arXiv:2002.09598v2 [cs.GT] 13 Jul 2021

A characterization of proportionally representative committees

Haris Aziz and Barton E. Lee^*

July 15, 2021

Abstract

A well-known axiom for proportional representation is Proportionality of Solid Coalitions (PSC). We characterize committees satisfying PSC as possible outcomes of the Minimal Demand rule, which generalizes an approach pioneered by Michael Dummett.

Keywords: committee selection, multi-winner voting, proportional representation, single transferable vote. JEL: C62, C63, and C78

1 Introduction

In multiwinner elections, a central concern is proportional representation of voters.^1 When voters elicit ranked preferences over candidates, one particular axiom for proportional representation is Proportionality of Solid Coalitions (PSC). This axiom was advocated by Dummett (1984) and has been referred to as the most important requirement for proportional representation (Tideman, 1995; Tideman and Richardson, 2000; Woodall, 1994, 1997).^2

PSC is the subject of many theoretical and empirical studies. Theoretical studies have focused on designing voting rules that satisfy PSC; these include single transferable vote (STV) (Tideman, 1995), Quota Borda System (QBS) (Dummett, 1984), Schulz- STV (Schulze, 2011), and the Expanding Approvals Rule (EAR) (Aziz and Lee, 2020).^3

*UNSW Sydney and Data61 CSIRO, Australia. Email: haris.aziz@unsw.edu.au; barton.e.lee@gmail.com. We thank Bill Zwicker for helpful comments and discussions.

1See, for example, the prominent electoral reform movements by Fair- Vote (https://www.fairvote.org) and the Electoral Reform Society (https://www.electoral-reform.org.uk).

2For broader discussion on axioms for multiwinner voting, see the chapter by Faliszewski et al. (2017). 3There is also a growing literature that explores issues of proportionality in the context of participatory budgeting (see, e.g., Aziz and Lee, 2021; Aziz et al., 2018; Freeman et al., 2021).

STV is the most prominent of these rules^4 and has attracted significant attention in the literature from both a theoretical (Geller, 2005; Howard, 1990; Miller, 2007; Peleg and Peters, 2017; Ray, 1986; Van Deemen, 1993) and empirical perspective (Endersby and Towle, 2014; Farrell et al., 1996; Latner and McGann, 2005). However, few studies consider the structure imposed by the PSC axiom on election outcomes.

In this note, we present a characterization of PSC committees as the range of outcomes from a certain class of procedures, which we formalize and call Minimal Demand (MD) rules. MD generalizes an approach pioneered by Michael Dummett who proposed one particular rule within our wider class. We also present an alternative way of viewing MD in terms of a “Dummett Tree,” which represents a decision tree with decisions taken at each branching of a node. Our main result is the following: A committee satisfies PSC if and only it is a possible outcome of MD if and only if it is an outcome of a branch of a Dummett tree.

This contribution is important because it provides an intuitive and tractable method for researchers to analyze the demands of PSC on committee outcomes. We hope that this characterization will be useful as a stepping stone toward understanding the interaction between PSC and other axioms.

2 Preliminaries

We consider the standard social choice setting with a set of voters N = {1, . . . , n}, a set of candidates C = {c_1, . . . , c_m} and a preference profile ≻= (≻_1, . . . , ≻_n) such that each ≻_i is linear order over C. If c_s ≻_i c_t then we say that voter i prefers candidate c_s to candidate c_t. Given j ∈ {1, . . . , m}, the j-prefix of a voter’s preference is their (unordered) set of j most preferred candidates. The goal is to select a committee W ⊂ C of pre-determined size k.

The focus of this paper is on committees that satisfy the Proportionality of Solid Coalitions (PSC) axiom. Before formally defining PSC, we introduce the notion of a solid coalition which is central to the PSC axiom. Intuitively, a set of voters N^′ forms a solid coalition for a set of candidates C^′ if every voter in N^′ prefers every candidate in C^′ to any candidate outside of C^′. Importantly, voters that form a solid coalition for a candidate-set C^′ are not required to have identical preference orderings over candidates within C^′ nor C\C^′.

Definition 1 (Solid coalition). A set of voters N^′ is a solid coalition for a set of candidates C^′ if for all i ∈ N^′ and for any c^′ ∈ C^′ ∀c ∈ C\C^′ c^′ ≻_i c. The candidates in C^′ are said to be (solidly) supported by the voter set N^′, and, conversely, the voter set N^′ is said to be (solidly) supporting the candidate set C^′.

We now state the PSC definition. Informally, PSC requires that a committee W “adequately” represents the preferences of solid coalitions that are “sufficiently large” by

4STV is used for elections in Australia, Ireland, India, and Pakistan.

including some candidates that they support in relation to the size of the solid coalition. Here “adequately” and “sufficiently large” are defined according to a parameter q ∈ (n/(k + 1), n/k] and leads to a hierarchy^5 of PSC definitions denoted by q-PSC.^6

Definition 2 (q-PSC). Let q ∈ (n/(k + 1), n/k]. A committee W satisfies q-PSC if for every positive integer ℓ, and for every solid coalition N^′ supporting a candidate subset C^′ with size |N^′| ≥ ℓq, the following holds |W ∩ C^′| ≥ min{ℓ, |C^′|}. Given a subset W̃ ⊆ C and a solid coalition N^′ supporting C^′, we say that N^′ has an unmet PSC demand if |W̃ ∩ C^′| < min{⌊|N^′|/q⌋, |C^′|}. The q-PSC axiom captures intuitive features of proportional representation. The axiom ensures representation of minority voters so long as they share similar preferences over candidates, i.e., they form a solid coalition, and the amount of representation given to a group of voters that form a solid coalition is (approximately) in proportion to their size. For the remainder of the paper, we will explore the q-PSC axiom for fixed q; hence, abusing notation slightly, we refer to q-PSC as simply PSC.

3 Minimal Demand Rule and the Dummett Tree

Dummett proposed the Quota Borda System (QBS) rule as follows. It examines the prefixes (of increasing sizes) of the preference lists of voters and checks if there exists a corresponding solid coalition for a set of voters. If there is such a solid set of voters, then an appropriate number of candidates with the highest Borda count are selected so as to satisfy the corresponding PSC demand.

We view Dummett’s approach as a special case of a more general class of rules, which we call Minimal Demand (MD) rules. We formalize the MD rule below in 3 steps. Just like in QBS, MD rules examine prefixes (of increasing sizes) of the preference lists of voters and checks if there exists a corresponding solid coalition for a set of voters.^7 If there is such a solid set of voters, then a minimal subset of candidates is sequentially selected to satisfy the corresponding PSC demand.

For a given q ∈ (n/(k + 1), n/k], the MD rule is implemented as follows. Initialize W = ∅ and j = 1.

Step 1. Partition the set of voters into equivalence classes where each class has the same j-prefix

Step 2. If there exists an equivalence class of voters N^′ ⊆ N with j-prefix C^′ such that |W ∩ C^′| < min{⌊|N^′|/q⌋, |C^′|}, then for any such c^′ ∈ C^′\W update W to W ∪ {c^′}. Repeat with the updated W until no additional candidate can be added.

Step 3. If j < m, update j to j + 1 and repeat from step (i). Otherwise, terminate and output W .

5If an outcome W satisfies q-PSC, then W satisfies q^′-PSC for all q^′ > q (Aziz and Lee, 2020, Lemma 2). 6See (Aziz and Lee, 2020, Footnote 10) for justification of the bounds on q. 7 Note that each voter-partition in Step 1 is a solid coalition supporting their j-prefix.

Lemma 1 verifies that the MD rule terminates and outputs a committee of size k.

Lemma 1. The MD rule always terminates and outputs W : |W | = k.

Proof. First, the MD rule terminates because the “if” condition in Step 2 can always be satisfied by adding all candidates in C^′.

Second, the MD rule outputs W such that |W | ≥ k. This is because, at stage j = m, all of the voters have the same j-prefix, equal to C; hence, the if condition in Step 2 is satisfied for any W : |W | < k.

It remains to prove that the MD rule’s output W never exceeds size k. For sake of contradiction, suppose that |W | > k. Given j ∈ {1, . . . , m}, let W_j ⊆ W be the set of candidates elected at the termination of stage j. Consider stage j^∗ : W_j∗_{−1} ≤ k and W_j∗ > k. At some point during stage j^∗, k candidates were elected by the MD rule (denote this set W^′_j∗ ) and, yet, there exists an equivalence class of voters N^′ with j-prefix C^′ such that |W^′_j∗ ∩ C^′| < min{⌊|N^′|/q⌋, |C^′|}. By definition of the MD rule and PSC, a one-to-one mapping ϕ can be constructed between each of the k elected candidate at this point, say c^′ ∈ W^′_j∗ , and a distinct set of ⌈q⌉ voters that all have c^′ in their j^∗-prefix. Now consider the equivalence class of voters N^′. By the pigeon-hole principle and existence of ϕ, at least |N^′|/q candidates in W^′_j∗ are contained in the j^∗-prefix of voters in N^′. Thus, |W^′_j∗ ∩ C^′| ≥ |N^′|/q—a contradiction.

Since MD specifies a candidate subset from which a candidate should be selected, rather than specifying a single candidate, there is a great deal of flexibility in how these “ties” are resolved, i.e., which candidate from the subset is selected. By considering different tie-breaking decisions, we can attain different outcomes of MD. These outcomes can be represented in the form of a decision tree, which we will refer to as the Dummett Tree.

The Dummett tree can be viewed as a tree corresponding to how the (possibly) nondeterministic MD rule can be run depending on the selection of candidates in each stage. Each node along a path of the Dummett tree corresponds to a stage. The Dummett tree has depth m. If k candidates have already been selected by stage j, we still go over all the stages. At each stage j of the tree the rule only considers the j-prefixes of voter preferences. Accordingly, only those PSC demands that pertain to the most preferred j candidates of each voter are considered. Each path of the tree reflects the selection of candidates. Each node in the path represents the selection of candidates at that point keeping in view the candidates already selected at nodes higher up in the path.^8

4 MD, Dummett Trees and PSC

We present some connections between MD, Dummett Trees and PSC. Lemma 2 states that each possible outcome of MD satisfies PSC. To the best of our knowledge, it is the first formal argument that MD returns a PSC committee and the outcome being PSC does not depend on the specific choices made during the algorithm.

8Equivalently, one may also include “null” nodes, which represent stages where no candidate was selected, in the tree.

Lemma 2. Each path along the Dummett Tree gives rise to a committee satisfying PSC. Equivalently, each possible outcome of the MD rule satisfies PSC.

Proof. Let W be an outcome of the MD rule (by Lemma 1, |W | = k). For sake of a contradiction, suppose W does not satisfy PSC: there exists a positive integer ℓ and set of voters N^′ with |N^′| ≥ ℓq solidly supporting a candidate subset C^′ such that |W ∩ C^′| < min{ℓ, |C^′|}. But then, at stage j = |C^′| of the MD rule, the voters in N^′ form an equivalence class (with j-prefix C^′) that satisfies the if condition in Step 2. Thus, the algorithm cannot proceed to the next stage while guaranteeing the output W —a contradiction.

Lemma 2 implies the following. Any voting rule that proceeds by sequentially electing candidates is guaranteed to satisfy PSC so long as: (1) candidates are only added if they resolve a PSC violation, and (2) candidates that resolve violation of PSC for smaller prefixes of voters preferences are elected before candidates that resolve violations for larger prefixes.

Lemma 3 provides a converse to Lemma 2: every PSC committee is a possible outcome of MD.

Lemma 3. If W is a committee satisfying PSC, then there exists a path of the Dummett tree that selects W .

Proof. Suppose W satisfies PSC. We simulate an MD outcome that makes decisions along the tree and selects candidates from W . The proof is by induction on the number of stages. At each stage, we can select candidates only from W to fulfill the PSC demands of voters. First, note that since W satisfies PSC, it does not satisfy the if condition in Step 2 for any j. Now, if we have selected W_j ⊆ W by the j-th stage and the if condition in Step 2 is satisfied, then there exists c ∈ W \W_j that can be added at Step 2. Repeating this process leads to the outcome W and, hence, there exists a path in the Dummett tree that selects W . Combining the two lemmas gives us the following equivalence theorem.

Theorem 1. The following three statements are equivalent.

(i) A committee satisfies PSC.

(ii) A committee is an outcome of some path of the Dummett tree.

(iii) A committee is a possible outcome of MD.

References

Aziz, H., Lee, B. E., 2020. The expanding approvals rule: Improving proportional representation and monotonicity. Social Choice and Welfare 54 (1), 1–45.

Aziz, H., Lee, B. E., 2021. Proportionally representative participatory budgeting with ordinal preferences. In: Proceedings of the 35th AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence (AAAI).

Aziz, H., Lee, B. E., Talmon, N., 2018. Proportionally representative participatory budgeting: Axioms and algorithms. In: Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Autonomous Agents and MultiAgent Systems, AAMAS 2018, Stockholm, Sweden, July 10-15, 2018. pp. 23– 31. Dummett, M., 1984. Voting Procedures. Oxford University Press.

Endersby, J. W., Towle, M. J., 2014. Making wasted votes count: Turnout, transfers, and preferential voting in practice. Electoral Studies 33, 144–152.

Faliszewski, P., Skowron, P., Slinko, A., Talmon, N., 2017. Multiwinner voting: A new challenge for social choice theory. In: Endriss, U. (Ed.), Trends in Computational Social Choice. Ch. 2.

Farrell, D. M., Mackerras, M., McAllister, I., 1996. Designing electoral institutions: STV systems and their consequences. Political studies 44 (1), 24–43.

Freeman, R., Pennock, D. M., Peters, D., Vaughan, J. W., 2021. Truthful aggregation of budget proposals. Journal of Economic Theory 193.

Geller, C., 2005. Single transferable vote with Borda elimination: proportional representation, moderation, quasi-chaos and stability. Electoral Studies 24 (2), 265–280.

Howard, J., 1990. Implementing alternative voting in kingmaker trees. Games and Economic Behavior 2 (4), 325–336.

Latner, M., McGann, A., 2005. Geographical representation under proportional representation:

The cases of Israel and the Netherlands. Electoral Studies 24 (4), 709–734. Miller, N. R., 2007. The butterfly effect under STV. Electoral Studies 26 (2), 503–506. Peleg, B., Peters, H., 2017. Choosing k from m: feasible elimination procedures reconsidered.

Games and Economic Behavior 103, 254–261.

Ray, D., 1986. On the practical possibility of a ‘no show paradox’ under the single transferable vote. Mathematical Social Sciences 11 (2), 183–189.

Schulze, M., 2011. Free riding and vote management under proportional representation by single transferable vote.

Tideman, N., 1995. The single transferable vote. Journal of Economic Perspectives 9 (1), 27–38. Tideman, N., Richardson, D., 2000. Better voting methods through technology: The refinementmanageability trade-off in the single transferable vote. Public Choice 103 (1-2), 13–34.

Van Deemen, A., 1993. Paradoxes of voting in list systems of proportional representation. Electoral Studies 12 (3), 234–241.

Woodall, D. R., 1994. Properties of preferential election rules. Voting Matters 3. Woodall, D. R., 1997. Monotonicity of single-seat preferential election rules. Discrete Applied Mathematics 77 (1), 81–98.