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A subset of candidates with the total  
cost not exceeding the budget value .  

participatory budgeting

b

S. Rey, J. Maly: The (Computational) Social Choice Take on 
Indivisible Participatory Budgeting, 2023.
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feasible sets . 

(  is closed under inclusions)
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The challange is how to properly define  
-cohesiveness in the general model. ℓ
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Example (committee elections with 50% of men and 50% of women): 
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(The hardest  consists of 35 woman.)
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This definition implies: 

1. EJR in the model of committee elections. 

2. Strong EJR in the model of sequential decision making. 

3. Proportionality for cohesive groups in the model of public decisions.

H. Aziz, M. Brill, V. Conitzer, E. Elkind, R. Freeman, and T. Walsh. Justified representation in approval-based committee 
voting. Social Choice and Welfare, 2017.

N. Chandak, S. Goel, and D. Peters. Proportional aggregation of preferences for sequential decision making. 2023.

P. Skowron and A. Górecki. Proportional public decisions. AAAI-2022.
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∑
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Why our definition is appealing?

6. Theorem: Stable priceability implies EJR if  is a matroid. ℱ

D. Peters, G. Pierczyński, N. Shah, and P. Skowron. Market-based explanations of collective decisions. I AAAI-2021.
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Beyond matroids

The model is pretty well understood for matroid constrains. 

When the candidates have weights

Our results: 

1. Phragmen’s Rule provides a good approximation of PJR, 

yet it may fail PJR. 

2. Stable-priceability implies a good approximation of EJR. 

No matroid assumption!

Interesting open 

questions for weighted 

candidates model
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