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Abstract

We study the control complexity of fallback voting. Like mjulation and bribery, electoral
control describes ways of changing the outcome of an electinlike manipulation or bribery
attempts, control actions—such as adding/deletingfaring either candidates or voters—
modify the participative structure of an election. Via swttions one can try to either make
a favorite candidate win (“constructive control”) or preva despised candidate from winning
(“destructive control”). Computational complexity caniumed to protect elections from control
attempts, i.e., proving an election system resistant teeggpe of control shows that the success
of the corresponding control action, though not impossikleomputationally prohibitive.

We show that fallback voting, an election system combinimgraval with majority voting
[BSQ9], is resistant to each of the common types of candidai#rol and to each common
type of constructive control. Among natural election systevith a polynomial-time winner
problem, only plurality and sincere-strategy preferehased approval voting (SP-AV) were
previously known to be fully resistant to candidate confBaIT92,[HHRO 7/ ENROD], and only
Copeland voting and SP-AV were previously known to be fudlgistant to constructive control
[FHHRO9a| ENROB]. However, plurality has fewer resistartoevoter control, Copeland voting
has fewer resistances to destructive control, and SP-AVcfwliike fallback voting has 19 out
of 22 proven control resistances) is arguably less natwsgsgem than fallback voting.

1 Introduction

\oting is a way of aggregating individual preferences (aegd to achieve a societal consensus on
which among several alternatives (or candidates) to chobkis is a central method of decision-
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making not only in human societies but also in, e.g., muiidgystems where autonomous software
agents may have differing individual preferences on a givember of alternatives. Voting has
been studied intensely in areas as diverse as social ctlr@oeytand political science, economics,
operations research, artificial intelligence, and othéddief computer science. Voting applications
in computer science include the web-page ranking problekNS01], similarity search [FKS03],
planning [ER93], and recommender systems [GMHS99]. Foh syplications, it is important to
understand the computational properties of election ayste

Various ways of tampering with the outcome of elections Haeen studied from a complexity-
theoretic perspective, in particular the complexity ofrofiag an election’s outcome bhyanipu-
lation [BTT89,/BO91,[CSLOr, HHO7, FHHROO9ctontrol [BTT92, HHRO7, FHHR094, HHR09,
ENRQ9, FHHRO09c], andribery [FHHOS, [FHHRO094], see also the surveys by Faliszewski et
al. [FHHRO9b] and Baumeister et &l. [BEA9].

In control scenarios, an external actor—commonly refeteeds the “chair’'—seeks to either
make a favorite candidate win (constructive control) orckla despised candidate’s victory (de-
structive control) via actions that change the particygastructure of the election. Such actions
include adding, deleting, and partitioning either cantlideor voters; the 22 commonly studied
control actions, and their corresponding control problesns described formally in Sectiénh 2.

We study the control complexity of fallback voting, an elentsystem introduced by Brams
and Sanver [BS(09] as a way of combining approval and prederbased voting. We prove that
fallback voting is resistant (i.e., the corresponding oarnproblem is NP-hard) to each of the 14
common types of candidate control. In addition, we show talfttack voting is resistant to five
types of voter control. In particular, fallback voting isigtant to each of the 11 common types of
constructive control. Among natural election systems waiholynomial-time winner determina-
tion procedure, only plurality and sincere-strategy pexiee-based approval voting (SP-AV) were
previously known to be fully resistant to candidate conf®I' T92, [HHRO7,[ENROBS], and only
Copeland voting and SP-AV were previously known to be fultgistant to constructive control
[FHHRQO9a| ENROD]. However, SP-AV (as modified by [ENRO9Jaiguably less natural a system
than fallback votiné and plurality has fewer resistances to voter control ande@opl voting has
fewer resistances to destructive control than fallbackngot

This paper is organized as follows. In Sectidn 2, we recatiesmotions from voting theory,
define the commonly studied types of control, and explain®rand Sanver’s fallback voting
procedure[[BS06] in detail. Our results on the control camipy of fallback voting are presented
in Sectior 8. Finally, Sectidn 4 provides some conclusiars@en questions.

1SP-AV is (a variant of) another hybrid system combining apat and preference-based voting that was also pro-
posed by Brams and Sanver (See [BS06]). The reason we salf 8Ress natural than fallback voting is that, in order to
preserve “admissibility” of votes (as required by Brams 8adver[BS06] to preclude trivial approval strategies) /AP
(as modified by Erdélyi et all [ENR0O9]) employs an additionde to (re-)coerce admissibility (in particular, if ineh
course of a control action an originally admissible votedmees inadmissible). This point has been discussed in dbstail
Baumeister et al. [BEH09). In a nutshell, this rule, if applied, changes the apglstrategies of the votes originally cast
by the voters. The effect of this rule is that SP-AV can be seea hybrid between approval and plurality voting, and it
indeed possesses each resistance either of these two systeifand many of these resistance proofs are based otyslight
modified constructions from the resistance proofs for eigherality or approval due to Hemaspaandra et al. [HHRO7]).
In contrast, here we study the original variant of fallbacking, as proposed by Brams and Sanver [ES09], in which
votes, once cast, do not change.



2 Preliminaries

2.1 Elections and Electoral Control

An election is a paifC,V), whereC is a finite set of candidates aMlis a collection of votes
overC. How the votes are represented depends on the electiomsysted. Many systems (such
as majority, Condorcet, and Copeland voting as well as tagscbf scoring protocols including
plurality, veto, and Borda voting; see, e.Q., [BF02]) resaret the voters’ preferences as strict, linear
orders over the candidates. In approval voting [BF78, BB83380], however, a vote ov€ris a so-
called approval strategy, a subset®tontaining all candidates approved of by this voter, wherea
he or she disapproves of all other candidates. As is standa&rdssume that collectionsof votes
overC are given as lists of ballots, i.e., if, say, five voters egprthe same preference (be it as a
linear order or as an approval strategy or both) then this @oturs five times iN.

An election system is a rule determining the winner(s) ofvegielectionC,V). For example,
in plurality-rule electionsthe winners are precisely those candidate3 who are ranked first place
by the most voters. I{simple) majority-rule electionghe winner is that candidate @ (assuming
one exists) who is ranked first place by a strict majority eftbtes (i.e., by more thaill/2 voters).

In approval voting every candidate scores one point for each approval by & \asté whoever has
the most points wins.

All our control problems come in two variants: Thenstructivecase[[BTT92] focuses on the
chair seeking to make a favorite candidate win; dastructivecase [HHROF7] is concerned with
the chair seeking to make a despised candidate not win. Dspate, we describe these control
problems only very briefly. Detailed, formal problem deptians, along with many motivating
examples and scenarios where these types of control rigtacaur in real-world elections, can be
found, e.g., in[[BTT92, HHRO7, FHHROBa, HHR(09, ENR09, BE}]. As an example, we state
one such problem formally:

Name: Constructive Control by Adding a Limited Number of Candafat

Given: An election(CUD,V), CND = 0, a distinguished candidatec C, and a nonnegative
integerk. (C is the set of originally qualified candidates dbds the set of spoiler candidates
that may be added.)

Question: Does there exist a subset C D such that|D’|| < k andc is the unique winner (under
the election system at hand) of electi@uD’,V)?

Constructive Control by Adding an Unlimited Number of Cataies is the same except there is
no limit k on the number of spoiler candidates that may be added. Theuckdge variants of both
problems are obtained by asking whethés not a unique winner ofCUD’,V). The constructive
control by deleting candidates problem is defined analdgaxept that we are given an election
(C,V), a candidate € C, and a deletion limik, and ask whether can be made a unique winner by
deleting up tdk candidates fronC. The destructive version of this problem is the same exdeit t
we now want to preclude from being a unique winner (and we are not allowed to dedete

Constructive Control by Partition (or Run-Off Partitior) @andidates takes as input an elec-
tion (C,V) and a candidate € C and asks whether can be made a unique winner in a certain
two-stage election consisting of one (or two) first-rountiedaction(s) and a final round. In both

3



variants, following[HHROQY], we consider two tie-handlinges, TP (“ties promote”) and TE (“ties
eliminate”), that enter into force when more candidates thiae are tied for winner in any of the
first-round subelections. In the variant with run-off andlenthe TP rule, the question is whetir
can be partitioned int6; andC; such that is the unique winner of electiofy UW,,V ), wherew,

i € {1,2}, is the set of winners of subelectid@;,V). In the variant without run-off (again under
TP), the question is wheth€r can be partitioned int€; andC, such thaftc is the unique winner
of election(Wp UC,,V). In both cases, when the TE rule is used, none of multipld,fiist-round
subelection winners is promoted to the final round (e.g. gfhave a run-off angWs|| > 2 then the
final-round election collapses o,V ); only a unique first-round subelection winner is promoted
to the final round). It is obvious how to obtain the destrietrariants of these eight problems for-
malizing control by candidate partition. Summing up, we rtave defined 14 candidate control
problems.

Constructive Control by Adding Voters is the problem of digmg, given an electiofC,V UV'),
VNV’ =0, whereV is a collection of registered voters add a pool of as yet unregistered voters
that can be added, a candidate C, and an addition limik, whether there is a subsgt C V'
of size at mosk such that is the unique winner of electiofC,V UV”). Constructive Control by
Deleting Voters asks, given an electi¢@,V), a candidate € C, and a deletion limik, whether
it is possible to make the unique winner by deleting up tovotes fromV. For the TP rule, in
Constructive Control by Partition of Voters the questigrgisen an electiorfC,V) and a candidate
¢ € C, whetherV can be partitioned int®; andV, such thatc is the unique winner of election
(WL UW,, V), whereW, i € {1,2}, is the set of winners of subelecti¢@,V;). It is obvious how this
problem definition changes when the TE rule is used, and alactine destructive variants of these
four voter control problems are obtained. Summing up, we hawe defined eight voter control
problems and thus a total of 22 control problems. These pnablre due to [BTT92] and [HHRO7]
(see also [FHHRQ9a]), and their complexity has been studied variety of election systems, with
the goal of using complexity as a barrier that makes attewftbanging the outcome of an election
via control, although not impossible, at least computailgrprohibitive.

We assume the reader is familiar with the standard complekitsses P (deterministic poly-
nomial time) and NP (nondeterministic polynomial time) amith the notions of hardness and
completeness. In particular, a probldsris said to be NP-hard if for each € NP it holds thatA
(polynomial-time many-one) reduces By where we sayA reduces td if there is a polynomial-
time functiong such that for each inpw, x is in A if and only if ¢(x) is in B. Every NP-hard
problem in NP is said to be NP-complete. For more backgroumdomplexity theory, we refer to
the textbooks [GJ79, Pap94, Rot05].

Given a control typeb, some election systems have the advantageous property ihaever
possible for the chair to reach his or her goal of exertingtrobrof type ®. In such a case, the
system is said to benmune to®; otherwise, the system is said to sesceptible tab. We say an
election systen®’ is resistant to® if & is susceptible tab and the control problem corresponding
to @ is NP-hard. If, however§ is susceptible tob and the control problem correspondingdidas
in P, we say¥’ is vulnerable tod.



2.2 Fallback Voting

Brams and Sanver proposed two hybrid systems that combjrea voting and systems based
on linear preferencesjncere-strategy preference-based approval vaiB60€] andfallback voting
(FV) [BSQ9]. Erdéelyi et al.[ENRO9] studied the control cplexity of SP-AV, as they dubbed their
variant of the election system originally proposed by [BJS0&s explained in the last paragraph
of the introduction, SP-AV combines, in a certain senser@am with plurality voting. In this
paper, we investigate the election system FV with respeetdatoral control. FV can be thought
of as combining, in a certain sense, approval with majoriyng. Unlike in SP-AYV, in FV only the
approved candidates are ranked by a tie-free linear order.

Definition 2.1 ([BS09]). Let (C,V) be an election. Every votere/V provides a subset,$- C
indicating that v approves of all candidates in &d disapproves of all candidates in€S,. S, is
called vs approval strategyln addition, each voter ¥V provides a tie-free linear ordering of all
candidates in

If S, = {c1,Cp,...,c} and v ranks the candidates ig By ¢ > ¢, > --- > ¢k, where g is V's
most preferred candidate; ¢s v's second most preferred candidate, etc., and ’s least preferred
candidate (among the candidates v approves of), we deneteotie v by

€1 C - & | C-8S,

where the approved candidates to the left of the approva &re ranked and the disapproved
candidates in G- S, are written as an (unordered) set to the right of the apprdirs. For each
ceC,let

scorgeyv)(c) = [[{veVice S

denote the number of c's approvals(iQ,V), and let scor'ﬁav)(c) be theleveli score ofcin (C,V),

which is the number of ¢’s approvals when ranked betweenitictigively) first and'l' position.
Winner determination in FV is based on determining level iARners as follows:

1. On the first level, only the highest ranked approved catd&glare considered in each voters’
approval strategy. If a candidate«C has a strict majority on this level (i.e., sc@g@,) (c) >

IVIl/2), then c is thunique) level 1 FV winner of the election

2. Onthe second level, if there is no letelinner, the two highest ranked approved candidates
(if they exist) are considered in each voters’ approval tetgg. If there is exactly one can-
didate ce C who has a strict majority on this level (i.e., sc@fg)(c) > [Vl/2), then c is the
(unigue) level 2 FV winner of the electionf there are at least two such candidates, then
every candidate with the highest letcore is devel 2 FV winner of the electian

3. If there is no level or level 2 FV winner, we in this way continue level by level until there i
at least one candidate who was approved by a strict majontyhe current level, say level i.
If there is only one such candidate, he or she is(tirdque) levei FV winner of the election
If there are at least two such candidates, then every canelid#éh the highest level i score is
aleveli FV winner of the election



FV SP-AV AV

Control by Const. | Dest. || Const.| Dest. || Const.| Dest.
Adding an Unlimited Number of CandidatesR R R R I \%
Adding a Limited Number of Candidates || R R R R I Y
Deleting Candidates R R R R \% I
Partition of Candidates TE:R | TEER || TE:R | TE:R || TE:V | TE: |

TP:R | TP:R || TP:R | TP:R || TP: | | TP: |
Run-off Partition of Candidates TE:R | TE:R || TE:R | TE:R || TE:V | TE: I

TP:R | TP:R || TP:R | TP:R || TP: | | TP: |
Adding Voters R \% R \% R \%
Deleting Voters R Vv R Y R Y
Partition of Voters TE:R | TE:S | TE:R | TE:V | TE:R | TE: V

TP:R | TP:R || TP:R | TP:R || TP:R | TP:V

Table 1. Overview of results. Key: | means immune, S meansefiible, R means resistant, V
means vulnerable, TE means ties eliminate, and TP meansrtis®te. Results new to this paper
are in boldface. Results for approval voting are due to [HARG results for SP-AV are due to
[ENRQ9].

4. For each c= C, if c is a level i FV winner ofC,V) for some (smallest)< ||C|| then c is said
to be anFV winner of (C,V). Otherwise (i.e., if for no € ||C|| there is a level i FV winner),
every candidate with the highest scerg)(c) is anFV winner of (C,V).

Note that if there exists a level 1 FV winner, he or she is athg election’s unique FV winner.
In contrast to SP-AV (wheradmissibilityof the votes—8# S, ## C for eachv € V—is coerced by
moving the approval line whenever necessary,[see [ENRi@3lIback voting no changes are made
to the ballots, regardless of the control action taken. ihate don’t require votes to be admissible,
i.e., both empty & = 0) and full §, = C) approval strategies are allowed. By definition, votes in
an FV election are alwaysincere(i.e., if a voterv approves of a candidatethen the voter also
approves of all candidates ranked higher tharin contrast, sincerity has to be enforced in SP-AV
by declaring insincere votes void.

3 Results
3.1 Overview
Theoreni 3.1l and Tablé 1 show the results on the control cotibplef fallback voting.

Theorem 3.1. Fallback voting is resistant, vulnerable, and susceptiioiehe 22 types of control
defined in Sectio] 2 as shown in Table 1.

3.2 Susceptibility

Among the 22 control types we consider, approval voting hiae immunities [HHRO7], see Ta-
ble[d. Some of these immunities immediately follow from thmeque version of the Weak Axiom
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of Revealed Preference (Unique-WARP, for short), whichsght if a candidate is the unique
winner of an electionC,V) thenc is also the unique winner of each electi@®,V) such that
C' c C andc e C' (where, for convenience, we use the same syrivbblt view the preferences
in V as being restricted to the candidateCinthis convention is also adopted when we speak of
subelections in the context of candidate-control probjems

Unlike approval voting but just as SP-AV, fallback votingedonot satisfy Unique-WARP.

Proposition 3.2. Fallback voting does not satisfy Unique-WARP.

Proof. Consider the electiofC,V) with candidate se€ = {a,b,c,d} and voter collectioV =
{V1,V2,...,V6}:
(C.V)
vi=V,=Vv3: a c | {bd}
vi=vs: b dc| {a}
Ve: d ac| {b}

There is no level 1 FV winner, and the unique level 2 FV winriethe election(C,V) is can-
didatea with score(zcﬁv)(a) = 4. By removing candidatk from the election, we get the subelection
(C',V) withC"' = {a,c,d}. (Recall that, after removinig, V is viewed as restricted @'; e.g., voter
v4 inV is now changed ta c | {a}.) There is again no level 1 FV winner {€’,V). However,
there are two candidates on the second level with a striainibygjnamely candidatesandc. Since
scorx%c,ﬁ\/)(c) — 5 is greater thaecor%c/y)(a) — 4, the unique level 2 FV winner of the subelection
(C',V) is candidatec. Thus, FV does not satisfy Unique-WARP. O

Indeed, as we will now show, fallback voting is susceptibleach of our 22 control types. Our
proofs make use of the results bf [HHRO07] that provide gdma@ofs of and links between certain
susceptibility cases. For the sake of self-containmentstat their results, as Theorems]A.1,JA.2,
and’A.3, in the appendix.

We start with susceptibility to candidate control.

Lemma 3.3. Fallback voting is susceptible to constructive and degiveccontrol by adding can-
didates (in both the “limited” and the “unlimited” case), bgeleting candidates, and by partition
of candidates (with or without run-off and for each in bothdabTE and model TP).

Proof. From Theoreni A1l and the fact that FV is a voiced voting syge'mfollows that FV
is susceptible to constructive control by deleting canislaand to destructive control by adding
candidates (in both the “limited” and the “unlimited” case)

Now, consider the electiofC,V) given in the proof of Propositidn 3.2. The unique FV winner
of the election is candidate PartitionC into C; = {a,c,d} andC, = {b}. The unique FV winner
of subelectionC,,V) is candidate, as shown in the proof of Propositibn B.2. In both partitiod a
run-off partition of candidates and for each in both tiediiany models, TE and TP, candiddieuns
against candidatein the final stage of the election. The unique FV winner is ichegase candidate

2An election system is said to lwicedif the single candidate in any one-candidate election aswaips.



c. Thus, FV is susceptible to destructive control by pamitid candidates (with or without run-off
and for each in both model TE and model TP).

By Theoreni A.B, FV is also susceptible to destructive cdrtyodeleting candidates. By The-
orem[A.2, FV is also susceptible to constructive control tifiag candidates (in both the “limited”
and the “unlimited” case).

Now, changing the roles & andc makesc our distinguished candidate. In electi@d,V), c
loses against candidate By partitioning the candidates as described abowescomes the unique
FV winner of the election. Thus, FV is susceptible to corgtive control by partition of candidates
(with or without run-off and for each in both tie-handling deds, TE and TP). O

We now turn to susceptibility to voter control.

Lemma 3.4. Fallback voting is susceptible to constructive and desiveccontrol by adding voters,
by deleting voters, and by partition of voters (in both moeland model TP).

Proof. Consider the electioriC,V), whereC = {a,b,c,d} is the set of candidates and =
{v1,V2,v3,V4} is the collection of voters with the following preferences:

CV)
vi: ac | {bd}
v: dc | {ab}
v3: bac| {d}
vs: ba | {cd}

We partitionV into V; = {v1,v»} andV, = {v3,v4}. Thus we splitfC,V) into two subelections:

(C,Vl) and (C,Vz)
vi: ac | {bd}
vo: dc | {ab}
V3! bac]| {d}
7% ba | {cd}

Clearly, candidata is the unique level 2 FV winner ¢C,V ). However,c is the unique level 2
FV winner of (C,V;) andb is the unique level 1 FV winner ¢€,V,), and sais not promoted to the
final stage. Thus, FV is susceptible to destructive contygddutition of voters in both tie-handling
models, TE and TP.

By Theoreni A.l and the fact that FV is a voiced voting systevhissusceptible to destructive
control by deleting voters. By Theorém A.2, FV is also susibépto constructive control by adding
voters.

By changing the roles a andc again, we can see that FV is susceptible to constructiveaont
by partition of voters in both model TE and model TP. By Theo[&.3, FV is also susceptible
to constructive control by deleting voters. Finally, aghin Theoren_A.R, FV is susceptible to
destructive control by adding voters. O



3.3 Candidate Control

All resistance results in this section follow via Lemimal 33Bpwing susceptibility, and a reduc-
tion from the well-known NP-complete problem Hitting SetJ[@], showing NP-hardness of the
corresponding control problem. Hitting Set is defined alovad:

Name: Hitting Set.

Instance: AsetB={bs,by,...,bn}, acollection ={S,S,...,S} of nonempty subset§ C B,
and a positive integet < m.

Question: Does.# have a hitting set of size at mdsti.e., is there a s’ C Bwith ||B'|| < k such
that for each, SN B # 0?

We now show that fallback voting is resistant to all typesafstructive and destructive candi-
date control defined in Sectidh 2. To this end, we present argeconstruction that will be applied
(in Theorem$ 3]7, 318, and B.9 below) to all these contrahades except constructive control by
deleting candidates (which will be handled via a differemmstruction in Theorem 3.10).

Construction 3.5. Let (B,.#,k) be a given instance dflitting Set where B= {by,by,...,by} is
aset,. ={5,S,...,S} is a collection of nonempty subsetsCSB, and k is a positive integer.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that t (since Hitting Setis trivially solvable for
n < 1) and that k< m (since B is always a hitting set of size k if=rk when.” contains only
nonempty sets).

Define the electioriC,V), where C= BU {c,d,w} is the candidate set and where V consists of
the followingén(k+ 1) +4m+ 11 voters:

1. There ar&m+ 1 voters of the form:
c | Bu{d,w}.
2. There ar&n+ 2k(n— 1) + 3 voters of the form:
cw| Bu{d}.
3. There are2n(k+ 1) + 5 voters of the form:
w ¢ | Bu{d}.
4. Foreachil <i<n,there are2(k+ 1) voters of the forr@

dScl| (B-S)u{w

3As a notation, when a vote contains a set of approved camsidatich ag D a | C—(DU{a,c}) for a subset
D CCofthe candidates, thisis a shorthandéody --- d, a | C—(DU{a,c}), where the elements &f= {d,...,d;}
are ranked with respect to a (tacitly assumed) fixed ordariradl candidates ifC.




5. For each j,1 < j <m, there are two voters of the form:
d by w| (B—{bj})u{c}.
6. There ar&2(k+ 1) voters of the form:

dwc]| B

It is easy to see that there is no level 1 FV winner in electignd, w},V) and that we have the
following level 2 scores in this election:
SCOré{c,d,w}.V) (c) = 2(m—Kk)+6n(k+1)+9,
Scoré{qdw}y) (d) = 2n(k+1)+2(m+k+1), and
SCOM€ (e gwyvy(W) = 4n(k+1)+2m+10.

Thus,cis the unique level 2 FV winner dfc,d,w},V).
The proofs of Theorenis 3/7, 3.8, dnd|3.9 below will make ughefollowing lemma.

Lemma 3.6. Consider the electior(C,V) constructed according to Construction B.5 from a
Hitting Setinstance(B,.” k).

1. If . has a hitting set Bof size k, then w is the unique FV winner of electiBhU{c,d,w},V).

2. Let DC BU{d,w}. If cis not a unique FV winner of electiqid U {c},V), then there exists
a set B C B such that

(@ D=B'U{d,w},
(b) wis the unique level 2 FV winner of electi® U {c,d,w},V), and
(c) Bis a hitting set for. of size at most k.

Proof.  For the first part, suppose thtis a hitting set for of sizek. Then there is no level 1
FV winner in election(B' U {c,d,w},V), and we have the following level 2 scores:
SCOEy cawyv)(€) = 4n(k+1)+2(m—k)+9,
SCOM€y yrcaw vy (d) = 2n(k+1)+2(m+k+1),
SCOMEg rcawyv)(W) = 4n(k+1)+2(m—k)+ 10,
SCONy camwy)(0) < 2n(k+1)+2 forallbjeB.
It follows thatw is the unique level 2 FV winner of electiqB’ U {c,d,w},V).

For the second part, ldd C BU {d,w}. Supposec is not a unique FV winner of election
(Du{chV).
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(2d) Other thare, only w is approved by a strict majority of voters and omhcan tie or beat by
the number of approvals D U {c},V). Thus, sinces is not a unique FV winner of election
(Du{c},V),wis clearly inD. In (Du{c},V), candidatev has no level 1 strict majority, and
candidatec has already on level 2 a strict majority. Thusmust tie or beat on level 2. For
a contradiction, suppogk¢ D. Then

SCO@Du{c},V)(C) >an(k+1)+2m+11
The overall score ofvis
SCOrgpy (cyv) (W) = 4n(k+ 1) +2m-+ 10,

which contradicts our assumption, thaties or beats on level 2. Thusp = B' U {d,w},
whereB’ C B.

(2B) This part follows immediately from paftt (2a).
(2d) Lets be the number of sets i not hit byB’. We have that

SCON€g (o ampv)(W) = 4n(k+1)+10+2(m—|B)),
SCOMEgrcawiv)(€) = 2(m—K)+4n(k+1)+9+2(k+1)¢.

From part[[Zh) we know that
SCOMEy 1 dwy vy (W) > SCOMEg ¢ g v) (©);
SO
an(k+1)+10+2(m—||B||) > 2(m—k)+4n(k+1)+9+2(k+1)L.
The above inequality implies
1> % > ||B|| —k+ (k+1)¢ >0,
so||B'|| —k+ (k+1)¢ = 0. Thus¢ = 0, and it follows tha®' is a hitting set fors” of size at
mostk.

This completes the proof of Lemrha B.6. O

Theorem 3.7. Fallback voting is resistant to constructive and destrugttontrol by adding candi-
dates (both in the limited and the unlimited version of thabpgm).

Proof.  Susceptibility holds by Lemnia 3.3. NP-hardness follows &dmtely from Lemma_ 316,
via mapping the Hitting Set instan¢B, .~ k) to the instance

1. (({c,d,w}UB,V),w,Kk) of Constructive Control by Adding a Limited Number of Caratiess,
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2. (({c,d,w}UB,V),c k) of Destructive Control by Adding a Limited Number of Candielg

3. (({c,d,w} UB,V),w) of Constructive Control by Adding an Unlimited Number of @&an
dates, and

4. (({c,d,w}UB,V),c) of Destructive Control by Adding an Unlimited Number of Cadates.

where in each casg d, andw are the qualified candidates aBds the set of spoiler candidates.

Theorem 3.8. Fallback voting is resistant to destructive control by diglge candidates.

Proof.  Susceptibility holds by Lemmia_3.3. To show the problem NRihéet (C,V) be the
election resulting from a Hitting Set instan@®,.”, k) according to Constructidn 3.5, and ebe
the distinguished candidate.

We claim that¥” has a hitting set of size at mdstf and only if c can be prevented from being
a unique FV winner by deleting at mast— k candidates.

From left to right: Suppose” has a hitting seB’ of sizek. Delete then— k candidate®3 — B'.
Now, both candidates andw have a strict majority on level 2, but

scoré{c’d’w}w,’v) (c) = 4n(k+1)+2(m—k)+9,

sow is the unique level 2 FV winner of this election.

From right to left: Suppose thatcan be prevented from being a unique FV winner by deleting
at mostm— k candidates. LeD’ C BU {d,w} be the set of deleted candidates ¢(s¢ D’) and
D = (C—-D’)—{c}. It follows immediately from Lemm&a-36 th& = B' U {d,w}, whereB' is a
hitting set for.7 of size at mosk. O

Theorem 3.9. Fallback voting is resistant to constructive and destrngtcontrol by partition of
candidates and by run-off partition of candidates (for eachoth tie-handling models, TE and TP).

Proof.  Susceptibility holds by Lemn{a 3.3, so it remains to show MPR3hess. For the construc-
tive cases, map the given Hitting Set instaBe 7, k) to the election(C,V) from Construction 3]5
with distinguished candidats.

We claim that¥” has a hitting set of size at mdsif and only if w can be made a unique FV
winner by exerting control via any of our four control sceoar(partition of candidates with or
without run-off, and for each in either tie-handling modeE, and TP).

From left to right: Suppose” has a hitting seB’ C B of sizek. Partition the set of candidates
into the two subset§; = B'U{c,d,w} andC, = C — C;. According to Lemma&a3]6y is the unique
level 2 FV winner of subelectiofC;,V) = (B'U{c,d,w},V). Note thatw's score in the final stage
is at least 2m—Kk) +4n(k+ 1) +9. Since (no matter whether we have a run-off or not, and dbess
of the tie-handling rule used) the opponentswoh the final stage (if there are any opponents at all)
each are candidates froBwhose score is at moshgk+ 1) + 2, wis the only candidate in the final
stage with a strict majority of approvals. Thusis the unique FV winner of the resulting election.
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From right to left: Suppos& can be made a unique FV winner via any of our four control
scenarios. Sinceis not an FV winner of the election, there is a suli3et BU {d,w} of candidates
such thatc is not a unique FV winner of the electiqid U {c},V). By Lemmal3.6, there exists a
hitting set for.# of size at mosk.

For the four destructive cases, we simply change the roleamdw in the above argumentl

Constructiori 356 does not work for constructive control bjeting candidates in fallback vot-
ing. By deletingc the chair could maker a unique FV winner, regardless of whether or 1¥6thas
a hitting set of siz&. The following theorem provides a different constructibattshows resistance
in this case as well.

Theorem 3.10. Fallback voting is resistant to constructive control byetaig candidates.

Proof.  Susceptibility holds by Lemnia 3.3. To show NP-hardnesgBet”, k) be a Hitting Set
instance withB = {by,by,...,by} a set,.¥ = {S,S,...,S} a collection of nonempty subsets
S C B, andk < ma positive integer. Define the electi¢@,V ) with candidate set

C=BUC' UDUEU{w},

whereC' = {c1,Cp,...,Cks1}, D = {d1,dp,...,ds}, E = {e1,&,...,e,}, W is the distinguished
candidate, and the number of candidatesDiris s= ' ;5 with s = n+k— S|, sos=
n?+kn—SM,|S|. DefineV to be the following collection of @+ k+ 1) + 1 voters:

1. For each, 1 <i < n, there is one voter of the form:
S Di w| (B-S)u(D-Dj)UC'UE,
whereD; = {deij;llSj veonsOsi g }.
2. Foreachj, 1< j <k+1, there is one voter of the form:
E (C'—{cj}) ¢; | BUDU{w}.
3. There ar&k+ 1 voters of the form:

w | BUC'UDUE.

4. There aren voters of the form:
C' | BUDUEU{w}.

5. There is one voter of the form:
C w | BUDUE.
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Note that there is no unique FV winner in the above electiba;dandidates i€’ andw are all
leveln+k+ 1 FV winners.

We claim that¥ has a hitting set of sizkif and only if w can be made a unique FV winner by
deleting at mosk candidates.

From left to right: Suppose” has a hitting se’ of sizek. Delete the corresponding candidates.
Now, w is the unique leve(n+ k) FV winner of the resulting election.

From right to left: Suppose can be made a unique FV winner by deleting at nkastndidates.
Sincek+ 1 candidates other thamhave a strict majority on levei+ k+ 1 in election(C,V ), after
deleting at mosk candidates, there is still at least one candidate otherthaith a strict majority
of approvals on leveh+ k+ 1. However, sincav was made a unique FV winner by deleting at
mostk candidatesw must be the unique FV winner on a level lower than or equal-tk. This is
possible only if in alln votes of the first voter grouyy moves forward by at least one position. This,
however, is possible only i#” has a hitting seB’ of sizek. O

3.4 \oter Control

All vulnerability results in this section follow via Lemma.4 showing susceptibility, and a
polynomial-time algorithm for the corresponding contreblplem. All resistance results in this
section follow via Lemma_314, showing susceptibility, angduction from either Hitting Set or the
well-known NP-complete problem Exact Cover by Three-S@&t67/9], which is defined as follows:

Name: Exact Cover by Three-Sets (X3C).

Instance: A setB = {by,by,...,bsn}, m> 1, and a collection? = {S,S,...,S} of subsets
S CBwith ||S|| =3 foreach,1<i<n.

Question: Is there a subcollectiory”” C .& such that each element Bfoccurs in exactly one set
in.7'?

Ouir first result for voter control says that fallback votisgrésistant to constructive control by
adding voters and to constructive control by deleting \®ter

Theorem 3.11. Fallback voting is resistant to constructive control by atgvoters and by deleting
voters.

Proof.  Susceptibility holds by Lemnia 3.4 in both cases. We first @idfP-hardness—and thus
resistance—of Constructive Control by Adding Voters. [Bt.”) be an X3C instance, where
B={by,by,....b3m} isasetwitm> 1 and.¥ ={S,S,...,S} is a collection of subset§ C B
with ||S|| = 3 for eachi, 1 <i < n. (Note that X3C is trivial to solve fom=1.)

Define the electior{C,V UV’), whereC = BU {w} UD with D = {dy,...,dn3m_4)} is the set
of carj‘%jidatesw is the distinguished candidate, avidJ V' is the following collection oh+m— 2
voter

4This construction—ijust as that for SP-AV[ENR09]—is basedtte corresponding construction for approval voting
[HHRO7].
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1. V is the collection ofn— 2 registered voters of the form:

B | DU{w}.

2. V' is the collection of unregistered voters, where for each< i < n, there is one voter of
the form:
DiSw | (B—S)U(D—Di),

whereD; = {di_1)3m-4)+1,- -, di3m-4) }-

Sincew has no approvals ifC,V), wis not a unique FV winner ifC,V).

We claim that¥ has an exact cover fd@ if and only if w can be made a unique FV winner by
adding at mosin voters fromv'.

From left to right: Suppose” contains an exact cover f&. LetV” contain the corresponding
voters fromV’ (i.e., voters of the fornrD; § w | (B—S)U (D — D;) for eachS in the exact cover)
and addv” to the election. It follows thascorec v (dj) = 1 for all d; € D, scorgc vy (bj) =
m— 1 for all bj € B, andscorgc v~ (W) = m. Thus, onlyw has a strict majority of approvals and
so is the unique FV winner of the election.

From right to left: Letv” C V' be such thafV”|| < mandw is the unique winner of election
(C,VUV”). Sincew must in particular beat evety € B, it follows that||V”|| = mand eaclb; € B
can gain only one additional point. Thus, timesoters inV” correspond to an exact cover f8r

Next, we show that FV is resistant to constructive controtlbleting voters. Le(B,.”) be an
X3C instance as above. Define the electiGr\V ), whereC = BU {c,w} UD is the set of candidates
with D = {dj,dp,...,dsm}, wis the distinguished candidate, avids the following collection of
2n+m-— 1 voters:

1. For each, 1 <i < n, there is one voter of the form:
S c| (B—S)ubu{w}.
2. For each, 1<i < n, there is one voter of the form:
Bi Di w| (B—Bj)u{c}u(D-D),

where, letting/; = [|{S € .7 |bj € S}|| for eachj, 1< j < 3m, Bi = {b; € B|i <n—¢;} and
Di = {di_nams1s - » Osim 3}
Note thatD; = 0 if ||Bi|| = 3m. Note also thatv is always ranked on th@m-+ 1)t place.

3. There aren— 1 voters of the form:

c | Bubu{wj}.
Note thatscorgw) = scorgb;) = nfor all i, 1 <i < 3m, scorgd;) = 1 or scorgd;) = 0 for all
dj € D, andscorgc) = n+m-— 1, and since onlyg has a strict majority (which is reached on level 4),

cis the unique level 4 FV winner of the election.
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We claim that¥” has an exact cover fd@ if and only if w can be made a unique FV winner by
deleting at mosin voters.

From left to right: Suppose” contains an exact cover f@. By deleting the corresponding
voters from the first voter group, we have the following ssoseorgw) = n, scorgb;) = scorgc) =
n—1foralli, 1<i < 3m, andscorgd;) = 1 orscorgd;) = 0 for all d; € D. Since there are now
2n—1 voters in the election, only candidatehas a strict majority, sw is the unique FV winner of
the election.

From right to left: Suppose can be made a unique FV winner by deleting at nrmstters.
Sincew's approvals are all on th€8m-+ 1)t position, neitheic nor any of theb; can have a strict
majority on any of the previous levels. In particular, caladec must have lost exactlyn points
after deletion, and this is possible only if thedeleted voters are all from the first or third voter
group. On the other hand, eabhe B must have lost at least one point after deletion, and this is
possible only if exactlynvoters were deleted from the first voter group. Theseters correspond
to an exact cover foB. O

In contrast to the constructive voter-control cases of Té®@3.11, fallback voting is vulnerable
to destructive control by adding voters and to destructimetrol by deleting voters. In fact, the
proof of Theoren_3.12 shows something slightly stronger: i&What [HHRO7] call “certifiably
vulnerable” to these two destructive voter-control cases,the algorithm we present in this proof
for destructive control by adding voters even computes aessful control action if one exists
(instead of only solving the corresponding decision pmﬂ)@

Theorem 3.12.Fallback voting is vulnerable to destructive control by adgvoters and by deleting
voters.

Proof.  Susceptibility holds by Lemma 3.4 in both cases. We prespotyamomial-time algorithm
for solving the destructive control by adding voters case vill make use of the following notation.
Given an electionC,V), let maj(V) = |IVl/2] + 1 and define the deficit of candidatiec C for
reaching a strict majority iiC,V) on leveli, 1 <i < ||C||, by

defi(cﬁv)(d) =maj(V) — scorQ'QV)(d).

The input to our algorithm is an electidi€,V UV’) (whereC is the set of candidate¥, is
the collection of registered voters, axitlis the collection of unregistered voters), a distinguished
candidatec € C, and an integef (the number of voters allowed to be added). The algorithireeit
outputs a subsét” C V', |[V”|| < ¢, that describes a successful control action (if any exists)
indicates that control is impossible for this input.

We give a high-level description of the algorithm. We assuhatc is initially the unique FV
winner of election(C,V); otherwise, the algorithm simply outpi&’ = 0 and halts, since there is
no need to add any voters frowii.

Let n = maxevuv ||S||. Clearly,n < ||C||. The algorithm proceeds in at mast- 1 stages,
where the last stage is ttapproval stageand checks whethercan be dethroned as a unique FV

5And the same holds for the algorithm showing that FV is vidhée to destructive control by deleting voters, which
is not presented here due to space.
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winner by approval score via adding at mésbters fromV’, and all preceding stages arajority
stagegthat check whether a candidateZ ¢ can tie or beat on leveli via adding at most voters
fromV’. Since the first majority stage is slightly different fronetbubsequent majority stages, we
describe both cases separately.

Majority Stage 1: For each candidate € C — {c}, check whethed can tie or beat on the first
level via adding at most voters fromV'. To this end, first check whether

(3.1) deficy)(d) < é
(3.2) scorggy(d) > scorggy,(c)— /.

If B.J) or (3.2) fails to hold, thigd is hopeless, so go to the next candidate (or to the next stage
if all other candidates have already been checked in thgestdf (3.1) and[(3.2) hold, find a set

V; C V' of largest cardinality such thgv/;|| < ¢ and all voters in/; approve ofd on the first level

but disapprove of on the first level. Check whether

(3.3) SCOTgc ;) (d) > scorge vy (©).

If (8.3) fails to hold, thisd is hopeless, so go to the next candidate (or to the next stafjeother
candidates have already been checked in this stag€). )ft8l8s, check whethed has a strict
majority in (C,V UVy) on the first level, and if so, outpM” = V] and halt.

Majority Stage i, 1 <i < n: This stage is entered only if it was not possible to find a ss&fcé

control action in majority stages 1.,i — 1. For each candidat < C — {c}, check whethed can

tie or beatc up to theith level via adding at mostvoters fromV’. To this end, first check whether
- 14

(3.4) deficy)(d) < 3

(3.5 scorécy(d) > scorgey,(c)— L.

If B.4) or (3.5) fails to hold, thigd is hopeless, so go to the next candidate (or to the next stage
if all other candidates have already been checked in thgektdf (3.4) and[(35) hold, find a set

V4 C V' of largest cardinality such th#/j|| < ¢ and all voters iV} approve ofd up to theith level

but disapprove of up to theith level. Check whether

(3.6) scorQ'CNUVé)(d) > scoréq\,%) (c)

If (8.6) fails to hold, thisd is hopeless, so go to the next candidate (or to the next stadjeother
candidates have already been checked in this stag€). )f{8l@s, check whethed has a strict
majority in (C,V UVy) on theith level, and if so, check whether

(3.7) scord{gi,uvé)(c) > maj(V UVy).

If (8.7) fails to hold, outpuV” =V, and halt. Otherwise (i.e., if{3.7) holds), thoudmmight be
able to dethrone by addingV; on theith level, this was not early enough, sinchas already won
at a previous level. In that case, find a largesiMgtC V’ such that
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1 VGUVgl <,
2. all voters inv/, approve of botlc andd up to theith level, and

3. the voters v/, are chosen such thatis approved of as late as possible by them (i.e., at
levels with a largest possible number, where ties may bedorakbitrarily).

Now, check whether
(3.8) scorégi/uvéuvéd) (c) > maj(V UVjUVSy).

If (B.8) holds, then thigl is hopeless, so go to the next candidate (or to the next stadjeother
candidates have already been checked in this stage). Oskefive., if [3.8) fails to hold), check
whether||V/y|| > def'(c.vw(;)(d)- If so (i.e.,d has now a strict majority on leve), outputV” =

V4 UV/4 and halt. Note that, by choice ¥, (3.8) implies that

scorge vy, (d) = SCorge vy (€)-

Thus, in(C,V UV UV,y), d ties or beatg and has a strict majority on tlith level (and now, we are
sure thad was not too late). Otherwise (i.e.,|[¥/4|| < def'(qvuvé)(d)), thisd is hopeless, so go to
the next candidate (or stage).

Approval Stage: This stage is entered only if it was not possible to find a ss&faécontrol action
in majority stages 1..,n. First, check if

(3.9) scorgey) (€) < “VH%EJ +1

If (B.9) fails to hold, output “control impossible” and hakince we have found no candidate in
the majority stages who could tie or be&adind have a strict majority when adding at mésbters
from V', so adding any choice of at moétvoters fromV’ would c still leave a strict majority.

If (8.9) holds, looping over all candidatesc C — {c}, check whether there aseorgcy,(c) —
scorgc,y)(d) < £ voters inV’ who approve ol and disapprove df. If this is not the case, move on
to the next candidate, sincecould never catch up onvia adding at most voters fromV’. If it is
the case for someé € C — {c}, however, add this set of voters (calVif) and check whether

(3.10) scorgeyivy) (€) < majV uVg).
If (8.10) holds, outpu¥” =V and halt. Otherwise (i.e., if(3.10) fails to hold), checketirer

(3.11) C=|Vgll = [IVall

VUV
> 2<SCOVG{C7VUV(;)(C)— H > d”>>

whereV is contained in the set of votersWi who disapprove of both candidateandd. If (3.11)
does not hold, move on to the next candidate, since aftengdtiese voters would still have a
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strict majority. Otherwise (i.e., if{3:11) holds), add ettg 2 (scorquuvé)(c) - HVUVéH/2> voters
fromV; (denoted by , ). OutputV” =VjuV, | and halt.

If we have entered the approval stage (because we were re@ssfigl in any of the majority
stages), but couldn’t find any candidate here who was abletto@hec by adding at most voters
fromV’, we output “control impossible” and halt.

The correctness of the algorithm follows from the remarkslengbove. Crucially, note that the
algorithm proceeds in the “safest way possible”: If therang successful control action at all then
our algorithm finds some successful control action. It i &iasy to see that this algorithm runs in
polynomial time. (Note that we didn’t optimize it in terms inning time; rather, we described it
in a way to make it easier to check its correctness.)

The deleting-voters case follows by a similar algorithmd(anomitted here due to space)l

Theorem 3.13. Fallback voting is resistant to constructive control by fitwn of voters in

model TE.

Proof. Susceptibility holds by Lemmnia 3.4. To prove NP-hardnessieslace X3C to our control
problem. Let(B,.”) be an X3C instance witB = {by,b,,...,bsn}, m> 1, and a collection? =
{S,S,...,S} of subsetsS C B with ||S|| = 3 for eachi, 1 <i < n. Our construction, like the
corresponding one for SP-AVY [ENR09], is based on the comedimg construction for approval
voting [HHRO7]. Define the electio(C,V ), whereC = BU {c,X,y,w} UZ is the set of candidates,
Z={z,2,...,7:}, andwis the distinguished candidate. Define the valpe ||{S € .| b; € S}||
for eachj, 1< j < 3m. LetV consist of the following A+ 2m— 1 voters:

1. For each, 1 <i < n, there is one voter of the form:

cS | (B=S)u{xywtUZ.
2. For each, 1<i < n, there is one voter of the form:

(2—{z}) B w | (B—-Bi) {c,xy,z},
whereB; = {b; € B|i <n—/¢;}.

3. For each, 1 <i < n, there is one voter of the form:

¢z | Bu{xywtu(Z—{z}).
4. There aren+ mvoters of the form:

X | BU{c,y,w}UZ.

5. There aren— 1 voters of the form:

y | BU{c,x,w}UZ.
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Note that for each € {1,...,n} and for eachj € {1,...,3m}, we havescorgcy(bj) =
SCOrgcyv) () = Scorgey) (W) = N, scorgcy)(C) = 2n, scorgey)(X) = N+ m, andscorge .y (y) =
m— 1. Thus, there is no candidate with a strict majority on amwellén election(C,V) and, in
particular, candidate is not a unique FV winner.

We claim that¥ has an exact cover fd@ if and only if w can be made a unique FV winner of
the resulting election by partition of voters in model TE.

From left to right: Suppose” contains an exact cover” for B. PartitionV in the following
way. LetV; consist of:

e the mvoters of the first group that correspond to the exact cover, thosam voters of the
formc § | (B—S)U{x,y,w}UZ for which§ € .¥"),

¢ then voters of the third group (who approve oandz), and
e then+ mvoters of the fourth group (who approve of oy

LetV, =V —V;. In subelectionC,V;), no candidate has a strict majority on any level, arahd

x tie for first place on the first level, both with scomet- m = [Vill/2. Thus, there is no candidate
proceeding forward to the final round. In subelecti@nV,), only candidatev has a strict majority,
sow is the only participant in the final round of the election ahdst has been made a unique FV
winner by this partition of voters.

From right to left: Suppose that can be made a unique FV winner by exerting control by
partition of voters in model TE. We can argue for FV[as [ENRf@®for SP-AV (see also [HHRO7]):
Let (V1,V2) be such a successful partition. Since we are in modeliiigs to be the unique winner
of one of the subelections, say @,V:). Each voter of the fornt z | BU{x,y,w}U(Z—{z})
has to be iV, for otherwise there would be a candidate Z with scorgc ) (z) = scorecy,) (W) =
n, andz would get his or her approvals on an earlier level than Thus, w would not be the
unique winner of subelectiofC,V;). On the other hand, there can be ontyoters of the form
c S| (B-S)U{xyw}tUZ in V,, for otherwisec would have the highest score in subelection
(C,V2), namelyscorgc,)(C) > n+m, andc would reach this score already on level 1. Thas,
would be the unique winner of subelecti¢8,V,), and would also beat in the run-off because
none of the candidatesandw would have a strict majority in electiai{c,w},V), butc would beat
w by approval score. So there are at mostoters of the formc § | (B—S)U{X,y,w}UZ in V..
However, there must be exactlysuch voters iV, and thesen voters correspond to an exact cover
for B, since otherwise there would be a candidatec B that has the same score in subelection
(C,V1) asw, namelyn points, andb; would get his or her approvals on an earlier level thgn
contradicting the assumption thatis the unique FV winner of subelectid@,V; ). O

Finally, we turn to control by partition of voters in model T®/e start with the constructive
case.

Theorem 3.14. Fallback voting is resistant to constructive control by fitwn of voters in
model TP.
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Proof.  Susceptibility holds by Lemnia 3.4. The proof of resistarecbdsed on the construction
of [ENRO9, Thm. 3.14]. Le(B,.”) be an X3C instance witB = {by,by,...,bsn}, m>1, and

a collection. = {S,,S,...,S} of subsetsS§ C B with ||S|| = 3 for eachi, 1 <i <n, and let
n> m+ 1. Define the electioC,V), whereC = BUF UZU{w,X,y} is the set of candidates, where
F={f,f....,fhem1}, Z={21,2,...,2,}, andwis the distinguished candidate. Define the value
t;=|{S € . |bj € S}| for eachj, 1< j < 3m. LetV consist of the following 6+ 2m- 2 voters:

1. For each, 1 <i < n, there is one voter of the form:

y § | (B-S)UFuZu{wx}.
2. For each, 1<i < n, there is one voter of the form:

y z | BUFU(Z—{z})u{wx}.
3. For each, 1 <i < n, there is one voter of the form:

(Z—{z}) Bi w | (B=B)UFU{xy,z},
whereB; = {b; € B|i <n—/¢;}.
4. There aren voters of the form:
Z B w| FU{xy}.

5. There aren+ m+ 1 voters of the form:

X | BUFUZU{w,y}.

6. For eaclk, 1<k <n+m-+1, there is one voter of the form:

fx | BU(F—{fk})uzZu{w,xy}.

The overall scores of the candidates in electiorV ) can be seen in Table 2.

| lwl x [y[b[f]z]
| scorgcyy [[2n | n+m+1|2n[2n] 1| 2n]|

Table 2: Overall scores ifC,V).

Since the strict majority threshold furis 3n+ m+-2, there is no candidate with a strict majority
on any level in electioiC,V) and, in particular, sincecorec,y)(y) = scorgcy)(w), candidatew is
not a unigue FV winner.

We claim that¥” has an exact cover fd@ if and only if w can be made a unique FV winner via
exerting control by partition of voters in model TP.

From left to right: Suppose” contains an exact cover” for B. PartitionV in the following
way. LetV; consist of:
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e the mvoters of the first group that correspond to the exact cover, thosan voters of the
form y § | (B—S)UFUZU{wx} forwhich§ e .¥),

e then voters of the second group (who approvey@indz for all i, 1 <i < n), and
e then+m+ 1 voters of the fifth group (who approve of onty.
LetVo =V —V;.

| lw[ x [ y [b|f[z]
| scorgcyy) [ O [n+m+1|ntm| 1[0 1]

Table 3: Scores ifC,Vy).

Table[3 shows the overall scores of all candidates in suti@he(©, V1 ). Since the strict majority
threshold isn+ m+ 1 in subelectionC,V;), only candidatex has a strict majority. Thus is the
unique FV winner of subelectiofC, V1) and is proceeding forward to the final round.

| [wix] v [ b [f&] 2 |
| scorecy,) [[2n ][O n-—m|2n—-1]1|2n—-1]

Table 4: Scores ifC,V,).

Table[4 shows the overall scores of all candidates in sutiete(C, V). In this subelection,
the strict majority threshold isr2+ 1. As one can see in Tallé 4, there is no candidate with a
strict majority on any level in electio(C,V,). Among all candidatesy has the highest score in
subelectionC,V,) and thus moves forward to the final round.

Since in the final round none of the two candidateandw, has a strict majority on any level,
and sinCescorg yy; v) (W) = 2n > n+m+ 1 = SCorgy,y v)(X) becausen > m+ 1, candidatew is
the unique FV winner in the election resulting from this piem of voters.

From right to left: Suppose that can be made a unigue FV winner by exerting control by
partition of voters in model TP. L&t = (V1,V,) be some such successful partition. In order to
prove that¥ has an exact cover f@, we will show the following three statements:

1. The final round of the election corresponding to partitbs: (V1,V,) consists of the candi-
datesx andw.

2. . has a cover foB.
3. This cover is an exact cover.

As to (1), among all candidates, only candidatend the candidates in have a score less than
scorgcy) (W) (see Tabl€2). Thus, these are the only possible candiddtesould facew in the
final roundd Now, a candidatdy can get into the final round only if ifi’s first-round subelection

6Note that in electior{C,V), no candidate has a strict majority. This remains true, if@ereove candidates fro@.
Thus, the winner of the final round is a winner by score and gahhjority on any level.
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there are only voters from the sixth group and at most oner Vaten the fifth grou@ So, ifa
candidatefy could make it to the final round them has to be the unique FV winner of the other
first-round subelection. However, this is not possiblecsibothy andw get 2 points in that
subelection, ang gains his or her points already on the first level. Thus, nalickte fy € F can
participate in the final round. It follows that the only wayniakew a unique FV winner via exerting
control by partition of voters in model TP is thatfaces only candidatein the final round.

As to (2), letx be the unique FV winner of subelectid@,V;) andw the unique FV winner of
subelection(C,V,). Since in each vote in the third and fourth voter group, eatididateb; € B
appears on an earlier level thanthere has to be a cover i#f for B, for otherwise there would be
at least ondd; € B who tiesw in (C,V») by score, and reaches that score on an earlier leveMhan
Let the size of the cover b®'. Note thatm' > m.

As to (3), note that each voter of the second group has to (& A ), for otherwise there would
be at least ong € Z who tieswin (C,V,) by score, and reaches that score on an earlier levelthan
The following must hold:

SCOrgey;) (X) — scorgey,)(y) = (N+m+1) — (n4+m) =m+1—m > 0.
This is possible only iff = m. Hence,¥ has arexactcover forB, which completes the proof.]

The following construction will be used to handle the dedine case of control by partition of
voters in model TP.

Construction 3.15. Let (B, .7, k) be a given instance #fitting Set where B={b;,b,,...,byn} isa
set,. ={9,S,...,S} is a collection of nonempty subsets"SB, and k< m is a positive integ@.

Define the electionC,V), where C= BUDUE U {c,w} is the candidate set with B
{d1,...,dyme1)} @nd E={€y,...,&ym-1)} and where V consists of the followi@g(k+ 1) +4m-+
2mk voters:

1. Foreach i1 <i <n, there are k-1 voters of the form:

wS§c|DUEUB-S).

2. Foreach j,1 < j <m, there is one voter of the form:

c bpw| (B-{bj})UDUE.

3. Foreach j1 < j <m,there argk— 1) voters of the form:

bj | (B—{bj})UDUEU{c,w}.

"Otherwise, sincecorgcy) (fk) = 1, it might happen thay or a candidate; € Z would also be a winner in this
subelection and would move forward to the final round.

8Note that the assumptidn< mcan be made without loss of generality, since the problertindiSet becomes trivial
if k=m.
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| | c | w | b; [ dp [ ]

scoré n(k+ 1)+ 2m+mk nk+1)+1 k—1 <1]1
scoré || n(k+1)+2m+mk+1 n(k+ 1) + mk+k <k+nk+1) | 1 |1
scor€ || >n(k+1)+2m+mk+1 | n(k+1)+mk+k+2m+1| <k+nk+1) | 1 [ 1

Table 5: Scores ifC,V).

4. For each pl < p<m+1, there is one voter of the form:
Oo(p-1)41 G2p W | BU(D —{dyp-1)4+1,02p}) UEU{C}.
5. Foreachr,1 <r <2(m-1), there is one voter of the form:
e | BUDU(E—{e}uU{c,w}.

6. There are fk+ 1) + m— k+ 1 voters of the form:

c | BUDUEU{w}.

7. There are mk- k— 1 voters of the form:

cw| BUDUE.

8. There is one voter of the form:
w c | BUDUE.

The strict majority threshold for is majV) = n(k+ 1) + 2m+mk+1. In election(C,V), only
the two candidates andw reach a strict majorityy on the third level and on the second level (see
Table[B). Thug is the unique level 2 FV winner of electid®,V ).

The proof of Theorer 3.17 will make use of the following claim

Claim 3.16. In election(C,V) from Constructiori 3.15, for every partition of V intq ¥nd \4,
candidate c is an FV winner of eithé€,V;) or (C,\,).

Proof. For a contradiction, suppose that in both subelectig@sy;) and(C,V,), candidatec is
not an FV winner. In particulag can have no strict majority in either ¢€,V;) and(C,V,). Since
scor(%cv)(c) = [Vll/2, the two subelections must satisfy the following condigion

1. Both||V1]| and||V,|| are even nhumbers and

2. scorg. vy (€) = Mllf2 andscorel. ., (c) = Vl/2.

Otherwise,c would have a strict majority already on the first level in origh® subelections.
Since in both subelectiortshas only one point less than the strict majority threshaldaaly on the
first level, and since will get a strict majority no later than on the second leweboth subelections
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there must be candidates whose level 2 scores are highdghthkavel 2 score of candidate Table
shows the level 2 scores of all candidates. Only candidatasd ab; € B have a chance to tie or
beat candidate on that level.

Essentially, there are two possibilities for winning thetsubelections. First, it is possible that
both subelections are won by two distinct candidates fBofsay, by is a winner of(C,V;) andby is
a winner of(C,V,)). Thus the following must hold:

scorq’-cﬁvl)(bx) + SCOI‘%C.VZ) (by) > scoréc’v) (c)
2n(k+1)+2k—n(k+1) > n(k+1)+mk+2m+1
2k > mk+2m+-1
0 > (m-2k+2m+1.

This is a contradiction to the basic assumption that kothO andm > 0. Thus only the second
possibility forc to lose both subelections remains, namely that one submiesay(C,V;), is won
by a candidate fronB, sayby, and the other subelectiof,V-), is won by candidatev. Then it
must hold that:

scorqzqvl)(bx) + scorefcﬁvz) (w) > scorqzqv) (c)
n(k+1) +k—n(k+1)+n(k+1)+mkrk > n(k+1)+mks+2m 1
2k > 2m+1.

This is a contradiction to the assumption tkat m, soc must be an FV winner in one of the
subelections. O

Theorem 3.17.Fallback voting is resistant to destructive control by figoh of voters in model TP.

Proof.  Susceptibility holds by Lemnia_3.4. To prove NP-hardnesstedece Hitting Set to our
control problem. Consider the electi¢@,V) constructed according to Construction 3.15 from a
given Hitting SetinstancéB,.” k), whereB= {b,....byn} isaset,” ={S,...,S } is acollection
of nonempty subset§ C B, andk < mis a positive integer.

We claim that¥ has a hitting seB’ C B of sizek if and only if c can be prevented from winning
by partition of voters in model TP.

From left to right: SupposeB’ C B is a hitting set of sizé for .. PartitionV into V; andV,
the following way. LetV; consist of those voters of the second group whgre B" and of those
voters of the third group whete, € B'. LetV, =V —V;. In (C,V4), no candidate reaches a strict
majority (where mg\1) = ||B'|| + 1 =k+ 1), and candidates w, andb; € B’ win the election with
an approval score &f (see Tabl&l6).

The scores in electiofC, V) are shown in Table]7.

Since in election(C,V,) no candidate fronB wins, the candidates participating in the final
round areB' U {c,w}. The scores in the final electigB’ U {c,w},V) can be seen in Table 8. Since
candidatex andw are both level 2 FV winners, candidatés no longer the unique FV winner of
the election.
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| [c[w[beB [b¢B]
scoré [ k] O] k=1 0
scoré [ k| O k 0
score || k| k k 0

Table 6: Scores iiC,Vy).

| [ c | w | bj¢gB [ bjeB |
scoré n(k+ 1)+ 2m—k+mk nk+1)+1 k—1 0
scoré || n(k+1)+2m—k+mk+1 n(k+ 1) + mk+k <k+n(k+1) | <n(k+1)
scor€ || >n(k+1)+2m—k+mk+1 | n(k+1)+mk+2m+1| <k+n(k+1) | <n(k+1)

Table 7: Scores ifC,V,).

| [ c | w [ bjeB |
scoré n(k+1) + 2m+mk n(k+1)+m+2 k—1
scoré || n(k+1)+2m+mk+1 | n(k+1)+2m+mk+1| <k+n(k+1)

Table 8: Scores iiB' U {c,w},V).

From right to left: Suppose candidateean be prevented from winnning by partition of voters
in model TP. From Clairh_3.16 it follows that candidatparticipates in the final round. For a con-
tradiction, suppose tha¥ has not a hitting set of size Sincec has a strict majority of approvals,
¢ has to be tied with or lose against another candidate byd sigjority at some level. Only can-
didatew has a strict majority of approvals, sohas to tie or beat at some level in the final round.
Because of the scores of the candidates fibandE we may assume that only candidates frBm
are participating in the final round besidesndw. Let B’ C B be the set of candidates who also
participate in the final round and lébe the number of sets i not hit byB’. Note thatw cannot
reach a strict majority of approvals on the first level, so wesider the level 2 scores ofandw:

SCO€g cwyv)(€) = N(k+1)+2m+mk+1+/(k+1) and
SCOMEg oy vy(W) = N(k+1)+2m+mk+k—||B|+ 1

Sincec has a strict majority already on the second lewamust tie or beat on this level, so the
following must hold:

SCOI’%B’U{QW},V)(C)_Scor§8/u{c,w}7v)(w) < 0
n(k+ 1) +2m+mk+ 1+ 4(k+1) —n(k+1) —2m—mk—k+|B||-1 < 0
IB]| —k+£4(k+1) < O.

This is possible only i = 0, which contradicts to our assumption that there are sefs that
are not hit byB’. From/ = 0 it follows that||B'|| < k, s0.# has a hitting set of size at mdst [
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4 Conclusions and Open Questions

We have shown that Brams and Sanver's fallback voting syfB88a9] is, like plurality voting and
SP-AV, fully resistant to candidate control. Also, like &tgnd voting [FHHROSa] and SP-AV,
fallback voting is fully resistant to constructive contrétegarding voter control, all eight cases in
FV are susceptible, and we have shown resistance to cotistraontrol by adding, by deleting,
and by partition of voters in models TE and TP, and by destriatontrol to partition of voters
in model TP. We have also shown vulnerability to destructigatrol by adding and by deleting
voters. Only one case remains open: destructive controahtitipn of voters in model TE. It would
be interesting to know whether FV is resistant or vulnerablinis control type.

Plurality voting is one of the other two systems for which f@sistance to candidate control
is known [HHROY], but it has fewer resistances to voter aarttran fallback voting. SP-AV (the
other system with known full resistance to candidate céntimes have the same number of proven
resistances [ENR09] to voter control as fallback votingwdeer, as has been argued in the intro-
duction, it is less natural a system than fallback votingsit is still possible that fallback voting
might turn out to have even one more resistance to contral AV in total.

Of course, resistance to control is not the only—and prgbabt even the most important—
criterion to guide one’s choice of voting system. Many ofbr@perties of voting systems (especially
their social choice weaknesses and strengths) are impasanell and perhaps even more impor-
tant. For example, representing votes in plurality is ahshgsimpler task than in fallback voting
or SP-AV: Plurality voters simply give a ranking of the cahaties and the candidates with the most
top positions win, whereas fallback and SP-AV voters prexbdth their approvals/disapprovals of
the candidates and a ranking of the candidates (of all cateidn SP-AV and of only the approved
candidates in fallback voting). Also, winner determinatio fallback voting and in SP-AV is a
slightly more complicated task than in plurality voting-etigh still easy. Regarding the social
choice benefits of FV, we mention that it satisfies, e.g., nmmoity and refer to[[BSQ9] for a more
detailed discussion and further interesting results.

Supposing one does care about control resistance, whesingamvoting system one’s choice
will most likely (along with the system’s social choice pespes, of course) depend on the types
of control one cares most about in the intended applica#dsn, when comparing voting systems,
one should weigh the nine immunities, four resistances namelvulnerabilities to control approval
voting is known to possess [HHRO7] against FV'’s at least b8 (@ossibly even 20) resistances and
at least two (and at most three) vulnerabilities to control.
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A Some Results of [HHRO7] Used in Section 3.2

Theorem A.1([HHRO7]). 1. If a voiced voting system is susceptible to destructiveérabby
partition of voters (in model TE or TP), then it is suscemit destructive control by deleting
voters.

2. Each voiced voting system is susceptible to constructwéol by deleting candidates.
3. Each voiced voting system is susceptible to destructinea by adding candidatd$.

Theorem A.2([HHRO7]). 1. A voting system is susceptible to constructive contrchding
candidates if and only if it is susceptible to destructivatoa by deleting candidates.

2. A voting system is susceptible to constructive contralddgting candidates if and only if it
is susceptible to destructive control by adding candidates

9Following Bartholdi et al.[[BTT92], Hemaspaandra et @l, [RB¥] considered only the case of control by adding a
limited number of candidates—the “unlimited” case wasadtrced only in (the conference precursors lof) [FHHR09a].
However, it is easy to see that all results about control Wirmgdcandidates stated in TheordmslA.T.]A.2, A.3 hold
true in both the limited and the unlimited case.
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3. A voting system is susceptible to constructive controadiging voters if and only if it is
susceptible to destructive control by deleting voters.

4. A voting system is susceptible to constructive contraliddgting voters if and only if it is
susceptible to destructive control by adding voters.

Theorem A.3([HHRO7]). 1. If a voting system is susceptible to constructive cortyoparti-
tion of voters (in model TE or TP), then it is susceptible tastouctive control by deleting

candidates.

2. If a voting system is susceptible to constructive coriyopartition or run-off partition of
candidates (in model TE or TP), then it is susceptible to wantve control by deleting

candidates.

3. If a voting system is susceptible to constructive coriyopartition of voters in model TE,
then it is susceptible to constructive control by deletinteys.

4. If a voting system is susceptible to destructive contyopartition or run-off partition of
candidates (in model TE or TP), then it is susceptible tordeste control by deleting can-

didates.
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