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Abstract

We adopt a parametric approach to analyze the worst-case degradation in social welfare
when the allocation of indivisible goods is constrained to be fair. Specifically, we are concerned
with cardinality-constrained allocations, which require that each agent has at most k items in
their allocated bundle. We propose the notion of the price of cardinality, which captures the
worst-case multiplicative loss of utilitarian or egalitarian social welfare resulting from imposing
the cardinality constraint. We then characterize tight or almost-tight bounds on the price of
cardinality as exact functions of the instance parameters, demonstrating how the social welfare
improves as k is increased. In particular, one of our main results refines and generalizes the
existing asymptotic bound on the price of balancedness, as studied by Bei et al. [BLMS21]. We
also further extend our analysis to the problem where the items are partitioned into disjoint
categories, and each category has its own cardinality constraint. Through a parametric study
of the price of cardinality, we provide a framework which aids decision makers in choosing an
ideal level of cardinality-based fairness, using their knowledge of the potential loss of utilitarian
and egalitarian social welfare.

1 Introduction

The allocation of indivisible goods to a set of agents is a ubiquitous problem in our society, capturing
a number of real-world scenarios. For example, an inheritance may involve indivisible goods such as
jewelry, cars, and estates, and food banks are constantly faced with the task of allocating donations
to people in need. In a corporate setting, equipment and human resources such as developers and
designers need to be assigned to various projects and departments. These real-world scenarios often
involve constraints which are imposed on the allocation, which may make the allocation difficult
to compute, or prevent it from being socially optimal.

The most commonly studied constraint in resource allocation is the requirement that the al-
location should be fair to the agents [AABT23]. Fairness constraints can be expressed in several
different ways: a proportional allocation guarantees that each of the n agents receives at least %th
of their utility for the entire set of items, and in a balanced allocation, the goods are spread out
among the agents as evenly as possible, so that the number of items received by each agent differs
by at most one. The latter notion of balancedness is a natural constraint which may be imposed
by the central decision maker due to its simplicity and ease of implementation, without requiring
knowledge of the agents’ utilities. However, this constraint may severely degrade the social welfare
of the allocation. This is particularly true in instances where agents have low utility for a large
number of items, rather than highly valuing a small subset of items, motivating the need for a
weaker, more variable notion of ‘cardinal fairness’.

The main focus of our paper is on the constraint of cardinality, a generalization of balanced-
ness which imposes an upper limit of k on the number of items an agent may receive from the
allocation.! The cardinality constraint is commonly applied in practice. For example, when a
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university provides funding to support PhD students, it is typical to impose a limit on the num-
ber of students each professor can supervise, due to fairness concerns. Intuitively, the potential
loss of welfare decreases as k increases. The central decision maker may vary the parameter of k
to achieve their desired tradeoff between the level of balancedness and the social welfare of the
cardinality-constrained allocation. More generally, the items may also be partitioned into disjoint
categories, where each category j has its own cardinality constraint of k;. However, the exact effect
of the value of k on the social welfare objectives remains unclear, leading to the following research
question which we address in this paper:

What is the worst-case (multiplicative) loss of social welfare when there is a limit on the
number of items each agent can receive in an allocation, and how does the loss change
as the limit is varied?

In particular, we aim to quantify this loss in an exact sense, as opposed to the asymptotic
bounds which are common in the literature. This helps with making a more informed decision
on the cardinality constraint values, particularly in scenarios where the number of agents and/or
items is small.

1.1 Owur Contribution

In this work, we initiate the study of price of cardinality from the parametric perspective. We
define the price of cardinality as the worst-case ratio between the welfare of the optimal allocation,
and the optimal welfare among all cardinality-constrained allocations. Our work concerns both
utilitarian and egalitarian social welfare, defined as the sum of agents’ utilities and worst-off agent’s
utility respectively. For both objectives, we establish tight or almost-tight bounds for the price
of cardinality in both the single-category and multi-category cases, expressing the prices as exact
functions of the cardinality parameters, as opposed to the common asymptotic bounds in the
literature. A benefit of our parametrized approach is that it enables decision makers to choose
their desired level of fairness based on the potential loss of social welfare. We summarize our main
results as follows.

Single category. We start with the single category case, where each agent can receive at most k
items. We show that for any instance with n agents and m items such that k > 7%, the utilitarian

price of cardinality is % (1 +4/1+ mT_l) This can be visualized in Figure 1 as a function of

the ratio % We note that this bound is precisely tight for instances where m and k satisfy
a divisibility constraint, and tight up to an additive constant that is smaller than 1 for every
instance. Furthermore, when m = kn, this result coincides with (and refines) the asymptotic
bound of O(y/n) for the price of balancedness [BLMS21].

For the objective of egalitarian social welfare, we present an exact bound of max{m_T”"’l, 1}
which is tight for all instances. This result shows that when k is small compared to m, the
cardinality constraint may adversely affect the egalitarian fairness of the allocation, particularly

when the allocation is constrained to be balanced (i.e., m = kn).

Multiple categories. For utilitarian social welfare, we first focus on the case of two agents,
giving an exact and tight bound of % for the utilitarian price of cardinality.? For the case
of general n agents, we establish a utilitarian price of cardinality of 7]’;—11, which is tight for instances

where there are n categories and :Tll == 7’;—';

Finally, in the multi-category case, we establish an exact bound for egalitarian price of cardi-
nality as a function of n, the cardinality constraints k;, and the number of items in each category
m;, and this bound is tight for all instances.

For all of our main results, we also describe how a cardinal allocation with guaranteed welfare

corresponding to the respective price of cardinality can be found.

2We order the categories such that ~L < Ry o< %’ where k; and m; denote the cardinality constraint

k
m1p — m2 — -
and number of items in category j, respectively.
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Figure 1: Plot of the utilitarian price of cardinality in the single-category setting as a function of
k
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1.2 Related Work

The problem of allocating a set of indivisible goods to self-interested agents has been extensively
studied in computer science and economics in recent years, with a primary focus on finding allo-
cations which are constrained to be ‘fair’ in some axiomatic sense (see, e.g., the seminal papers
by Gamow and Stern [GS58], Steinhaus [Ste48], Varian [Var74] and the surveys by Amanatidis et
al. [AAB"23], Walsh [Wal20]). Common fairness notions have been shown to be compatible with
cardinality constraints: for example, Biswas and Barman [BB18] and Hummel and Hetland [HH22]
considered how to compute EF1 and approximate MMS allocations under cardinality constraints.

While most related work is concerned with computing fair allocations, there is a growing body
of research on quantifying the degradation of welfare when fairness constraints are imposed. This
was first proposed by Caragiannis et al. [CKKK12], and results on the price of fairness have since
been extended by Barman et al. [BBS20], Li et al. [LLW22], and Li et al. [LLL"24]. These papers
generally examine the effect of fairness constraints from an asymptotic perspective, e.g., the prices
of EF1 and %—MMS are O(y/n), and since computing the exact bound can be challenging for every
value of n, the literature often restricts to the case where n = 2. In particular, the paper by Bei et
al. [BLMS21] gives an asymptotic bound of ©(y/n) (and a precise bound of 4/3 for n = 2) for the
price of balancedness for utilitarian social welfare. The price of fairness has also been studied in
the allocations of indivisible chores [SCD23b, SCD23a, SL24|. As asymptotic bounds may obscure
the precise effects of constraints (particularly in scenarios with a small number of agents), this
paper aims to generalize the existing asymptotic bound on the price of balancedness to the exact
bound on the price of cardinality, and extend the results to multiple categories.

Beyond cardinality constraints, other types of constraints such as connectivity [BCE117, BLLS24,
SL23], geometric [SHNHA17], and separation [ESHS22] have also been studied in the context of
fair division. In particular, the cardinality constraint in the single-category case is equivalent to
budget-feasibility (as studied by Wu et al. [WLG21]) when agents have identical budgets and items
have identical costs. For a recent overview on constraints in fair division, we refer the readers to
the survey by Suksompong [Suk21].

2 Preliminaries

For any k € NT, denote [k] := {1,...,k}. We have a set N of n agents who are to receive a set
M ={g1,...,9m} of m indivisible goods. Each agent i € N has a utility function u; : 2™ — R
over each possible subset of goods. Let U = (uy,us,...,u,) denote the agents’ utility profiles.

Throughout the paper, we assume the utilities are additive (i.e., u;(S) = > csui({g})) and
normalized (i.e., u;()) = 0 and w;(M) = 1 for each i € N). We slightly abuse notation and write



u;(g) instead of u;({g}).

An allocation A is a partition of the items into n disjoint bundles A = (A44,...,A4,), with
agent ¢ receiving A;. The set of goods is partitioned into h different non-overlapping categories
C = {Ci,...,Ch}, with respective cardinality constraints ki, ...,kp. The cardinality constraint
k; specifies the maximum number of items from category C; that each agent can have under a
cardinal allocation. In other words, an allocation A is cardinal if for each bundle A; and category
Cj, |A; N Cj] < kj holds. Our prices of cardinality will be expressed in terms of the number of
agents n, the cardinality constraints k;, and the number of items in each category, so for simplicity,
we denote, for each j € [h], m; := |C;] and m = >, m;. We also assume that for each j € [h],
ki > % so that every item can be allocated. In the single-category scenario (i.e., h = 1), we
slightly abuse notation and use m and k instead of m; and k; to refer to the number of items and
the cardinality constraint, respectively.

We refer to a problem setting with agents N, goods M, utility profile i and partition of goods
into categories C' as an instance, denoted as I = (N, M, U, C).

Our results are concerned with the following objectives of utilitarian social welfare and egali-
tarian social welfare.

Definition 1. Given an instance I and an allocation A = (A, ..., Ay) of the instance,

e the utilitarian social welfare, or the sum of the agents’ utilities, is denoted by USW(A) =
ZieN ui(A;).

e the egalitarian social welfare, or the utility of the worst-off agent, is denoted by ESW(A) :=
min;e y u;(4;).

We denote the optimal utilitarian (resp. egalitarian) social welfare over all possible allocations
of an instance I as OPT-USW(I) (resp. OPT-ESW(I)).

Given an instance I and cardinality constraints « = (k1,...,ks), let the set of all cardinal
allocations be denoted as C.(I). We now define the main concept of our paper: the price of
cardinality, for our objective functions of utilitarian and egalitarian social welfare.

Definition 2. The utilitarian price of cardinality is defined as

. OPT-USW(I)
[=(N,MU.C) r=(kr,....kn) MBXAcc, (1) USW(A)

Definition 3. The egalitarian price of cardinality is defined as

. OPT-ESW(I)
T= (N MUCY = (ko) MAX Ace, (1) BSW(A)

For an instance I, if OPT-ESW(I) = 0, we define that 2 = 1 and the egalitarian price of
cardinality to be 1.

3 Single Category

We first give results for the case where there is only one category, and therefore only one cardinality
constraint k. Note that if m < k, then the cardinality constraint will have no effect, and the price
of cardinality will be equal to 1. We therefore assume that m > k throughout this section.

3.1 Utilitarian Social Welfare

We begin with the utilitarian price of connectivity in the single category setting. Interestingly, the
price of cardinality for utilitarian welfare is only directly dependent on the number of items and
the cardinality constraint, and not directly dependent on the number of agents (it is not entirely
independent of n as we require n > 7).



Theorem 1. In the single-category case, the utilitarian price of cardinality is

1 m—1
! 1+ ——.
(o)
Proof. The lower bound will be proven in Lemma 1, and the upper bound will be proven in
Lemmas 3 and 5. O
It is worth noting that the stated price of cardinality expression is tight in a very strong sense:
e For any instance with cardinality constraint £ and m items, the utilitarian price of cardinality
is at most % (1+,/1+mT71).

e As we will shortly show in Lemma 1, for any instance with cardinality constraint k& and
m = k(c? — 1) + 1 items, where ¢ € NT \ {1}, the utilitarian price of cardinality is exactly

1 -1
1 (1 /14 T)
e In Lemma 2, we further show that for any other instance with cardinality constraint k, the

utilitarian price of cardinality is at least % (—1 +4/14+ mT_l)

This is due to the lower bound construction requiring m and k to meet a divisibility constraint.
Specifically, there is a set of agents who each value the same item g,, at one utility, and the
remaining agents’ utilities are such that they each receive the same number of items under the
utilitarian-optimal allocation.

Lemma 1. In the single-category case, if m = k(c* — 1) + 1 for some ¢ € Nt \ {1}, then the

utilitarian price of cardinality is at least % (1 +4/14 ’"T_l) .

Proof. Let I be an instance with cardinality constraint k and m = k(c? — 1) + 1 items for some

c € NT\ {1}, and let s := —1 + \/@ Note that

e s=c—1¢&NT,
2
o and ™1 = HD ¢ N,
The agents’ utilities are as follows:

o fori=1,...,sif j=(i— 1)’"7_1 +1,...,42=L then u;(g;) = —2+; otherwise, u;(g) = 0;

s m—1"

o for i > s+ 1, ui(gm) =1 and u;(g) = 0 for each g € M \ {gm }-

We have OPT-USW(I) = 1+ s as in the utilitarian-optimal allocation, each agent i € [s] receives
utility 1, and agents s + 1,...,n have a total utility of 1. We also have max 4¢c, () USW(A) =
1+ ke

m—1

by letting every agent i € [s] keep their k¥ most valued items; note ™= > k. Dividing

S

these terms and substituting s = —1+ 4/1 + mTfl, we get our price of cardinality lower bound of

OPT-USW(I)  _ 1 [1 L m—1
maxXaec, (1) USW(A) -2 (1 + 1 + k ) D
Note that if the divisibility constraint is not met by m and k (i.e., m # k(c®> — 1) + 1 for all
c € NT\ {1}), we can still construct a similar lower bound which will be slightly lower than our

general upper bound (as exemplified in Figure 2). We take s = |—1+4 /14 mTflj, and let agents
1,...,s each equally value a disjoint subset of the items ¢i,...,gm_1, such that the number of
goods they positively value differs by at most 1. The gap between the upper and lower bound
here is due to the rounding of s and the partitioning of m — 1 items among s agents as evenly
as possible. Furthermore, the following lemma implies that the price of cardinality lower bound
corresponding to this instance construction differs from our stated upper bound by an additive
constant of at most 1.
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Figure 2: Plot for m = 50 showing the gap between the lower bound as described in the main body
and proof of Lemma 2 for any m and k, and the upper bound from Theorem 1.

Lemma 2. In the single-category case, if m # k(c?—1)+1 for all c € NT\ {1}, then the utilitarian
price of cardinality is at least % (—1 +4/1+ mTfl) .

The missing proofs are deferred to the appendix. We now prove the upper bound of Theorem 1,
which holds for any m and k. First, we fix an arbitrary instance I with m items and cardinality
constraint k, and denote the utilitarian-optimal allocation® of I by A* = (A},..., A%). We then
define the following subsets of agents. Under A*,

e The set of agents receiving less than k items is R = {i € [n] : |Af| < k}.
e The set of agents receiving exactly k items is T = {i € [n] : |A¥| = k}.
o The set of agents receiving more than k items is S = {i € [n] : |A}| > k}.

We can also assume that A* does not satisfy the cardinality constraint, and hence S # (), implying
R # (. We next divide the proof of the upper bound into two cases depending on whether
Yicnur wi(A7) > 1or Y. nopui(Af) < 1. We begin with the former case.

Lemma 3. Let I be a (possibly non-normalized) instance satisfying 0 < u;(M) < 1 for each
i €S and ) ;o \Sui(A]) > 1, where S is the set of agents who receive more than k items under
utilitarian-optimal allocation A* = (A%,..., A%). Then,

’ n

OPT-USW(I) < 14> equi(AD) _ 145
max sec, (I) USW(A) - 1+k2ies ui(A¥) — 1+ kos2

|A1f| m—1
where s = —1+,/1+mT’1.

Proof Sketch. We present a proof sketch for the inequality
1

)

1+Zies ui(A:) < 1+s
. * = -2
“’7,(Ai) 1+ ks -

. By taking
Pies AT

31In the case of ties, the tiebreak procedure will be described in the upcoming proofs when necessary.



derivatives, we find that the LHS is maximized when every u;(A}) is either 1 or 0. This gives us

L+ iesui(4]) < 14> es ]
ui(A7) — 1
Lk Yes gt 1A Des A

1+19| 1+s
—_ klsS’|12 — k 2
1+ 7‘n—‘1 1+ ms—l

where s = —14+4/1+ mT_l Here, the second inequality follows from the arithmetic mean-harmonic

mean (AM-HM) inequality, and the final inequality follows from taking derivatives with respect to
[S7]. O

We now address the remaining case where ), p pui(A7) < 1. In this case, we assume that
instance I is preprocessed such that for each j € R, > . qu;(Af) == 1 =3, cporui(A}). As
A* is the utilitarian-optimal allocation, we have » . _p pui(A7) > Y. pop (A7) for all j €
R, and therefore before processing, we have ) . qu;(A7) > 1 — . p pui(A7). Accordingly,
this preprocessing can be achieved by reducing the utility that each agent j € R has for items
{A] }ies until we reach ) ;g u;(A7) =13, popui(A7). The new/preprocessed instance is not
necessarily normalized, meaning there may exist ¢ € R such that 0 < u;(M) < 1. Note that the
optimal utilitarian welfare does not change before and after the preprocessing, but the optimal
utilitarian welfare among cardinal allocations weakly decreases after preprocessing, meaning that
maxiij;g?\gs(@( vy weakly increases. We also remark that the preprocessing does not affect S, R,
or T

Before proving the price of cardinality upper bound for the case where ), p pui(A7) < 1,
we find a lower bound on the utilitarian social welfare of a cardinal allocation, for any arbitrary
instance 1.4

Lemma 4. For an arbitrary instance I, there ezists a cardinal allocation A such that USW(A) >
1+ s ‘A—’il(ul(Aj) — g (AY)) for some agent it € R.

Proof Sketch. In the full proof, we show that there exists a cardinal allocation A such that
USW(A) > > icrur wilA7) + D ics |A—k|ul(A2‘) + D ics %u“ (A}), which suffices because we
have ) 0, pop ui(A7) = 1= g wit (A7). (Recall that I is preprocessed). Specifically, this cardinal
allocation can be achieved by the following greedy procedure.

The procedure starts from A4*, and at each step, reassigns the item with the least utility loss
from some unsatisfied agent’s bundle to some active agent; an agent is unsatisfied if she receives
more than k items, and is active if she receives less than k items.

e Step 1: Set B < A* as the initial allocation, P < S as the initial set of unsatisfied agents,
and @) < R as the initial set of active agents;

e Step 2: If there are no unsatisfied agents, then terminate and output the underlying allocation
B (this will be A*). Otherwise, find the item e* € |J,cp B; and an active agent i* € Q such
that reassigning e* to agent ¢* causes the minimum utilitarian social welfare loss among all
single-item reassignments from items of unsatisfied agents to active agents. Reassign e* to
agent i*, and update B accordingly.

e Step 3: Update P and @, and return to Step 2.

As m < kn, the procedure can terminate and the returned allocation A* is cardinal. Moreover,
during the reassignment process, an active agent can never become unsatisfied and any unsatisfied
agent can never become active. O

We now prove the upper bound for Theorem 1 for the case where } . ui(Af) < 1.

4We remark that the lemma holds regardless of whether Sicrur wi(AY) < 1or 3 cpurui(A7) > 1, and
whether or not I is preprocessed.



Lemma 5. If ), popui(A7) <1, then

OPT-USW(I) < 1+s
max gec, (1) USW(A) ~ 1+ ks? 7

m—1

wheres=—1—|—,/1—|—mT’1.

Partial Proof. We first describe the tiebreak procedure for the utilitarian-optimal allocation A*. If
multiple agents are tied for having the highest utility for an item, we pick the allocation A* based
on the following criteria;

e if it is possible to allocate each item to the agent that values it most, such that all m items
are owned by agents with strictly more than & items, then A* is defined as this allocation,

e otherwise, the tie is broken in favour of the agent with less than k items.

We divide the remainder of the proof into two cases, depending on whether or not all of the
goods are allocated to agents in S under A*.

Case 1: ), ¢ |Af| < m. We present the full proof for the case where not all items are allocated
to agents in S under A*. Recall that by Lemma 4, there exists an agent i’ € R and a cardinal
allocation A* such that USW(A¥) > 1+ 3, o ﬁ(ul(A;‘) — u;t (A7)).

Consider the agent i' € R and a specific item gt € Uierur A5 the existence of g is guaranteed
due to ), ¢ |Aj| < m. We construct another (possibly non-normalized) instance I’ which differs
from I only by the agents’ utilities. Below, we describe the utility function u’ that each agent has
in I’

e fori € RUT, u(g") =1 and u/(g) = 0 for all g # ¢;
o fori €S, ui(g) = ui(g) —u;r(g) if g € Af and v/ (g) = 0 otherwise.

Denote by A’ the utilitarian-optimal allocation of I’ and by S’ the set of agents receiving more
than & items in A’; note that S” = S. Due to ), ¢ |Aj| < m, when picking A*, if multiple agents
are tied for having the highest utility for an item, then the tie is broken in favour of the agent with
less than k items. As a consequence, for any i € S and g € A}, ul(g) > 0 due to if € R.

Now we show that in I’, 0 < u}(A4;) < 1 for each ¢ € S’. From the construction of u}(), we
immediately have u;(A}) < 1. To prove 0 < u}(A}), since agent 7 is the only one with positive
utility on the items in bundle A, we have A7 C A} and hence 0 < u(A}); note that u}(g) > 0 for
every g € A7,

We now present the upper bound of the ratio regarding I for Case 1 as follows,

OPT-USW(I) < > ierur WilAY) + 2o ui(AY)
max acc, (1) USW(A) ~ USW(AF)
_ 1- Zies ut (AF) + Zies u; (A7)
1+ Yes mam (il A7) — wii (47))
14+ s ui(A)
L+ Y e maqui(4))
OPT-USW(I")
max gec, (11) USW(A)

1 m—1
- 1+ —+1
2( N +),

where the first equality results from the property of the preprocessed instance and the fact that
it € R; the last inequality transition follows from Lemma 3. O

IN

Finally, we conclude the section with the following result on computing utilitarian-optimal
cardinal allocations.



Proposition 1. Given a single-category instance I and cardinality constraint k, the utilitarian-
optimal cardinal allocation can be found in polynomial time, and has a utilitarian social welfare of

27 . -
at least GVATET OPT-USW(I).

Proof. Consider a complete bipartite graph G = (U,V, E), where U represents k copies of each
agent, and V represents the m goods, with zero-valued dummy items added such that |U| = |V|.
Also, an edge between agent ¢ € U and item g € V has weight equal to u;(g). Our desired
allocation can be found by computing a maximum weight bipartite matching, such as by using the
Hungarian algorithm [Kuh55]. The utilitarian social welfare guarantee follows immediately from
Theorem 1. O

3.2 Egalitarian Social Welfare

We now move to the objective of egalitarian social welfare, where the worst-case degradation of
worst-case fairness objective is quantified by our exact and tight bounds on the egalitarian price of
cardinality. Note that in addition to the assumption that m > k, we also assume in this subsection
that m > n, because if m < n, then OPT-ESW(I) = 0 and consequently, the egalitarian price of
cardinality will be 1.

Theorem 2. In the single-category case, the egalitarian price of cardinality is max {m_T"'H, 1}.

Proof. We begin by proving the upper bound and consider instance I. If OPT-ESW(I) = 0, the
statement holds trivially, so we assume OPT-ESW(I) > 0 for the remainder of the proof. Denote
by A* = (A7, ..., A}) the unconstrained egalitarian-optimal allocation. If |A}| < k holds for each
1 € N, then the egalitarian-optimal cardinal allocation is the same as A*, and thus the theorem
statement holds for this case. We now focus on the remaining case where max;epy |4;| > k.

Let S be the set of agents who each receive more than k items in A*. We now consider a
cardinal allocation A’ where each i € S receives their k£ most valued items from A} and for each
agent j ¢ S, A7 C AJ; note that A" can be cardinal due to m < kn. Then we have the following,

E ") = mi inu,;(A’), min w; (A’
SW(A") mm{rirélélu ( z),IiIélélu ( z)}
: o ui(AY)
> .
> mln{rirélé{lk 47|
. .. OPT-ESW(I)
- m—n+1

where the last inequality transition is due to [A%[ > 1 for all j € N' (and hence [Af| <m —n +1
for all 7). As a consequence, we have

OPT-ESW(I)  _ OPT-ESW(/) _m—n+1
maerCN(I) ESW(A) o ESW(A/) o k ’

completing the proof of the upper bound.
For the lower bound, consider instance I where the agents’ utility functions are as follows;

,OPT-ESW(I) }

)

e fori e [n—1], ui(g;) =1 and u,;(g;) = 0 for all j # ¢;

e for i =n, u,(g;) =0 for each j € [n — 1] and u,(g;) = for each j > n.

1
m—n-+1
By allocating each g; to i for each i € [n — 1] and allocating all of the remaining items to agent n,
we see that OPT-ESW(I) = 1. On the other hand, max s¢c, (1) ESW(A) = m—’;+1 as agent k can
receive at most k items, deriving the desired lower bound. O

Note that this bound is tight for all feasible values of m, n, and k. This result shows that
when m is large compared to n and k, there may be a significant reduction in egalitarian fairness
when cardinality constraints are naively imposed in pursuit of a fair allocation. We also remark
that although computing an egalitarian-optimal (possibly non-cardinal) allocation is well-known
to be NP-hard [Kar72], if we are provided with such an allocation, we can find, in linear time,
a cardinal allocation with an egalitarian social welfare guarantee corresponding to the egalitarian
price of cardinality. This is simply achieved by letting each agent keep their & most valued items
from the starting egalitarian-optimal allocation.



4 Multiple Categories

We now extend our analysis to the setting where the items are partitioned into multiple categories.

Recall that there are h categories, where category j € [h] has m; items to be allocated and a
cardinality constraint of k;. We also ensure that all items can be assigned, % < n holds for each
J

J € [h]. Without loss of generality, we order categories such that :Tl < L3 <. < £ and break
1 ma2 k mp
= m—JJ and m; < mj, then

ties in favour of the category with a smaller number of items (i.e., if
set ¢ < j).

4.1 Utilitarian Social Welfare

For utilitarian social welfare, we first consider the case of two agents. Before stating the main

result, we establish a key reduction which restricts the space of instances to those with weakly

higher OPT-USW(I)
maxaec, (1) USW(A)

ratio.

Lemma 6. Given an instance I with two agents and cardinality constraints k, there exists another
instance I' which only differs from I in the utility functions, where:

e under the utilitarian-optimal allocation A™*,

— both agents exceed the cardinality constraint in exactly one category each,

— neither agent receives any utility from any category where they do not exceed the cardi-
nality constraint,

OPT-USW(I) < OPT-USW(I')
maxace, (1) USW(A) = max_aee, 1/, USW(A) holds.

e and

Following this reduction, we are now ready to present the utilitarian price of cardinality for
two agents, which is exact and tight for all Kk = (k1,...,ks) and mq,...,my.

Theorem 3. For two agents and h > 2, the utilitarian price of cardinality is ﬁ

ko
my T mg
Proof. By Lemma 6, it suffices to focus on the case where in A*, agent 1 (resp. agent 2) exceeds
the cardinality constraint of category j; (resp. j2). Note that due to the ordering of our categories,
it is ‘weakly better’ to consider categories 1 and 2. Moreover in A*, each agent i only receives

non-zero utility from Cj,. Note that we must have j; # jo due to %’ < 2 for all j.

We first prove the upper bound. Consider another (possibly non-normalized) instance I’ that
only differs from [ in utility functions. In I', agent i has utility function u;(g) = u;(g) if g € Aj},
and u;(g) = 0 otherwise. One can verify that the welfare of utilitarian-optimal allocation of I

is equal to that of I’, while the maximum welfare of cardinal allocations is weakly decreased in
OPT-USW(I) OPT-USW(I")
maxXaec, (I) USW(A) — max e, (1/) USW(A) "

normalized instance I” by increasing agent ¢’s utility for A;‘ji to 1 in a way such that the ‘price of
cardinality’ ratio weakly increases; this can be done by increasing the utility of items valued the
most by both agents. Note that I” is a normalized instance where in A*, each agent i receives
utility 1 from obtaining all of the items which they positively value.

Finally, we have

I'. Accordingly, we have We then convert I’ into a

OPT-USW(I) _ _ OPT-USW(I")
max4ec,, (1) USW(.A) - maxec, (1) USW(A)

< 2

- kjl + ka
a1 T 1A,

< 2 2

= kj + kj, — ki + ko
mjy My mi ma

concluding the proof of the upper bound.
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For the lower bound, consider the instance I where agent 1 values each item in category 1 at ——
OPT-USW(I)  _
Xaec, (1) USW(A) ™
ﬁ for this instance. -

my mo

'1

utility and agent 2 values each item in category 2 each at m—Q utility. Clearly, —

We give the utilitarian price of cardinality for general n.
Theorem 4. For general n, the utilitarian price of cardinality is

Proof. We first prove the upper bound. Given an instance I, let A* be its utilitarian-optimal
allocation. Then we have

OPT-USW([)
maercn(l) USW(A)

Zje[h] Ziesj ui(Af;) + Zje[h] Ziezv\sj ui (A7)
Zje[h] Eiesj \:ﬁuim?j) + Zje[h] ZieN\sj Ui(AEkj)

2 jeln] Zies wilAy)  _m
de[h] ZzGSJ \A* UZ(A*) !

<

b

Ky < ki < k1
’ ‘A* [ = my = my”

For the lower bound, consider an instance I with h = n categories, and where each category
j € [h] has the same cardinality constraint of k; = k and same number of items m; = ¢ items,
where ¢ is divisible by k. Suppose that in this instance, for each agent i, u;(g) = % if g € C,
and u;(g) = 0 otherwise. Clearly, we have OPT-USW(I) = n. In the utilitarian-optimal cardinal
allocation A, each agent i receives a utility of %. Thus, we have USW(A*) = %k, and therefore,

the utilitarian price of cardinality is at least %W =1= 72—11, completing the proof. O

where the last inequality transition is because for every j € [h]

This result is roughly tight in the sense that the utilitarian price of cardinality is at most %1

for any instance with cardinality constraints x = (k1,...,k;), and is precisely 7,';—11 for any instance
where there are at least n categories, and kll = T’ffz == k—”

Finally, we mention a result on computing utilitarian- optlmal cardinal allocations, similar to
Proposition 1.

Proposition 2. Given a multiple-category instance I and cardinality constraints k, the utilitarian-
optimal cardinal allocation can be found in polynomial time, and has a utilitarian social welfare of
at least 7’;—11 - OPT-USW(I).

Proof. The proof is almost identical to the proof of Proposition 1, but we instead construct a
separate complete bipartite graph for each category j € [h], and compute a maximum weight
bipartite matching for each of these graphs. The runtime remains in polynomial time, and the
utilitarian social welfare guarantee follows immediately from Theorem 1. O

4.2 Egalitarian Social Welfare

Finally, for egalitarian social welfare, we present bounds for the price of cardinality which are exact
and tight for any n, k = (k1,...,kp), and mq,...,my.

Theorem 5. Ifn < 2?22 m;+1, then the egalitarian price of cardinality is ’;3—11 Ifn > Z?:z m;+
1, then the egalitarian price of cardinality is

{mj —max{n—l—zt#mt,O}}
k; '

max
jelnl

Proof. We begin with the upper bound and fix instance I. Let A* = (Aj,...,A}) be the
egalitarian-optimal allocation for I and let A; be the bundle agent ¢ receives from category j.
If ESW(A*) = 0, then the statement trivially holds. We further assume ESW(A*) > 0.

11



We first show a general upper bound of 7t. Note that in the egalitarian-optimal cardinal
allocation, every agent ¢ can keep their k; most valued items and receives a utility of at least
> el :Tjul(Aij) > —ul(A*) kll ESW(A*). This bound holds for any n and m;, proving the
first part of the theorem statement.

We then strengthen the bound for the case where n > E?:z m; + 1. Define, for each j € [h],
c¢jr=max{n—1-3,,.m,0}. By the definition of ¢;, we claim that for any i € [n] and j € [h],
|A;?‘j| < mj — ¢; holds; otherwise, there must be one agent receiving no item in A*, contradicting
ESW(A*) > 0. Then in the egalitarian-optimal cardinal allocation, each agent ¢ can obtain a
utility of at least

> o

jeln] | ” E !

> min J u; (A7)
JE[R] m; Cj el
k.
= min J u; (AY)

Therefore, the price of cardinality in this case is at most maxje[h] L= equal to the expression
in the theorem statement.
For the lower bound, we first consider the case where n < 2?22 m; + 1 and show that the

bound of T,?—ll is tight. Let agent 1 value each item of C; at mil utility each and let agents 2,...,n
only value one unique item each at 1 utility from Cs, ..., Cy. In the egalitarian-optimal allocation,

each agent receives a utility of 1, leading to an optimal egalitarian welfare of 1. However, for
cardinal allocations, the utility of agent 1 is at most k—ll and the lower bound of m follows.

For the case where n > Z _, m;+1, we first denote the category that maximizes maxje[h] 7cj

as j*; recall that ¢; = max{n —1—3,,;m,0}. In the subcase where ¢;« = 0, we let agents
1,...,n — 1 value one unique item each at 1 utility in any category j # j* and agent n values

each item in Cj- evenly,

egalitarian welfare is 1, the respective lower bound follows. As for the subcase where ¢;- > 0 (this
indeed implies j* = 1), consider the instance I where ) e MY of the agents value one unique
item each at 1 utility in some C; with j # j*. Here, n —1 — Zj#* m; of the remaining agents
value one unique item each at 1 utility in C}«, and the last agent values all m;- — c;~ remaining
items in C)- evenly. We have OPT-ESW(I) = 1, and note that the last agent can receive a utility

of at most mk%c in any cardinal allocation, achieving the lower bound in the statement. O
J J

Similar to the single category scenario, if we are given an egalitarian-optimal allocation, we can
construct a cardinal allocation with an egalitarian welfare guarantee corresponding to the price of
cardinality by letting each agent keep their k; most valued items in each category j € [h].

5 Discussion

In this work, we introduced the utilitarian and egalitarian prices of cardinality, which quantify
the worst-case multiplicative loss of social welfare when cardinality constraints are imposed on the
allocation. For both the single- and multi-category cases, we present tight bounds on the prices of
cardinality, expressed as an exact (rather than asymptotic) function of the instance and cardinality
parameters. Our results enable decision makers to make a clear, well-informed choice of cardinality
constraint with respect to the level of balancedness and the potential loss of social welfare.

Our parametrized approach to the price of cardinality can be applied to other parametrized
notions of fairness such as envy-freeness up to k items (EF-k) or a-maximin share (a-MMS),
providing similar insights to decision makers regarding the tradeoff between the level of fairness
and the potential loss of social welfare.

An immediate open question is to find a more precise utilitarian price of cardinality in the
case of multiple categories and n > 3 agents. Ideally, we would like the price to be tight for all

12



possible values of n, {m;} c[n), and (k;);c(n), like our egalitarian prices of cardinality. To pursue
such a precise price, one approach is to characterize the worst case scenario. Unfortunately, our
reduction (in Lemma 6) for the case of two agents can not be immediately extended to the case
where n > 3. Furthermore, part of the complete proof of Lemma 5 relies on knowing the exact
form of a parameter s, which we cannot find in the multi-category case due to the multivariate
property of the problem. However, we believe that the greedy procedure in the proof of Lemma 4
could be helpful for identifying the worst case structure.

Another possible direction is finding the price of cardinality for the “dual” problem where
each agent must receive at least k items. However, this type of constraint violates the hereditary
property of matroids, and is generally not studied in other related work.
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A  Omitted Proofs for Section 3

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2
By applying basic calculus (which will also be shown in the proof of Lemma 3), we find that

s=—-14+,4/1+ mT_l is the unique global maximum of the price of cardinality lower bound of

1+1—;§2 (under the domain of s > 0). As a result, if m and k are such that s is not integral, we have
m—1

another instance which shows that the utilitarian price of cardinality is at least 3 (1+4/1 + Z1)—1.
We now fix m,n,k € Nt satisfying n > 2 and m — 2 > k; note that if m —1 = k, the
utilitarian-optimal allocation is cardinal as the utilities are normalized. Let s = —1 + /1 4+ 2=t

and denote t := max{|s|,1}. Note that for any n > 2, we have ¢t < n—1. Now consider an instance
I with n agents and m items, where the agents’ utilities are described as follows;

o fori=1,....tif j=(i—1)[2] +1,...,i[ 2], wi(gy) = otherwise, u;(g) = 0;

Lm 1J7
o fori>t+1, ui(gm) =1 and u;(g) = 0 for every g # gm.

Note that for agent ¢, each item she values with non-zero utility has an index of ¢| ™= | < m and
thus the above instance is well-defined. One can verify that OPT-USW(I) = 1 + ¢. Moreover, in
the utilitarian-optimal allocation, we know that every agent 7 < t exceeds the cardinality constraint
as:

e if t = |s], we have 2-1 > =1 > k and since k € N¥, we have [Z-1] > k,

e if t =1, agent 1 receives m — 1 > k items.

Accordingly, we have max 4¢cc, (1) USW(A) =1 + , showing that the utilitarian price of

L J

cardinality is at least % Recall that l(1 +4/14+ 2 ) is equal to 1_:';?2 , and therefore to
7J m—1

prove the theorem statement, it suffices to show that

1+ 1+t

<1
ks? -
1+ 1 1 + Lm. lj
or equivalently,
‘o kts kts? <14 2ks? n k252t
s — _ - .
LNLt—lJ m—1 " m—1 (m_l)\fnt_lj
Since s —t < 1, it further suffices to show that
kts kts? 2ks? k252t

E=IRE Sm—1+(m—1)wflj’

or equivalently,
2s m

(+s) LT_lJ—l—kszm—l.

t
We have ) ) )
(8 +s) Lm%J + ks > (2+5)Lm%J + ks

t
1
o (M) e
S
zgm—l—k(k—l)s

Zm—L

proving that the utilitarian price of cardinality is at least %(1 +4/14+ mT’l) —1.
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A.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Firstly, we know that

OPT-USW(I) = Y wi(A]) + > ui(4)
iGN\S €S

and

max USW(A) > > ui(A:)mZ”i(Af).

AeC,(D) s = 1A

Note that letting each agent ¢ € S discard their |A}| — k least valued items yields in a (cardinal)
partial allocation with the desired utilitarian welfare guarantee. We therefore have

OPT-USW(I)  _ iens %ilAD) +Xics uilA7)
maxec, (I) USW(.A) - ZiEN\S w; (A;k) +k Zigs w; (AY)
< 1+ Eies u; (A7)

[A7]

>~ ul(A:) )
L+ kD ies a7
where the last inequality is due to Z—f; < % for a,b,c > 0. This proves the first inequality of the

lemma statement.
We next show the second inequality through derivatives. Consider the multivariable function

F(ui(A7), ..., us14]g) = Mw with domain 0 < w;(Af) < 1 for all ¢« € S. For each
I+k3 s TA;?

i’ € S, the derivative #f’;ﬁ) of the function F' with respect to u; (A}) is

|A:/|_k7 * 1
Ay T+ k (ZieS\{i’} u; (A7) (ﬁ - m))
u7(A;") 2 ’

The numerator of the derivative is independent of u; (A} ), so the expression has no stationary
points and is either monotonic increasing, decreasing or constant. Therefore, F is maximized
when every u;(A}) is either 1 or 0; note that for any ¢ € S, u;(AF) € [0,1]. Also note that for a
specific ¢/ € S, setting uy (A%) = 0 may violate the property of i’ € S. However, as we are only
concerned with establishing an upper bound for F, letting u; (A}) = 0 for some ' does not result
in any violation.

Denote by S’ C S the set of agents who have utility 1 in the solution maximizing F'. Observe
that for there exists ¢ € S such that the derivative of F' with respect to some u;(A}) is positive
(e.g. the agent whose bundle under A* has the most items). Therefore S’ # (), so the following

holds:
Lt DieswilAf) _ 1+ iesl _ 1415
— 1 + k‘S/‘Z?

m—1

F =
U; Y — 1
L+kD s ‘Xii) L+ k) s A7

where the first inequality is due to the construction of S’. The second inequality is due to the
arithmetic mean-harmonic mean (AM-HM) inequality and the fact that ), ¢|Aj[ < m —1 (the

agents of N \ S must receive at least one item in A* so that the sum of their utilities can be 1).
1+]57]

with domain 0 < |S’| < n. Its derivative with respect

Now consider the function G(|S’]) = TEIST?
to |9] is "
oG _ 1 (1 EIS"|(2+157))
0|9] k|52 \ 2 m— 1 ’
(1+55)

This derivative is non-negative for —1 — /1 + mTfl <18 < =14 4/1+ mTfl Since m < kn

always holds, we have —1 + 4/1 + ’”T_l < y/n < nfor all n > 2. Hence, G achieves its maximum
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value when |S'| = —1 + (/1 + ®—. Therefore, by setting s = —1 + /1 + %, we have

OPT-USW(I) .
maxacc, (1) USW(A) = ogui(An)<1
< max G
0<|8/[<n
1+s
=1

completing the proof.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 4

Specifically, we will show that there exists a cardinal allocation A such that

USW(A) > Y wiA]) +Z|A*

1€ RUT €S
A*
e B e,
i€S i
which suffices because
> owiA) =1- u(A])
i€RUT i€S

(Recall that I is preprocessed.)

Fix an agent t € R. For each ¢ € S, denote L; C A7 as the set of |Af| —k items which minimizes
the loss of utilitarian social welfare when they are reallocated from i to agent t. Accordingly, for
each i € S, we have

Yger, (wilg) —u(9) _ ui(A7) — ui(A7)
A7 =k - | A ’
which is equivalent to

> (o) = w(a) < EE (4D — w41,

g€eL;

Hence, the total loss of utilitarian social welfare from reallocating L; from every i € S to agent ¢t is
at most ) ;g I’?Al* b
allocation (which may not be cardinal) is at least

Z“ZA*JFZM* (47) Z:||A* ur(47).

i€ RUT i€S

(ui (AF) —ur(AF)), and therefore, the utilitarian social welfare of the resulting

As letting one agent ¢ € R receive all excess items from {A}};cs may not yield a cardinal
allocation, we then consider the cardinal allocation achieved by reassigning items from {A}};cs to
agents R via a greedy procedure described as follows.

The procedure starts from 4%, and at each step, reassigns the item with the least utility loss
from some unsatisfied agent’s bundle to some active agent; an agent is unsatisfied if she receives
more than k items, and is active if she receives less than k items. We consider the following
reassignment process:

e Step 1: Set B + A* as the initial allocation, P < S as the initial set of unsatisfied agents,
and ) < R as the initial set of active agents;

e Step 2: If there are no unsatisfied agents, then terminate and output the underlying allocation
B (this will be A*). Otherwise, find the item e* € |J,cp B; and an active agent i* € Q such
that reassigning e* to agent ¢* causes the minimum utilitarian social welfare loss among all
single-item reassignments from items of unsatisfied agents to active agents. Reassign e* to
agent i*, and update B accordingly.
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e Step 3: Update P and @, and return to Step 2.

As m < kn, the procedure can terminate and the returned allocation A is cardinal. Moreover,
during the reassignment process, an active agent can never become unsatisfied and any unsatisfied
agent can never become active.

Without loss of generality, let agent n be the chosen active agent at the last reassignment step.
Note that n € R must hold. For any j € S, we define the loss of utility from reassigning item
e € A to agent n as I} (e) = uj(e) — un(e), and moreover, let L7 be the set of the [A%| — k&
items of A} with the lowest I7(e). By this construction, ;¢ ZQGL;L I7(g) is the welfare loss
of reassigning Ujes UgeLy g to agent n. Based on the above arguments and the fact that n €
R, we have Y, deL? 1"(9) < ies |“|‘A* (ui(A?) — un(A7)). Our last step is to show that
USW(A*) — USW(A*) <. g deL; 12(g).

Consider an arbitrary agent j € S. According to the reassignment process, [A%| — k items of

A;f are not allocated to j in AF. Suppose 0 < 1 < dg < --- < 5|A;‘,k, where §; refers to the i-th

lowest utility loss in the aforementioned reassignment of [A7| —k items. Recall that L is the set of
the [A%| — k items of A} with the least I7(e). Let L? = {g1,92, .- ,g‘A;‘_k} and I"(g¢) < 1™(gt+1)
for all t <[A%| -k

Claim 1. For any 1 <t <|A}| -k, it holds that 6, <} (gt).

Proof of Claim 1. For a contradiction, let ¢’ be the smallest index such that 6 > I"(gy). Since
agent n is the chosen active agent at the last reassignment step, they were active when the reas-
signment corresponding to § happened. For ease of presentation, we let round s be the moment
when the reassignment corresponding to welfare loss ¢y happened, and accordingly, agent j is
unsatisfied at the start of round s. By §; < d; < --- < §p and the reassignment rule, for any
t < t/, the reassignment corresponding to welfare loss ¢; happened before round s. There are two
possible cases depending on whether item g, € L7 is still in agent j’s bundle at the start of round
s. If so, then reassigning g, to agent n results in a welfare loss {"(gy/) < 0y, contradicting Step 2.

We now consider the remaining case where item gy is not in the bundle of agent j at the start
of round s. Since g € A}, then the reassignment of g,/ in the process results in a welfare loss of
04 where t” < t’, and accordingly, the reassignment of g happened before round s. Note that
at the end of round s — 1, at most ¢’ — 1 items were reassigned from bundle A}. Since g was

reassigned before round s, then at least one item from {gi,g2,...,g+—1} is in the bundle of agent
J at the start of round s. Reassigning any item from {g¢1, ga,...,9r—1} to agent n induces a utility
loss at most [" (g, ); note that " (g,) < I"(gr41) for all » < |A%| — k. Thus, at the start of round s,
agent j is unsatisfied and their bundle contains some item from {g1, g2,...,g+—1}. Therefore, at

the start of round s, there exists some item ¢ in the bundle of some agent j (an unsatisfied agent),
and some agent n (an active agent), such that reassigning g to agent n causes welfare loss at most
I"(g¢) < 6y, a contradiction. O

The above claim implies that in the greedy reassignment procedure, for any j € S, the welfare
loss of reassigning items in A7 is at most dem l;-‘(g). Then, by summing up over all j € S, we
J

have
USW(A*) = USW(A*) <> > 17(g)

jES geL?
A* * *
< 3 I ) - ua(a1)
Therefore, our procedure outputs a cardinal allocation AF with utilitarian welfare

USW(AY) > >~ wi(4)) +Z‘A*

1€ RUT €S

+Z |A* (A),

€S

where n € R.
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A.4 Proof of Lemma 5 (Cont.)

Case 2: ), ¢ |A;| = m. In the remaining case where only agents in S are allocated items under
A*, we have
OPT-USW(/)  _ Zles ui(A7)
maxaec, () USW(A) = 1+ 3, o £ sy (wi(A7) = uit (A7)
_ L Ses(uAD) —ua (41)
L+ EZES’ TA7 (UZ(A ) — u;t (A7)
1+ Zies vi(A})
1+ ies Jﬁvi(/ﬁ)’

where v;(Af) = w;(AF) — uyi (AF) for all ¢ € S. Similar to the proof of Lemma 3, we present
the upper bound of the last expression through derivatives. Define F(vi(A7),.. .,v‘5|(ATS|)) =

- Hzieskvi(é:)* with domain v;(AF) € [0,1] for all 4 and >, o v;(AF) < |S]| — 1.
+Zi€s W”l(Ai) v v

Now for any i’ € S, the derivative of F' with respect to vy (A%) is

i€S

8F 1 |A*‘+/€21€sz A* (

duir (A7) A+ Yies rasvi(A >)

ﬂ*
v

Again, as in the proof of Lemma 3, the numerator is independent of v;(A}) and therefore the
derivative is either negative, positive, or zero. Hence, F' is maximized when each v;(A}) is either
0 or is as large as possible, under the constraints of >, g v;(Af) < |S| — 1 and u;(A}) < 1. Let
E C S denote the set of indices such that v;(A%) = 0 in the solution maximizing F. We split the
proof into three further subcases based on whether or not E = (), and if E = ), whether or not
each bundle of items belonging to the agents of S under A* has the same number of items.

If E is empty and for every i,j € S, |A}| = [A}| = 7§7> then we have
PT- 1
OPT-USW(I) < i PO
max scc, (1) USW(A) 0<vi(AN<1
Sy vi(AD<Isl-1
_ s
T 1+ k(s -1
< Vi
— 2 _ (ﬁ 7
where the second inequality is a result of [A}| = |A}] for all 4, j € S, as well as the requirement that

Y ics Vi(A7) = |S| =1 in order to maximize F'. For the third inequality, some basic calculus shows
that the expression is maximized when [S| = /7. It remains to show that for any m >k > 1,
the following holds:
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Setting r = 7+, we have

1 m—1 \/Tk"
- 14+ — ~ 41| =
1
5 +T—*+1 1
\/7
2 2\%—1

VR N e SR
2 2r—1 4/r—2

>0

Vo
4y/r —2
for all 7 > 1. This gives us

OPT-USW(I) < %
maxsec, (1) USW(A) — 9 _ k

concluding the proof of this subcase.

If E is empty and |A4,| # |A,| for some p,q¢ € S, then suppose without loss of generality
that S = [|S|] and |A;| > [A2] > -+ > |A|g||. Recall that Z‘Sl v;(A¥) = |S] — 1 is a necessary
condition for maximizing F. Then by the rearrangement inequality, kg |1(4A;;) is minimized
when v; (A7) = 1 for every i € [|S| = 1], and vjg(Af5) = 0. Since [Ajg| = k + 1, we have

lel ! |A;] <m —k —1, so therefore

OPT-USW(I) -— 0

maXxgec, (I) USW(.A) o 0<v;(A])<1
SiEh vi(An)<|S]-1

_ s

— k

142 seqs1-1 a7
S|

(sl=1)2>
km k—1

where the last inequality transition is due to the AM-HM inequality. By computing the derivative
of the last expression above with respect to |\S|, one can verify that the expression is maximized

when |S] = /™1, and thus, the expression is at most

(m—k—1),/2-1

m— k=14 k(y/met - 1)2
) (1) - R (5 )
B 2m—1) —2/k(m — 1)

() ()

We have now completed the proof for the subcase where E is empty.
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If E is non-empty, we define S’ := S\ E and accordingly, we have

1+ > iesvilA7)  _  1+]S—|E]
142 s \T%”i(Af) Tl s\ |Tk|
_ 1415
1+ Y ies Tas

Since each agent i € E also belongs to S, we have ), g, |[A7| <m — (k+1) <m—1. Then by the
AM-HM inequality, we have

Z 1 S |S/|2 - |Sl|2
AT T Yies 1471 m =17

€S’

implying
OPT-USW(I) < 14|95
max gec, (1) USW(A) ~ 1 4 38

m—1

1 m—1
()

where the last inequality has been shown in the proof of Lemma 3.

B Omitted proofs for Section 4

B.1 Proof of Lemma 6

We prove this lemma statement via the following Lemmas 7, 8, and 9.

Lemma 7. Given an instance I where some agent i exceeds the cardinality constraint in more
than one category under the utilitarian-optimal allocation A*, there exists another instance I' where

OPT-USW(I)  _
maxAEcK(” USW(A) -

under A™, agent i exceeds the cardinality constraint in only one category, and

OPT-USW(I')
max cc, (1) USW(A) holds.

Proof. For simplicity, we assume that only agent 1 exceeds the cardinality constraint in the category
subset H, where |H| > 2. Later on, we will explain how to extend the following proof to the case
where both agents exceed the cardinality constraint in at least two categories each. Denote by A*
the utilitarian-optimal cardinal allocation and by Afj the bundle agent 7 receives from Cj.

Consider category p € arg min; %, breaking ties arbitrarily. We consider another instance I’
1j

that only differs from I by the utility functions. In instance I’, each agent 4’s utility function u} is
described as follows,

o for any g ¢ U,y A7j, ui(9) = ui(9);
o for any g € U (py 415 ui(9) = 0;

) (AT
e for any g € A7, ui(g9) = ui(g) + —ZJEH}X@}? @)
1p
In other words, we merge each agent’s utilities for all of the items which agent 1 receives in the
category H into the items which agent 1 receives in category p such that the marginal increase of
item utilities is identical.
Let B* (resp. B¥) be the utilitarian-optimal (resp. utilitarian-optimal cardinal) allocation of

I'. We have USW(B*) = USW(A*) and therefore, in order to prove that maxizz'g?%vs(é\),( o =

max?\l::_gzs)%(sl\;\)/(f\)’ it suffices to show that USW(BF) < USW(A*). For A* and B*, if j ¢ H, the

total utility from the assignments of C; in these two allocations is equal. Then it suffices to prove
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that the total utility from the assignment of {C;};cq in B* is at most that in A¥. For categories
C;}icn, the total utility from the goods | J,.,, A%, is identical between A* and B* as the agents’
s JEH “72j
utilities are unchanged for these items in I’, compared to I. Accordingly, we next prove that the
utility from (J;cz Aj; in A¥ is at least that in B*. By the construction of «’, only items in A},
(among (J;cr A7;) can result in non-zero utilities in I’. Next we claim that the assignment of
items in A7, is identical in Ak and BF.

Claim 2. For anyi € [2], A}, N A}, = B N A7,

Proof of Claim 2. It suffices to prove A’fp nAj, = pr N Aj, as we have already shown that the

allocations of A3, are identical in AF and B¥. Furthermore, we know that A’fp,pr C Aj,, and
hence, it suffices to prove A’fp =Bk

First, as u1(Aj;) > u2(Aj;) for each j € H \ {p} and ui(g) > uz(g) for every g € A7, we
have u}(g) > uy(g) for all g € A7,. We then have Bj, = Aj,. Now let S denote the set of items
moved from agent 1 to agent 2, i.e., S == A\ A’fp. Then S contains the [A],| — k items whose
reassignments cause the minimum utility loss under u;’s. Note that by the construction of u’,
we see that starting from B* and moving the items of S from agent 1 to agent 2 also causes the

minimum utility loss. Therefore, Bf, = Bj,\ S = A}, \ S = A}, completing the proof. O

We now upper bound the total utility of the items in A7, for allocation BF as follows,

2
> ui(Bf, N A7)
i=1
2
= ui(Af,NAL)
i=1
k . |AT, | — K .
+ Z <|Af | “un ( 1j)+%'u2( 1j))
jeH\{p} \'"1P 1p
2
=Y w4, N AL+ ) ua(Af))
i=1 JEH\{p}
k * *
+ Af Z (ul(Alj) — uz( 1j))
| 1p| :
JEH\{p}
2
<Y wiAR AL+ D us(Af)
i=1 JeH\{p}

+ Z | *|(U1( Tj>_u2(A>{j))?

jer\{p} "1

where the first equality is because [Af, N A5 | = k, and |A5, N A7 | = |A},| — k, and the inequality

is due to ‘:—fl < VI‘C—J‘ for every j € H. By using similar arguments to that in the proof of Lemma
ip 1j

4, one can verify that the last expression above is no greater than the utility from the assignment
of U, xr A1; in allocation AF. Note that the first summation term is equal to the total utility from

1p» and that the fact that the second summation term is at most > 7 ui(AF; N A7)
can be checked by running the reassignment procedure in the proof of Lemma 4 for every A, with
j € H\ {p}. According to the construction of I’, with the exception of UjeH A7, the allocations
of the other items in A* and B* are identical. As a consequence, we have USW(B¥) < USW(A¥),
and thus, the price of cardinality ratio of I is no greater than that of I'.

For the case where both agents exceed the constraint in at least two categories, we can then
repeat this process for agent 2; note that the allocations of items in the category where agent 2
exceeds the cardinality constraint are identical in A* (resp. A¥) and B* (resp. B*) so that one
can start from I’ and construct another I’ to merge the utility of items of agent 2. O
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Lemma 8. Given an instance I where under A*, both agents exceed the cardinality constraint in
at most one category each, there exists another instance I' where under A™*, if an agent exceeds the

cardinality constraint in some category j, then she receives zero utility from every other category

) OPT-USW(I) OPT-USW(I'")
(M \{j}, and maxace, (1) USW(A) = Mmax_ee, 1/, USW(A) holds

Proof. Suppose without loss of generality that in A*, agent 1 exceeds the cardinality constraint of
(1 and also receives non-zero utility from {Cs, Cs,...}. By merging each agent’s utility for items
A%,, we construct an instance I’ that only differs from I in the utility functions. Specifically, the
utility function u} of agent ¢ in I” is described as follows;

e for any g € A%, ui(g) = 0;

o for any g € Al,, ui(g) = uilg) + oy - us(Ady);
e for any remaining g, u;(g) = u;(g).

Let B* and B* denote the utilitarian-optimal allocation and the utilitarian-optimal cardinal allo-
cation, respectively. By comparing the utility profiles between I and I’, we see that USW(A*) =
USW(B*), and thus it suffices to prove USW(A*) > USW(B*). By arguments similar to that in
the proof of Claim 2, one can verify that in allocations A* and B*, the assignments of items A%,
are identical. We now consider the total utility from items in A%, in allocation B,

2
i=1
|A11| — 1 *
+ ‘A | ’UQ( 12)

B N A7) + uz(Aj,)

Il
it
&

k * *
T A7 (u1(Afp) — u2(A7s)) -

We now show that the last expression above is no greater than the utility from items Aj; U Aj, in
AF. The first summation term is equal to u1(A%;), which is the utility from items A%; in A*. The
sum of the last two terms is no greater than u;(A5,) as k1 < |A};| and w1 (A7) > u2(AT,). By the
construction of I, the assignments of items in A* and B* are identical, with the exception of A}, U

x OPT-USW(I) OPT-USW/(I’
Aj,. Thus, we have USW(B*) < USW(A*) and therefore maace US(W(A) < Eetacer USV\)/(A).

We can repeat this process for both agents, and for each of the categories where an agent does not
exceed the cardinality constraint but receives non-zero utility in A*, concluding the proof. O

Lemma 9. Given an instance I where under A*, at most one agent exceeds the cardinality
constraint in some category, there exists another instance I' where under A’*, both agents ex-

ceed the cardinality constraint in one category each, and these categories are different. Also,
OPT-USW(I) OPT-USW(I') hold
maxgcc, (1) USW(A) — max cc, 1) USW(A) 0uas

Proof. We ignore the case where neither agent violates the cardinality constraints, as it holds that
OPT-USW(I) — 1
maxXa4ec, (1) USW(A)
suffices to assume (w..0.g.) that agent 1 exceeds (only) the constraint of category 1. Then by
Lemma 8, we further assume that agent 1 receives zero utility from {Cs,Cs,...}. As agent 2 does
not exceed the cardinality constraint of category 2, agent 1 receives at least |Afy| > |Co| — ko
items from Cs and by our assumption, has a value of 0 for each of them. Since agents’ utilities
are normalized, agent 2 must receive at least one non-zero utility item g* € A*. We can construct
another instance I’ where agent 2’s utility for g* € A* is decreased by an arbitrarily small number
€ > 0, and her utility for each item in A7, is increased by I%M' As a result, agent 2 now exceeds

If only one agent exceeds the cardinality constraints, by Lemma 7, it

the cardinality constraint in category 2. The optimal utilitarian welfare of I’ is equal to USW(A*),

while that of utilitarian-optimal cardinal allocation slightly decreased as agent 2 can only receive

. . . . PT- 1 PT- I
ko items in cardinal allocations. Therefore, max?\ - 2?%\78(“)/( vy < maxo :J,SVYJ(SV\)]( 7 O
€ AEC, (I
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