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1. A set of candidates or projects C = {c{, ¢, ..., C,,}.

2. Asetofvoters N={1, 2, ..., n}.
A; : the set of projects approved by voter i.

3. The goal is to select a subset of candidates.
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The challange is how to properly define

£-cohesiveness in the general model.
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Base Extended Justified Representation (EJR): an outcome W satisfies extended
justified representation if for each £-cohesive group of voters § it holds that:
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Related work:
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This paper introduces Restrained EJR. However,

1.In this example it provides no guarantees to the group S.

2.ls implied by our definition of EJR.

3.In general might contradict Pareto-Optimality
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N. Chandak, S. Goel, and D. Peters. Proportional aggregation of preferences for sequential decision making. 2023.
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6. Theorem: Stable priceability implies EJR if F is a matroid.

D. Peters, G. Pierczynski, N. Shah, and P. Skowron. Market-based explanations of collective decisions. | AAAI-2021.
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Summary

v New taxonomy of definitions of proportionality for the
general model with constraints.

v" Quite well understood for matroids.
(PAV, Phragmen’s Rule and stable priceability work well!)

v For participatory budgeting still many interesting questions.



