and 12). The
results for BO and PL confirm that it is very difficult to avoid manipulation for those SccCs, even
when the information at the disposal of the individuals is significantly limited. On the other hand,
the results for N P show that, for this scc, limiting the information can be an effective way to achieve
strategy-proofness.

This study can be extended and deepened by considering different extension rules, different
information function profiles, and different families of social choice correspondences. Since different
information function profiles may be comparable, meaning that one may be more or less informative
than another, finding different results in terms of manipulability for different information function
profiles might allow us to shed light on how much information is needed to manipulate a given Scc.
By varying the extension rules, we modify our assumptions about how individuals evaluate sets
of alternatives based on their preferences on alternatives. Of course, changing extension rules and
information function profiles generally has a decisive impact on the definition of manipulability.

As an example, consider the well-known Fishburn extension rule (Géanderfors, 1976) defined, for
every q € L(A), by

q) = {(B, C)e PO(A)2 cx>qy forallze B\C and y € C}
n{(B,C) € Py(A)* iz >4y forallz € B and y € C\B} .
Then the following result holds true.
Proposition 17. If |A| > 3 and |A| does not divide |I| — 1, then NP is QNF -F-manipulable.

Proof. Let |A| = n and |I| = m and assume that n > 3, m > 2, and n does not divide m — 1.
Assume also that A = {x1,...,z,}, where z1,...,xz, are distinct. Let i € I, ¢ = [z1,...,2,] and
w= {p e L(A)™MI : NP(p,q[i]) = A\{z,}}. Note that w e QF (¢). Indeed, let 7' € £L(A)"\# be such
that /(i) = ¢ for all i € I\{i}. We have that p' € w # @ and so w € Q' (q).

10



Let ¢ be the transposition that exchanges x,, and z,_1. We show that NP is QV*-F-manipulable
by proving that, for every p € w, NP(p,vq[i]) = A\{Zn—1,z,}. Indeed, since N(p,q[i]) = A\{xn},
we deduce that, for every p € w, NP(p,v¥q[i]) > N(P,qli]), which clearly implies QNP_p-
manipulability.

Fix P € w and set p = (P, q[¢]). For every x € A, set N(z) = np(z,p), N'(z) = np(z, (P, ¥q[7])),
and L(x) = [{i € I : rank,(;) () = n}|. We have that, for every x € A, L(z) = m — N(x). Moreover,
> wea L(x) = m and, for every x,y € A\{z,}, L(x,) > L(z) = L(y). Assume now by contradiction
that L(x,) = L(xp—1) + 1. Then, we get

m= Y L(x)=L(xzy,) + >, L) =L(@,1)+1+ n—1)L(xp1) = nlzs 1)+ 1.
reA zeA\{zn}

Thus n divides m—1, a contradiction. Hence, L(x,) > L(z,—1)+2 and so N(x,) < N(2,—1)—2. We
have N'(z,,) = N(zp)+ 1, N'(2—1) = N(zp—1) — 1 and, for every x € A\{zp_1,2,}, N'(x) = N(x).
Note that, since n = 3, A\{Tn_1,2n} # &. Then, NP(P,q[i]) = A\{zn_1,Tn}, as desired. O

Proposition 17 shows that, the use of the Fishburn extension rule instead of Kelly extension rule,
makes N P have a different behavior in terms of manipulability. Indeed, if |4| > 4 and |A| does not
divide |I| — 1, then, by Theorem 11 and Proposition 17, we have that NP is QVF-K-strategy-proof
and QVP-F-manipulable.
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Appendix

This appendix is devoted to the proofs of Theorems 9, 10, 11 and 12. Those proofs are developed
through some intermediate steps. For simplicity, in the rest of the paper we set |A| = n and |I| = m
and, without loss of generality, we assume that A = [n] and I = [m].

A Properties of the Kelly extension rule

Recall that, for every ¢ € L£(A), K(q) is a partial order. The following proposition collects some
further basic properties of the Kelly extension rule.

Proposition 18. Let g€ L(A) with q = [x1,...,74|]. Then, for every B,C € Py(A), the following
facts hold true.

(’L) IfB >K(q) C, then |B N O| < 1.
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(it) If B C and B and C are K(q)-comparable, then B is a singleton.

(iii) C k(g B if and only if B = C or there exist v € B and y € C such that x > y.

)
)
(iv) If rank,(y) > ranky(z), then {x} >k () {2, ¥} >k ¥}
(v) If B # {21}, then {z1} >k (q) B.

)

(vi) If x1€ B and x1 ¢ C, then C }x(q B.

Proof. (i) Let B >k C. Suppose by contradiction that [B n C| = 2. Thus, there are 2,y € Bn C
with x # y. Since B >k, C and B # C, we deduce that x >, y and y >, x. By antisymmetry of
q, we then get the contradiction z = y.

(ii) Let B < C and suppose that B >k C or C >k B. Since B # C, we have B >k C
or C >k(q B. Thus, by (i), we get [Bn C| < 1. Since BnC = B, we have BnC # @. As a
consequence, we deduce |B| = |B n C| = 1.

(4ii) Let C }x(q B and B # C. Assume, by contradiction, that, for every z € B and y € C,
T %4 y. Since g is complete, we deduce that, for every x € B and y € C, y >, x. Thus, C >k, B.
Since K(q) is antisymmetric and B # C, we finally get the contradiction C' >k, B.

Assume, conversely, that B = C' or that there exist € B and y € C such that >, y. If B = C,
we immediately have C' Yy B. If B # C, there must exist x € B and y € C such that x >, y.
Then, y *, = and therefore C' ¥k, B. As a consequence, we also have C' }x ) B.

(iv)-(vi) Straightforward. O

B Proofs of Theorems 9, 10 and 12

Proposition 19. Let F be a positional SCC. Then F satisfies UM.

Proof. Assume that F' = PS,, where w is a suitable scoring vector. Consider i € I, p € E(A)I\{i},
ge L(A) and z,y, z € A such that

o F(p,qli]) = {2},
o rank,(x) + 1 = rank,(y) < rank,(z),

and let 1 € Sym(A) be the transposition that exchanges x and y.

We know that, for every u € A\{z}, scy (2, (D, ¢[7])) > scw(u, (B, ¢[7])). It is immediately observed
that scy, (u, (B, ¥q[i])) = scw(u, (B, q[7])) for all u e A\{z,y}. In particular, for every u € A\{z,y, 2},
we have

SCw(Z, (1_77 "/JQ[z])) = scw(z, (1_77 Q[z])) > SCy (u7 (1_77 Q[l])) = SCy (u7 (1_77 "/JQ[z]))
Moreover, we have
scw (@, (D, ¥q[1])) < scw(w, (D, ql4])) < scw (2, (P, q[i])) = scw (2, (B, ¥ali]))-
As a consequence, F (P, 1g[i]) is a nonempty subset of {y, z}. O

Proposition 20. Assume thatn =3 and m =4, m # 5. If F' is a unanimous positional SCC, then
F is us.

Proof. Let F' be a unanimous positional scc. Then, there exists a scoring vector w such that
F =PS, and wy > we. We divide the proof into two different cases.
Assume first that m is even. Let 7 e £(A)"\™} be defined as follows:

o for every je [ — 1], (j) = [1,2,3,(4),...,(n)];
o forevery je {%,...,m—2},5(j) =(2,1,3,(4),...,(n)];
e p(m—1)=1[2,3,1,(4),...,n].
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Consider then ¢ = [3,1,2,(4),...,(n)] and, for every z € A, set S(x) = scy,(z, (P, q[m])). We have
that

-2 -2
S(l) = mT’LU1+m2 Weo + Wo + w3
_9 _
S(2) = mT’LU1+m2 we + w1 + w3
S3) = (m—2)ws+ ws + w;

and, for every u € A\{1,2,3}, S(u) < mws. Recalling that w; > wy and m = 4, we deduce that
F (P, q[m]) = {2}. Note also that rank,(3) + 1 = rank,(1) < rank,(2). A computation finally shows
that F(p,vq[m]) = {1,2}, where 1 is the transposition that exchanges 1 and 3. Hence, F satisfies
UsS.

Assume now that m is odd. Then we have m > 7. Let 5 € £L(A)"\M™} be defined as follows:

o for every j € [222], p(j) = [1,2,3,(4),...,(n)];

o forevery je {2 +1,...,m—3},p(j) =[2,1,3,(4),...,(n)];
° p(m—2)=[3,2,1,(4),...,(n)];
e p(m—1)=1[2,1,3,(4),...,(n)].

Consider then ¢ = [3,1,2,(4),...,(n)] and, for every = € A, set S(x) = scy(z, (B, q[m])). We have
that

b

-3 -3

S(l) = m2 w1+m2 wa + w3 + 2ws
-3 -3

5(2) = n w1+m wy + wy + wo + w3

2 2
S(3) (m — 2)ws + 2un

and, for every u € A\{1,2,3}, S(u) < mws. Recalling that w; > wy and m > 7, we deduce
F (P, q[m]) = {2}. Note also that rank,(3) + 1 = rank,(1) < ranky(2). A computation finally shows
that F(p,¥q[m]) = {1,2}, where v is the transposition that exchanges 1 and 3. Hence, F' satisfies
Us. O

Corollary 21. Assume thatn >3, m =24 and m # 5. If F' is a unanimous positional SCC, then F
is QF -K-manipulable.

Proof. Apply Theorem 16 and Propositions 19 and 20. O

Proposition 22. Assume that n = 3 and m = 5. If F is a unanimous positional SCC, then F' is
QF K-manipulable.

Proof. Let F' be a unanimous positional scc. Then, there exists a scoring vector w such that
F =PS, and w; > ws.

Assume first that wy > ws. In such a case, we can use the same argument of the second part
of the proof of Proposition 20 to obtain that F' satisfies US. As a consequence, by Theorem 16 and
Propositions 19, we get that F is QF-K-manipulable.

Assume now that wy = ws. Consider ¢ = [3,1,2,(4),...,(n)], ¢ = [1,3,2,(4),...,(n)] and
w={pe LA} F(5,q[5]) = {1,2}}. First, let us prove that we Q' (q). Indeed, let 7’ € L(A)\5}
be such that 7(1) = [1,2,3,(4),..., )], 7(2) = [2,1,3,(4),..., )], 7(3) = [1.2.3,(4),.... )],
7(4)=12,1,3,(4),...,(n)] Moreover, set, for every z € A, S'(z ) = 8¢y (z, (7, ¢[5])). Recalling that
wy = w3, we have that S'(1) = 2wy + 3we, S'(2) = 2w + 3ws, S'(3) = wy + 4ws, and, for every
u € A\{1,2,3}, S'(u) < Sws. Recalling also that wy > way, we deduce F(7',¢[5]) = {1,2}. Thus,
P €w, and so w # @ and w € QF (q).

Consider now any p € w. We have sc, (1, (B, ¢[5])) = scu (2, ( scw (u, (D, ¢[5])) for all
u # A\{1,2}. Tt easily follows that F'(p,q'[5]) = {1} >k {1,2} = F(p,¢[5]). Thus, we conclude
that F is QF-K-manipulable. O
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Proof of Theorem 12. Apply Corollary 21 and Proposition 22. O

Proof of Theorem 9. If n = 2, then apply Theorem 13.

Assume now n = 3 and m = 2. Let ¢ = [2,1,3,(4),...,(n)], ¢ =1[2,3,1,(4),...,(n)],w={p€
LA F(p,q[2]) = {1,2}}, and T € L£L(A)MZ} be such that /(1) = [1,2,3,(4),...,(n)]. We
have F (7', q[2]) = {1,2}, hence w # @ and w € Q' (q). We show that BO is QFY-K-manipulable
proving that, for every p € w, BO(p, ¢'[2]) >k (q) BO(P, q[2]). Let p € w. Thus, BO(p, ¢[2]) = {1,2},
and then bo(1, (7, ¢[2])) = bo(2,(D,¢[2])) > bo(x, (P, q[2])) for all x € A\{1,2}. Suppose that
bo(1, (7, a[2])) = bo(3, (5, a[2])) + 1. We get

(n —ranky(1y (1)) + (n —2) = (n —ranky1y(3)) + (n —3) + 1,

that is, rank;(1)(1) = rankg1)(3), a contradiction. Thus, we have bo(1, (p, ¢[2])) = bo(3, (P, ¢[2])) +2.
It is easily observed that bo(1, (B, ¢'[2])) = bo(1, (P, ¢[2])) — 1; bo( (@,4'[2])) = bo(2,(p,q[2]));
bo(3, (7. ¢[2])) — bo(3, (7, a[2])) + 1; for all z € A\{1,2,3}, bo(z, (7.¢[2])) = bo(z, (7,q[2])). That
implies BO(p, ¢'[2]) = {2} and hence we conclude that BO(p, ¢'[2]) = {2} >k {1,2} = BO(p, q[2]).

Assume now n > 3 and m = 3. We prove that BO is US and we complete the proof applying
Proposition 19 and Theorem 16. Let 7 € £(A)"\3} be defined by (1) = 5(2) = [3,1,2, (4), ..., (n)]
and ¢ = [2,1,3,(4),...,(n)] € L(A). Observe that BO(p, q[3]) = {3}, rank,(2) + 1 = rank,(1) <
ranky(3), and BO(p,¥q[3]) = {1, 3}, where ¢ is the transposition that exchanges 1 and 2. Thus,
BO is us.

Finally, if n > 3 and m > 4, then apply Theorem 12. O

Proposition 23. Assume that n > 3 and m € {2,3}. Then PL is K-strategy-proof.

Proof. For every q € L(A), we denote by top(q) the best alternative in q.
Assume first that T = {1,2}. Let i € I, p € £L(A)"M? and g € £L(A). Denote by j the unique
element in I\{:}. Of course, we have top(q) € PL(P, q[¢]). We split the proof in two cases.

e If top(p(y)) = top(q), then PL(P,q[i]) = {top(q)}. In that case, for every ¢’ € L(A), we have
PL(p,q'[i] >|> ¢ PL(,qli]).
#

o If top(p(y)) # top(q), then we have PL(p) = {top(p(j)),top(q)}. Consider ¢’ € L(A). If
top(q )—top( ), we have PL(p, ¢'[i]) = PL(p, q[i]). If top(q’) # top(g), we have PL(p, ¢'[i]) =
{top(p(4)), top(¢')}. In both cases, we have PL(p, ¢'[i]) }x(q) PL(D; qli])-

~— —

Assume then that I = {1,2,3}. We first observe that, for every p € £L(A)!, we have that |PL(p)| = 1
or |PL(p)| = 3. Indeed, assume first that, for every distinct i, j € I, we have top(p(i)) # top(p(j))-
Then |PL(p)| = 3. Assume next that there exist x € A and 4, j € I distinct such that « = top(p(4)) =
top(p(j)). Then PL(p) = {x}. Consider now i€ I, pe L(A)™M} and qe L(A).

e If |PL(D,q[i])| = 3, then we have top(q) € PL(p,q[i]). Let ¢’ € L(A). If top(¢’) = top(q),
then PL(p,q'[i]) = PL(p,q[i]) and that implies PL(p,q'[7]) *k( PL(D,qli]). If instead
top(q’) # top(q), then we have top(q) ¢ PL(p,¢'[:]). Since top(q) € PL(p,q[i]), we have

PL(p, ¢'[i]) *x(q) PL([D,qli])-

o If |[PL(P,q[i])| = 1, then we have two possibilities: if PL(p, q[i]) = {top(q)}, then, for every
C € Py(A), we have that C k(g {top(q)}. We deduce that, for every ¢’ € L(A), we have
PL(p,q'[i]) *x(q PL(P,qli]). If PL(p,q[i]) = {x}, with 2 # top(q) then, for both the individ-
uals in I\{i}, x is the best alternative. As a consequence, for any ¢’, we have {z} = PL(p, ¢'[{])

and thus PL(p, ¢'[1]) *x(q) PL(P,q1]).
That proves that PL is K-strategy-proof. o
Proof of Theorem 10. Apply Theorem 12 and Proposition 23. o
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C Proof of Theorem 11
Lemma 24. The following facts hold:

(i) For every p € L(A)!, we have |INP(p)| = max{1,n —m};
(ii) |NP(p)| = 2 for all pe L(A)! if and only if n —m > 2.

Proof. For every p € L(A)!, define Z(p) = {z € A: i € I such that rank,;(z) = n}.
(1) Clearly we have |Z(p)| < min{n, m}. Now, observe that A\Z(p) < NP( ) and thus

0 ifn<m

n—m ifn>m = max{0,n —m}

INP@)| > |A] — | Z()] > n — min{n, m)} = {

Since NP(p) # &, we deduce |[NP(p)| = max{l,n — m}

(i) If n —m = 2, by (i), we have [NP(p)| = n—m > 2 for all p € £L(A)!. Assume next that
n—m < 1, that is, m > n—1. Then, there exists p € L(A) such that, for every i € I, rank,;(n) = 1
and Z(p) = [n — 1]. Of course, np(n,p) = m and np(z,p) < m—1for all z € [n —1]. As a
consequence, NP (p) = {n}. O

Proposition 25. Assume that n —m > 2. Then NP is K-strategy-proof.

Proof. Let i e I, q,¢' € L(A) and B e L(A)MD. We set p = (B,¢[i]), ¢’ = (B,¢ [i]), B = NP(p)
and B’ := NP(p’). Moreover, for every y € A, we set N(y) = np(y,p) and N'(y) = np(y,p’).
In order to show that NP is K-strategy-proof, we need to show that

B %k B. (3)

If |Bn B’| = 2, then, by Proposition 18(z), we immediately get (3). If instead |B n B’| € {0, 1}, then,
by Lemma 24(12), we know that |B| > 2 and |B’| = 2. As a consequence, B & B’ and B’ £ B. We
divide the argument into the two cases |B n B’| =0 and |B n B'| = 1.

Assume first that |B n B’| = 0. Suppose that there exists 2’ € B’ such that rank,(z’) = n. Pick
xz € B. Since B n B’ = @, we deduce z >4 2’. Thus, by Proposition 18(#ii), we deduce (3). Suppose
instead that, for every o’ € B’, rank,(z') < n—1. Let 2’ € B’ and x € B. Since Bn B’ = @
we have that 2’ ¢ B and then N(2') < N(z). Thus, we deduce N'(z') < N(z') < N(x), and then
N'(z') < N(xz) — 1 < N'(z). Since 2’ € B’, we conclude that « € B’, a contradiction.

Assume now that |[Bn B/| =1 and let B n B’ = {z}. Since B, B’ are not included one in the
other and have size at least 2, there exist z € B\{z} and 2’ € B'\{z}. Then 2’ ¢ B and we have

N(z) = N(z) > N(2). (4)

Moreover, z ¢ B’ and we have
N'(z) = N'(2') > N'(2). (5)

Assume first that rank,(z) = n and ranky,(x) < n — 1. Then we have N'(z) > N(z) and thus
N(z') = N'(#)) = N'(z) > N(z), against the fact that x € B. Assume next that rank,(z) <n —1
and ranky (xz) = n. Then, we have N(z) > N'(z) and thus N'(z) > N(z) = N(z) > N'(z), against
the fact € B’. Assume now that we have both rank,(z) < n — 1 and ranky (z) < n — 1, or both
ranky(z) = n and ranky (z) = n. Then, we have N(z) = N'(x). As a consequence, using (5), we get
N(z) = N(x) = N'(z) > N'(2), and so we deduce that z is not the worst alternative for ¢; using
also (4), we get N’(z') = N'(z) = N(z) > N(z'), and so we deduce that 2z’ is the worst alternative
for g. We then conclude that z >, 2z’ and, by Proposition 18(éi7), we finally obtain (3). O

Proposition 26. Assume that m = n — 1. Then NP is K-manipulable.
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Proof. For every p € L(A)!, we set Z(p) == {z € A: 3i € I such that rank,(z) = n}. In order to
prove that NP is K-manipulable, we exhibit p € £(A)!, i e I and ¢’ € L(A) such that

NP, ;4 [1]) k) NP®). (6)

Since n > 3 and m > n — 1, we have A\{1,2} # @ and m > n — 2. Thus, there exists p € L(A)!
such that Z(p) = A\{1,2} and 1 >,;) 2 for all i € I. Of course, NP(p) = {1,2}. Let z* € Z(p) be
an alternative that is the worst alternative for the maximum number of individuals according to p.
Since m > n — 2, we have that z* is the worst alternative for at least two individuals.

Let ¢ be one of the individuals that considers z* her worst alternative and let ) be the transposition
that exchanges 2 and z*. Define ¢’ = ¢p(i) € L(A) and p’ = (p|,,,, 4 [i]). We have that NP(p') =
{1} since np(1,p’) = m, np(2,p’) = m — 1, np(z*,p’) = np(z¥,p)+ 1 < (m—2)+1 =m — 1,
and np(z,p’) = np(x,p) < m — 1 for all x € A\{1,2,2*}. By Proposition 18(iv), 1 >,y 2 implies
{1} >k @) {1,2}, and hence (6) is finally shown. O
Lemma 27. Letie I, q,q € L(A) and w e QNF(q). Let B € Py(A) be the set such that

w={pe LA NP qli]) = B}.

Let z be the worst alternative in q and 2’ be the worst alternative in ¢'. If one of the following
conditions is satisfied
o z =2,
e ze B,
o [Bj<n-—-2,
then one of the following facts hold:
(i) for every e w, NP, ¢[i]) $x B
(4i) there exists p' € w such that NP(p',q'[i]) *x(q) B-

Proof. Assume first that z = 2’. We show that (i) holds. Let p € w. For every x € A, we have
np(;v, (1_97 q [Z])) = np(:c, (237 q/ [Z]))a thus NP(]?, q/ [7’]) =B >|>K(q) B.
Assume next that z # 2z’ and z € B. We show that (¢) holds. Let P € w. Define p == (P, ¢ [¢]) and
p' = (P,q [i]). Since z € B = NP(p) we have that, for every z € A\{z},
np(z,p) = np(z,p). (7)
Moreover, since z is not the worst alternative in ¢’, we have
np(z,p') =np(z,p) + 1 (8)
and, for every z € A\{z},
np(z,p’) < np(, p). (9)
As a consequence, by (8), (7), (9), we get np(z,p’) > np(z,p) = np(z,p) = np(x,p’) for all z € A\{z},
which gives NP(p') = {2} }k(q) B-

Assume finally that z # 2/, z ¢ B and |B| < n —2. We show that (i¢) holds. Consider C = A\B.
Thus, z € C and |C| = 2. For every pe L(A)M# define

Z(p) ={we A:3je I\{i} such that rank,;(w) = n}.
By Lemma 24 (i), we have |B| > n — m, hence
[C\{z}|=|C|]—1=n—|B|—-1<n+m-n—1=m-—1.

Thus, we can construct 7 € £(A)"\?} such that Z(7') = C\{z}. Clearly we have NP (7, q[i]) = B and
hence p' € w. Set now p = (¢, ¢[i]) and p’ == (P, ¢[7]). Recalling that z is not the worst alternative
in ¢’, we have np(z,p’) = np(z,p) +1 = (m—1) + 1 = m. As a consequence, z € NP(p’). Since z ¢ B
we have NP(7, ¢'[i]) *x(q) B- O
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Proposition 28. Assume that n divides m — 1 orn = 4. Then NP is QNT -K-strategy-proof.

Proof. Let us consider i € I, q,q' € L(A) and w € QNP (q) and prove that one of the following facts
hold:

(a) for every p € w, NP(p,q'[i]) }x(q) B,
(b) there exists 7' € w such that NP(p',¢'[i]) *x (g B,

where B € Py(A) is such that w = {5 € L(A)™M# : NP(p,q[i]) = B}. Let z be the worst alternative
in ¢, and 2’ be the worst alternative in ¢'.

If z= 2" or z € B or |B|] <n—2, then, by Lemma 27, we know that one between (a) and (b)
holds.

Assume next that z # 2/, z ¢ B and |B| = n—1. Since z ¢ B, we actually have |B| = n— 1. Note
also that, under these assumptions, B = A\{z}.

e Assume that n divides m — 1. We prove that (b) holds. Defining ¢ := 2= we can consider

7 € L(A)\} such that, for every z € A, z is the worst alternative of exactly ¢ individuals.
Since z is the worst alternative in ¢, we have NP(p',¢[i]) = B and then P’ € w. Since z # 2/,
we have NP(7', ¢'[i]) = A\{z'}. Since A\{2'} }k(q) B, we conclude that NP(7', ¢'[i]) > (q) B.

e Assume that n > 4. We prove that (b) holds. Consider 7 € £L(A)"M* such that z is the worst
alternative of all individuals. Of course, N P(7, q[i]) = B and then P’ € w. Since 2’ # z, we have
that NP(P',q'[i]) = A\{z,2'} & B. Note that |A\{z,2'}| = n — 2 > 2. By Proposition 18(i3),
we deduce that B and N P(p’) are not K(g)-comparable. It follows that NP(7', ¢'[i]) >« q) B.

O
Proposition 29. Assume that n = 3 and 3 does not divide m—1. Then NP is QNP -K-manipulable;

Proof. Letie I, q = [1,2,3] and w == {p e L(A)M? : NP5, q[i]) = {1,2}}. Let 7 € L(A)"\# be
such that 3 is the worst alternative of all individuals. Thus we have P’ € w, and hence w # @ and
we QY (q).

Consider now p € w. Set p :== (P, ¢[i]) and, for every x € A, N(x) = np(z, p) and

L(x) = [{i € I : rank,;(x) = 3}|.

Note that L(z) = m — N(z) for all z € A, >, 4, L(z) = m, and L(1) = L(2) < L(3). Assume by
contradiction L(3) = L(1) + 1. Then, we get

m = Y L(x) = L(1) + L(2) + L(3) = 2L(1) + L(1) + 1 = 3L(1) + 1.

Thus n = 3 divides m — 1, a contradiction. Hence, L(3) = L(1) + 2 and L(3) = L(2) + 2, and so
N(3) < N(1) — 2 and N(3) < N(1) — 2. Let ¢ be the transposition that exchanges 3 and 2 and
set, for every x € A, N'(z) = np(z, (D, ¥q[i])). We have N'(3) = N(3) + 1, N'(2) = N(2) — 1 and,

N’(1) = N(1). Then NP(p,¢q[i]) = {1} >k(q) {1,2}. Thus, NP is Q¥7-K-manipulable. O
Proof of Theorem 11. Apply Propositions 25, 26, 28 and 29. O
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