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Abstract

[MV18] introduced a fundamental new algorithmic question on stable matching, namely
finding a matching that is stable under two “nearby” instances, where “nearby” meant that
in going from instance A to B, only one agent changes its preference list. By first establishing
a sequence of structural results on the lattices of A and B, [MV18] and [GMRV22] settled all
algorithmic questions related to this case. The current paper essentially settles the general
case.

Assume that instance B is obtained from A, both on n workers and n firms, via changes
in the preferences of p workers and g firms. If so, we will denote the change by (p,q). Thus
[MV18, GMRV22] settled the case (0, 1), since they adopt the convention that one firm changes
its preferences. Let M 4 and Mp be the sets of stable matchings of instances A and B, and let
L 4 and Lp be their lattices. Our results are:

1. For (0,n), M4 N Mg is a sublattice of L4 and of L5. We can efficiently obtain the
worker-optimal and firm-optimal stable matchings in M4 N Mp. We also obtain the
associated partial order, as promised by Birkhoff’s Representation Theorem, and use it
to enumerate these matchings with polynomial delay.

2. For (1,n), the only missing results are the partial order and enumeration.

3. We give an example with (2,2) for which M 4 N Mgp fails to be a sublattice of L 4.

In light of the fact that for (n,n), determining if (M4 N Mp) = @ is NP-hard [MO19], a
number of open questions arise; in particular, closing the gap between (2,2) and (1, n).

“This work was done while the author was a student at the University of California, Irvine.



1 Introduction

The seminal 1962 paper of Gale and Shapley [GS62] on stable matching launched the field of
matching-based market design. Over the decades, the remarkably deep and elegant structural,
algorithmic and game theoretic properties of stable matchings were explored by numerous re-
searchers and led to far-reaching applications, e.g., see [EIV23], culminating in the award of the
2012 Nobel Prize in Economics.

Five years ago, [MV18] identified a fundamental new question on stable matching, namely find-
ing a matching that is stable under two “nearby” instances, where “nearby” meant that in going
from instance A to B, only one agent changes its preference list. This turned out to be a fairly
loaded question and its answer required two papers, as detailed below. Both papers first estab-
lished new structural results on the lattices of nearby instances and then used them to derive the
algorithms. As described in the abstract and detailed below, the current paper essentially settles the
general case.

Let A be an instance of stable matching on n workers and n firms. [MV18] studied the special
case when the change in the preference list of one agent, say firm f, involved an upward shift.
Let f’s preference list be {..., w1, wy, ..., wg, w,...}. Move up the position of worker w so f’s
list becomes {...,w,wy,wy, ..., Wy, ...}, and let B be the resulting instance. Let M 4 and Mp be
the sets of stable matchings of instances A and B, and let £4 and Lp be their lattices. [MV18]
showed that M 4 N Mgp is a sublattice of L4 and of L5 and that M 4 \ Mjp is a sublattice of
L 4. Building on these structural results, [MV18] gave polynomial time algorithms to determine
if (M4NMp) # @ and if so to find the worker-optimal and firm-optimal stable matchings in
its lattice. They also found the associated partial order of this lattice, as promised by Birkhoff’s
Representation Theorem.

[GMRV22] studied the general case of nearby instances, i.e., firm f arbitrarily permutes its prefer-
ence list. They showed that whereas M 4 N M5 is still a sublattice of £4 and of L5, M4\ M3
may not be a sublattice of £4; however, M4 \ M3 is a join semi-sublattice of L4, see Section
2.2. By introducing the notion of compression of the Birkhoff partial order, they gave efficient
algorithms for all the questions considered by [MV18].

Our investigation of the general case started with Question 1, whose positive resolution would
have led to a general fact about the class of finite distributive lattices, as described below.

Question 1. Let A and B be two arbitrary instances of stable matching on n workers and n firms. Is
M N Mg a sublattice of L4, under its meet and join operations, and also of Lp, under its meet and join
operations?

It is well known that the stable matching lattice is universal in the class of finite distributive
lattices in the following sense: Given any lattice £ from this class, there is a stable matching
instance, of an appropriate size, such that its lattice £, is isomorphic to £ [Bla84]. If the answer
to Question 1 were “yes”, we would get the following general fact about this class: Let U be a
finite set and let A and B be its subsets each of which supports a partial order which is a finite
distributive lattice, £4 and Lp, respectively. Then £4 N Lp is a sublattice of £4, under its meet
and join operations, and also of L, under its meet and join operations.



Unfortunately, the answer to Question 1 is “no”, as stated in Theorem 12. The smallest counter-
example we could find has n = 4, and B is obtained from A by changing the preferences of two
firms and two workers.

Assume that instance B is obtained from A via changes in the preferences of p workers and ¢
firms. If so, we will denote the change by (p,q). As a result of the negative answer, we need to
determine the parameters (p,q) for which the answer is “yes”. Thus [MV18, GMRV22] showed
that the answer is yes for (0,1) and Theorem 12 shows that the answer is no for (2,2).

For a choice of parameters (p,q) we also would like to answer the following algorithmic ques-
tions:

1. Determine if (M4 N Mp) # @.

2. If the answer to the first question is “yes”, efficiently obtain the worker-optimal and firm-
optimal stable matchings in M 4 N M3.

3. Also obtain the associated partial order, as promised by Birkhoff’s Representation Theorem.
4. Use this partial order to enumerate the matching in M 4 N Mp with polynomial delay.
Our results are:

1. For (0,n), M4 N Mgz is a sublattice of £, and of Lp. Furthermore, we can affirmatively
answer all four algorithmic questions stated above. We note that the algorithms for the
second question are generalizations of the Gale-Shapley deferred acceptance algorithm;
however because of the asymmetry between workers and firms, we need to give specialized
algorithms for obtaining the worker-optimal and firm-optimal stable matchings. All this
holds for (0, k), for any k < n as well.

2. For (1,n), Mo N Mg is a sublattice of L4 and of L, and we can affirmatively answer the
first two algorithmic questions. Once again, because of the asymmetry between workers
and firms, we need to give specialized algorithms for obtaining the worker-optimal and
firm-optimal stable matchings, and once again, these results hold for (1,k), for any k < n as
well. Regarding the third question we prove that the Birkhoff partial order can be obtained
efficiently for (1,7) if and only if it can be obtained efficiently for (1,1).

3. As stated above, for (2,2) we give an example for which M 4 N M3 fails to be a sublattice
of £ A-

For this case (2,2) we do not know the complexity of determining if (M4 N Mp) # @, though we
believe a polynomial time algorithm is likely. If so, in light of the fact that for (1, 1), determining
if (MgNMp) = @ is NP-hard ([MO19, CNS18]), closing the gap between (2,2) and (n,n)
becomes an important question, i.e., for what choices of parameters in this range is this question
in P and when does NP-hardness set in.

[MV18] had given an application of this problem to robust stable matching. Let D be the domain
from which instance B is picked. For [MV18], |D| = O(n?), i.e., the number of different instances
B that can arise from instance A via upward shifts. Assume there is a probability distribution
over D, so that B is picked with this distribution. The question is to find a matching that is stable
for A and maximizes the probability of being stable for B. This problem is efficiently solvable.



With [GMRV22], the domain increased to 2n(n!) and our work increases it to (n!)"*!. However,
this application is not a significant one.

This problem has yet to find a niche application. Since the problem is a fundamental one and
with ever more diverse and impactful matching markets being launched into our economy, e.g.,
see [EIV23, ftToC19], it will not be surprising if a niche application is eventually found'.

Building on [MV18], [CS521] defines another notion of robustness based on swaps. A swap
is a reversal of two consecutive agents in the preference list of a worker or a firm. Given an
instance A and a parameter d, they call a stable matching M to be d-robust if it remains stable
after d arbitrary swaps. They use structural properties of the stable matching lattice to efficiently
determine if instance A admits a d-robust matching.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 The stable matching problem and the lattice of stable matchings

A stable matching problem takes as input a set of n workers, W = {wj,wy,...,w,} and a set
of n firms, F = {fi1, f2,..., fu}, collectively referred to as agents; Each agent a € VWU F has a
preference profile (>,) that is a complete preference ranking (a strict total order) over the agents
of the other type. The notation w; >; w; indicates that firm f strictly prefers w; to w; in its
preference list. A similar notation is used for worker preferences.

A matching M is a one-to-one correspondence between W and . For each pair (w, f) € M, wis
called the partner of f in M (or M-partner) and vice versa. For a matching M, a pair (w, f) ¢ M
is said to be a blocking pair if they prefer each other to their partners, that is if f >, M(w) and
w >¢ M(f). A matching M is stable if it has no blocking pairs.

Let M and M’ be two stable matchings. We say that M dominates M', denoted M < M’, if every
worker weakly prefers its partner in M to M'. Define the relation predecessor as the transitive
closure of dominates. For two stable matchings, M; and M, stable matching M is a common
predecessor of My and M if it is a predecessor of both M; and M;. Furthermore, M is a lowest
common predecessor of My and M, if it is a common predecessor M; and M, and there is no other
common predecessor M’ such that M is a predecessor of M'. Analogously, one can define the
notions of successor and highest common successor. This dominance partial order has the following
property: For any two stable M; and M, their lowest common predecessor is unique and their
highest common successor is unique, i.e., the partial order is a lattice; the former is called the
meet, denoted M; A M,, and the latter is called the join, denoted M; V M.

One can show that M; A M3, is the matching that results when each worker chooses its more pre-
ferred partner from M; and Mj; it is easy to show that this matching is also stable. Interestingly,
M; N\ M, is also the matching that results when each firm chooses its lesser preferred partner
from M; and M,. Similarly, M; V M; is the matching that results when each worker(/firm)
chooses its less(/more) preferred partner from M; and Mj; this matching is also stable. Because
of this interesting duality of the stable matching lattice, all the above relations can be equivalently

IThere are several prominent examples of problems which were studied because of their fundamental nature,
without any applications in mind, but years later, they were found to be immensely important in practice, e.g., online
bipartite matching [KVV90].



defined in terms of firms, and the lattice properties will still hold true. Additionally, the lattice
operations join and meet distribute, i.e., given three stable matchings M, M’, M”,

MV (M AM"Y=(MVM)ANMVM') and MA(M' VM) =(MAM)V(MAM").

It is easy to see that the lattice must contain a matching, M+, that dominates all others and a
matching M, that is dominated by all others. M+ is called the worker-optimal stable matching,
since in it, each worker is matched to its most preferred firm among all stable matchings. This
is also the firm-pessimal stable matching. Similarly, M, is the worker-pessimal and firm-optimal stable
matching. And since the number of matchings stable under any instance is finite, the stable
matching lattice is always a finite distributive lattice.

2.2 Birkhoff’s Theorem, sublattices and compressions

Definition 1. A closed set of a poset is a set S of elements of the poset such that if an element is in S then
all of its predecessors are also in S.

It is easy to see that the family of closed sets (also called lower sets) of a partial order, say 11, is
closed under union and intersection and forms a distributive lattice, with join and meet being
these two operations, respectively; let us denote it by L(IT). Birkhoff’s theorem [Bir37], which
has also been called the fundamental theorem for finite distributive lattices, e.g., see [Sta96], states that
corresponding to any finite distributed lattice, £, there is a partial order, say I1, whose lattice of
closed sets L(IT) is isomorphic to £, i.e., £ = L(IT). We will say that IT generates L.

Theorem 2. (Birkhoff [Bir371) Every finite distributive lattice L is isomorphic to L(IT), for some finite
poset I1.

A join semi-sublattice L; of a distributive lattice £ is a subset of L such that for any two elements
x,y € L, xVy € L; whenever x,y € L;. Similarly, meet semi-sublattice L, of a distributive lattice
L is subset of £ such that for any two elements x,y € £, x Ay € L, whenever x,y € L. A
sublattice L' of a distributive lattice £ is a subset of L that is a join and meet semi-sublattice of L.

The Hasse diagram of a poset is a directed graph with a vertex for each element in poset, and an
edge from x to y if x < y and there is no z such that x < z < y, i.e., all precedences implied by
transitivity are suppressed.

Let £ be the lattice generated by poset I'T and let H(IT) denote the Hasse diagram of I'l. Consider
the following operations to derive a new poset I'T: Choose a set E of directed edges and add them
to H(IT). Let Hg be the resulting graph. Let H' be the graph obtained by shrinking the strongly
connected components of Hg; let IT' be the partial order defined by the non-shrunk edges of H’
on its nodes. Then IT' is called a compression of I1. Then

Theorem 3. ([GMRV22] Theorem 1) There is a one-to-one correspondence between the compressions of
IT and the sublattices of L(IT) such that if sublattice L of L(IT) corresponds to compression IT', then L'
is generated by IT',



Let £’ be the sublattice of £ generated by IT". We will say that the set of edges E defines L'. It can
be seen that, while a set of edges, E, uniquely defines a sublattice L(I1"), there may be multiple
edge sets that define the same sublattice.

One way to define partial order for the stable matching lattice is using the concept of “rotations”.
The partial order of rotations can be found efficiently and has a succinct representation, even if
the lattice itself is exponentially large ([IL86]). [GI89] describes one of the many ways to efficiently
enumerate stable matchings using the rotation poset (algorithm in Figure 3.8). Compressions
defined on the rotation poset characterize sublattices of the original lattice by grouping rotations
into “meta-rotations” and giving a partial order over them. Using poset of “meta-rotations”
instead of the rotation poset, we can efficiently enumerate matchings in the sublattice. (Details
about rotation poset can be found in Appendix A, though they aren’t necessary for this paper).

2.3 Lattices of nearby instances

We will use the notation M| and L] to represent the set of matchings stable with respect to an
instance I and its corresponding lattice. Instances A1, Ay, ..., Ag(k > 2) are said to be (p,q), if
they are all defined on the same set of n workers and n firms, and the same set of p workers and
q firms permute, possibly back to the same preference, their preferences from any A; to A;. Let
us consider two instances A and B that are (0,1) or (1,0).

As the number of matchings stable under an instance can be exponential in n, checking the
stability of every matching in M 4 with respect to B can take exponential time. Nonetheless, the
following results (statements modified to suit the notation of this paper) from [GMRV22] reveal
the structure of such matchings and present polynomial time algorithms to find them.

Theorem 4. ([GMRV?22] Theorem 29) If a lattice L can be partitioned into a sublattice L1 and a semi-
sublattice L, and there is a polynomial time oracle that answers if any x € L is in Ly or Ly, then, an
edge set defining L1 can be found in polynomial time.

Lemma 1. If instances A and B are (0,1)(or (1,0)) then
1. (IGMRV22] Proposition 6) L' = M4 N Mg is a sublattice of both L 4 and Lp.
2. (IGMRV22] Lemma 31) M4 \ Mg is a join(or meet) semi-sublattice of L .
3. (IGMRV22] Proposition 32) A set of edges defining the sublattice L' = M 4 N Mg can be computed

in polynomial time.

These results can be extended to multiple instances in the following way. Let A, By, By, ..., By are
such that each instance B; is formed from instance A by arbitrarily permuting the preference of
one agent (possibly a different agent for each B)), i.e, Vi € {1,2,...,k}, A and B; are (1,0) or
(0,1). Lemma 1 tells us that each £; = M4 N M5, is a sublattice of £4. Let the edge set defining
each £; be E; and let L = M N Mp N Mp,N...N Mgz, Then

Theorem 5. 1. ([GMRV22] Corollary 7) L' is a sublattice of L 4.
2. ([GMRV22] Lemma 33) E = U;E; defines L'.



3. (IGMRV22] Theorem 2) E, and hence the partial order IT' generating L', can be computed efficiently.
4. ([GI89] Theorem 3.5.1) Matchings in L' can be enumerated efficiently.

2.4 Linear programming formulation

Figure 1: Finding integral stable matching from a fractional solution(Picture from [EIV23])

A well-known result about the stable matching problem is that it has a linear programming
formulation that has integral optimal vertices, which yields an efficient algorithm to find the
corresponding stable matchings. The formulation of the LP 1 is given below. The third constraint
disallows blocking pairs, as an equivalent condition for a worker-firm pair (w, f) to not be a
blocking pair of a matching M under instance A is to ensure that if w is matched to someone
worse than f, then f is matched to someone better than w. The remaining conditions ensure that
x is a fractional perfect matching.

max 0
s.t. Y xpp=1VweW,
w

Y xur=1VfEF,
f

Z Xopfr — Z xw/fgo VZUGW,VfEP,

f>Af w’>j§w

Xof 20, Yw e W, Vf €F. (1)

A solution x to the LP 1 can be converted into an integral perfect matching in the following
way. Construct 2n unit intervals, each corresponding to an agent. For each worker, w, break its
interval I, into n subintervals, each of length x,¢ (note that X¢x,; = 1) ordered from w’s most
preferred firm to the least. Repeat the same process with each firm f’s interval If, but reverse the
ordering of the subintervals from their least to the most preferred worker. Choose 6 uniformly
at random from the interval [0, 1], and determine which subinterval 6 belongs to, in each agent’s
interval. The probability that any of these subintervals is of zero length is zero, so we assume
this case doesn’t happen. Given this, let g : VW — F represents the firm corresponding to the
subinterval containing 6 for each worker and iy : 7 — W represents the worker corresponding



to the subinterval containing 6 for each firm. Then, these functions can be shown to be bijections
(or perfect matchings). In fact, they are inverses of each other and are stable for any 6 € [0, 1].

Lemma 2. [TS98] If ug(w) = f then uy(f) = w.
Lemma 3. [TS98] For each 6 € [0,1], g is stable.

Theorem 6. [Vian89] The stable matching polytope given by LP 1 has integral optimal vertices, i.e., it is
a convex hull of stable matchings.

3 Setting |

In this setting, we look at instances with the same preferences on the workers’ side and differing
preferences on the firms’ side, i.e., instances that are (0,7). The case of (n,0) is equivalent. We
start by recalling the following proposition from [GMRV22]. (All omitted proofs and examples
can be found in Appendix B, C and D).

Proposition 7. ((GMRV22] Proposition 6) If A and B are (0, n) then the matchings in M N Mp form
a sublattice in each of the two lattices.

The proposition shows that the join and meet of stable matchings in M4 N Mp under the or-
dering of L, are the same as in £, which means that workers agree about which stable match-
ings in the intersection they prefer. The main driver in this setting is the fact that workers
have the same preferences across the different instances, which allows us to use many arguments
that apply to the stable matching lattices of single instances. Additionally, the set M4 N Mp
forms the same sublattice in £4 as well as Lp in that the partial orders are the same, that is
(MaN Mg, <4) = (My N Mp,<p). This implies the existence of worker-optimal and firm-
optimal stable matchings in M4 N Mp and indicates that we could expect a version of the
Deferred Acceptance algorithm to work in the setting.

This motivates the notion of a “compound” instance that captures agent preferences from all
individual instances, and we present a variant of the Deferred Acceptance (DA) algorithm on this
new instance that finds these matchings. See Algorithm 8 that generates a compound instance.

Definition 2. Let A and B be (0,n). Define compound instance X as follows:
1. For worker w € W, their preference list in X is the same as their list in A and B.

2. For firm f € F, they prefer worker w; to worker w; in X, if and only if they prefer w; to worker w;
in A as well as in B, i.e.,

Vf e F,Vwi,wj € W,w; >jf wj < (w; >}4 wj and w; >? wj)
In the compound instance, workers have totally ordered preference lists while firms have partially

ordered preference lists. If a firm f does not have a strict preference between two workers w; and
w; under X, we say f is indifferent between them and denote this w; Njf w.
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For matching M, the worker-firm pair (w, f) ¢ M, is said to bestrongly blocking with respect
to M if w prefers f to its M-partner and f either prefers w or is indifferent between w and its
M-partner. A matching M with no strong blocking pairs is said to be strongly stable under X.
Let Mx represent the set of matchings strongly stable under preference profile X. The notion of
compound instances is made important in our context by the following lemma.

Lemma 4. If X is the compound instance of A and B then a matching M is strongly stable under X if
and only if it is stable under both A and B, i.e., Mx = M N Map.

3.1 Worker and firm optimal matchings

WORKEROPTIMALFORCOMPOUNDINSTANCE(X):
Input: Compound stable matching instance X
Output: Perfect matching M or X
Each worker has a list of all firms in decreasing order of priority.
1. Until all workers receive an acceptance or some worker is rejected by all firms, do:
(a) Yw € W : w proposes to their best uncrossed firm.
(b) Vf € F : f tentatively accepts their best-ever proposal, i.e., the proposal that
they strictly prefer to every other proposal ever received, and rejects the rest.
(c) Vw € W : if w is rejected by a firm f, they cross f off their list.
2. If all workers got an acceptance, output the perfect matching(M); Else output X.

Figure 2: Algorithm to find the worker-optimal stable matching using compound instance X

FIRMOPTIMALFORCOMPOUNDINSTANCE(X):
Input: Compound stable matching instance X.
Output: Perfect matching M or X.
Each firm has a DAG of all workers in representing its partial order preferences.
1. Until all firms receive an acceptance or some firm is rejected by all workers, do
(@) Vf € F : f proposes to the “best” uncrossed workers, i.e., to every uncrossed
worker with no other strictly better uncrossed worker that they prefer.
(b) Vw € W : w tentatively accepts the best proposal and rejects the rest.
(c) Vf € F:if f is rejected by a worker w, they cross w off their DAG.
2. If all firms received an acceptance, output the perfect matching(M); Else output X

Figure 3: Algorithm to find the firm-optimal stable matching using compound instance X

The original Deferred Acceptance Algorithm 7 works in iterations. In each iteration, three steps
happen. (a) The proposing side, say workers, propose to their best firm that hasn’t yet rejected
them; (b) Each firm tentatively accepts their best proposal of the round and rejects all others;(c)
All workers cross off the firms that rejected them; And the loop continues. If at any point
a perfect matching is found, that matching is outputted as stable. The core reasoning of the



algorithm is that whenever a rejection occurs, that worker-firm pair can never be matched in any
stable matching. We modify this algorithm to find the worker and firm optimal stable matchings
in the intersection for the (0,7) setting, aiming to prevent strong blocking pairs.

Theorem 8. Algorithms 2 and 3 find the worker and firm optimal matchings respectively if they exist.

The worker-optimal Algorithm 2 (equivalent to algorithms presented in [MO19, FKJ16, GMRV22])
differs from the DA algorithm as follows. Every firm receives a set of proposals from the workers
and accepts a single proposal only if it is strictly better than every proposal it has ever received,
including proposals in previous iterations. This prevents strong blocking pairs where the firm is
indifferent between its match and another worker. Observe that a firm may end up rejecting all
proposals in a round if they are indifferent between the potential matches, and this is necessary
to avoid strong blocking pairs.

In firm optimal Algorithm 3 the firms propose, but they have a directed acyclic graph (DAG)
representing partial order preferences. Each firm proposes to all of the best uncrossed workers
w in their preference DAG, that is all workers w for whom there is no w’ that f strictly prefers,
ie. w >;< w. As in the DA algorithm, workers accept their best option and reject the rest. Since
workers have completely ordered lists, when a worker rejects a firm for a better match, they
cannot form a blocking pair with the rejected firm. The other possibility is when a firm proposes
to multiple workers who all tentatively accept their proposal. It must be the case that one of these
workers eventually rejects the firm for a better match, or the algorithm terminates and returns
no perfect matching. Note that when instances A and B are the same, instance X has total order
preferences on both sides and the algorithms revert to the original DA algorithm.

3.2 Birkhoff’s partial order
Note that when instances A and B are (0,7), as Lemma 5 states and Figure 9 shows M4 \ M3
is not necessarily a semi-sublattice of £ 4.

Lemma 5. If A and B are (0,n), then M4 \ Mg is not always a semi-sublattice of L .

This shows that Theorem 4 cannot be used directly to find Birkhoff’s partial order. To get around
this, we define n hybrid instances, By, ..., By, so that A and B; are (0,1),Vi € {1,2,...,n}. Specif-
ically, the preference profile of agent x in instance B; is given by

>Bi: >§, ifx:fl-
g >?/ lfx#fl

i.e., instance B; is exactly the same as instance A except for the preferences of firm f; where it is
like instance B. Defined this way, Theorem 9 states that matchings that are stable under both A
and B are exactly those that are stable under A, By, By,... and B,.

Theorem 9. My NMp=MsNMp N Mp,N...NMp,

10



Theorem 10. If A and B are (0,n), Birkhoff’s partial order generating M N Mg can be computed
efficiently and the matchings can be enumerated efficiently.

Proof. Since each B; differs from instance A at only exactly agent, we first use Lemma 1 to find
the edge sets E; representing M 4 N Mp.. From Theorem 5, the union of these edge sets define
the sublattice M 4 N Mp and can be used to enumerate the matchings efficiently. ]

3.3 Extension to Multiple Instances

The results extend to multiple instances. Let A1, Ay, ..., Ax all be (0,n). Then

Theorem 11. L' = My N My, N...N My, is a sublattice of each of L4,. The worker and firm
optimal matchings of L' and Birkhoff's partial order can be found in polynomial time and its matchings
can be enumerated with polynomial delay.

Corollary 1. Strongly stable matchings of an instance Y with partial order preferences on one-side form
a lattice. Each partial order has a finite number of linear extensions and it follows that for any instance Y,
My, can be written as an intersection of finitely many lattices. But since the number of linear extensions
can be exponential in n, this does not give an efficient way to derive its Birkhoff’s partial order.

4 Setting II

In the setting , both workers and firms are allowed to have different preferences going from
instance A to B. This is the most general setting possible as A and B do not need to have any
similarity apart from being defined over the same universe of agents.

We will demonstrate examples that show that the join and meet operations are no longer equiva-
lent in £4 and Lp. As a result the argument used in the previous setting in Proposition 7 does
not extend. In fact for stable matchings M, M’ € M 4 N Mp, it may be the case that some workers
prefer M to M’ in A but prefer M’ to M in B, which is not possible in Setting I. Specifically even
if the intersection is a sublattice, the base set is M4 N Mp, but the partial orders <,#<p may
be different.

A trial-and-error approach shows that the intersection may be a sublattice for many instances.
The structure of the sublattice may be more general as the join and meet operators may not be
equivalent in L4 and Lp (i.e., (Va,Aa) # (VB,Ag)). The example in Figure 10 demonstrates
this where the intersection is a sublattice, but the partial ordering of the stable matchings in
M4 N My differs.

Instance B is obtained from instance A by permuting the preferences of workers 1 and 2, and
firms a and b. It can be seen that taking the join (or meet) of any two matchings in M4 N M3
yields another matching in the intersection regardless of which instance you consider, however
workers 1 and 2 prefer M, to M; in A while they prefer M; to M, in B. Figure 4 illustrates this
change in the partial ordering of matchings in M 4 N Mp depending on the underlying instance.

My = {1b,2a,3d,4c,5¢e,6f} and M, = {14a,2b,3c,4d,5f,6e} are both stable under A and B.
Xi=MiANg My = {1a,2b,3c,4d,56,6f} and Xo = M1 V4 M; = {1b,2a,3d,4c,5f,6e}.

11



Yl = M1 /\B M2 = {1b,2a,3€,4d,5€, 6f} and Y2 = M1 \/B M2 = {151,2[7, 3d,4C,5f,6€}.

Xi Y1

X Y>

Figure 4: Lattices £, and Lp from Example 10

Theorem 12. If A and B are (p,q) with p,q > 2, then M 4 N Mp may not be a sublattice of L 4.

But, as theorem 12 states, it is not always the case that the intersection is a sublattice. So, we
have seen that for (0,1), the intersection is a sublattice, but for (2,2), it is not. The following
question arises - what is the boundary where the property of “the intersection is a sublattice”
breaks? We will show that for (1, 7) the intersection is still a sublattice. Let W = {wy, wy, ..., w,}
and F = {f1, fo,..., fu}. Let A and B be stable matching instances on WV and F with w; and an
arbitrary number of firms might permute their preferences from A to B - A and B are (1,n).

Theorem 13. If A and B are (1,n), then M 4 N Mgp is a sublattice of both L 4 and Lp.

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume | M4 N Mjp| > 1 and let M; and M; be two different
matchings in M4 N Mp. Let V4 and Vg be the join operations under A and B respectively.
Likewise, let A4 and Ap be the meet operations under A and B.

M; V 4 M, is the matching obtained by assigning each worker to its less preferred partner from
M; and M, according to instance A. Since the preferences of workers wy, ws, ..., w, are identical
in A and B, each of their less preferred partner from M; and M, are also the same in A and B
so Yw # wi, (M1 Va Ma)(w) = (Mg Vg Mp)(w). M1 Va M and M; Vg M, are stable matchings
under their respective instances and so, are also perfect. Since each of the above n — 1 workers
is assigned the same partner in both the perfect matchings, the n'" worker, w; should also be
assigned the same remaining firm as its partner in both matchings.

Therefore, M1 V4 My = M; Vg M. A similar argument can be applied to show that Mj Ay My =
M; Ag M,. Hence, the operators join and meet under instances A and B are equivalent and
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Mi V4 M; and My Ag M; are both in M 4 N M. The theorem follows. O

4.1 Worker and Firm Optimal Algorithms

Theorem 13 indicates that if instances A and B have different preference profiles for n firms
and one worker, the notion of worker and form-optimal stable matchings is valid. However,
constructing a compound instance does not work as the characterization used in Lemma 4 does
not extend when there are partially ordered preferences on both sides. Instead, we exploit the fact
that the partial order of stable matchings in M 4 N M5 is the same in L4 as in Lp. Specifically,
the matching M € M 4 N Mg that is optimal for workers according to their preferences in A, is
optimal for workers according to their preferences in B as well.

Theorem 14. Algorithms 5 and 6 find the worker and firm optimal matchings respectively if they exist.

The worker optimal algorithm runs the DA algorithm simultaneously in multiple rooms, where
the preference lists for each room correspond to individual instances. Agents consider the pref-
erences based on the rooms and in each room, workers propose and firms tentatively accept their
best proposals and reject the rest - however, the rejections apply across all rooms. For example,
if a worker is rejected by a firm in room Ry, they cross that firm off their list in all rooms. This
ensures that if a perfect matching is found, it is stable with respect to all instances. The main
issue that needs to be dealt with is the possibility of the algorithm terminating with distinct per-
fect matchings in different rooms. Lemma 20 shows that this outcome is not possible, and this is
largely a consequence of the fact that the intersection has the same partial order in both lattices.

The firm optimal algorithm operates similarly with the firms proposing and the workers tenta-
tively accepting. The key modification here is that when workers reject firms, they preemptively
reject all other firms that are worse according to their list in all rooms, including firms that haven’t
proposed to them yet. This step ensures the same perfect matching is found in all the rooms.

4.2 Birkhoff’s partial order

Let w; € W, f1,..., fn € F be the workers and firms who have different preferences in A and B.
We use an idea similar to that in Section 3.2. Let Bx denote the stable matching instance where
the preference lists of all agents in X are the same as in B, and for the remaining agents are the
same as in A. Then,

Theorem 15. MAOMB:MAHMB{W nM

i) Bluy gy (V7701 MB{wl,fn

iz

Corollary 2. Finding Birkhoff's partial order for (1,n) is in P if and only if finding Birkhoff's partial
order for (1,1) is in P.

The characterization requires that the smaller instances include changes from a worker and a
firm. Certain blocking pairs are introduced in instance B only when a worker and a firm involved
have modified lists, and this cannot be captured when the changes are restricted to one side.
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WORKEROPTIMAL(A, B):
Input: Stable matching instances A and B
Output: Perfect matching M or X or “No Idea”
Assume there are two rooms, R 4 and R corresponding to instances A and B respectively.
Each worker has a list, initialized to all firms, that they look at while proposing.
1. Until there is no rejection in any room or some worker is rejected by all firms, do:
(a) VI € {A,B},VYw € W : w proposes to their best-in-I uncrossed firm in R;.
(b) VI € {A,B},Vf € F: f tentatively accepts their best-in-I proposal in room R
and rejects the rest.
(c) Yw € W : if w is rejected by a firm f in any room, they cross f off their list.
2. (a) If some worker is rejected by all firms, output X.
(b) Else, the acceptances define perfect matchings in each room. If they are the
same in all rooms, output the perfect matching(M). If not, output “No Idea”.

Figure 5: Algorithm to find the worker-optimal stable matching. Note that proposers(workers)
have a single list(/set) across rooms. They might propose to different firms in different rooms
but they look at all the rejections and synchronize their lists in step 2(c).

Lemma 6. If A and B are (1,1), then M4 \ Mg is not always a semi-sublattice of L 4.

However unlike in (0,1), M4 \ Mp is not always a semi-sublattice in (1,1); see example in
Figure 12. As a result, Theorem 4 cannot be used here and the problem of finding Birkhoff’s
partial order for (1,1), and hence (n,1), remains open along with finding a way to enumerate the
matchings in M 4 N Mp with polynomial delay.

4.3 LP-Approach

For a single stable matching instance, there is a linear programming formulation where the
vertices of the polyhedron are integral (see Section 2.4), yielding an efficient way to find stable
matchings. We will similarly define a linear program whose integral optimal vertices correspond
to stable matchings under instances A and B.

The linear program is given below - the first two and last constraints ensure that any solution x
is a fractional perfect matching, and the remaining two constraints prevent blocking pairs with
respect to either instance.
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FIRMOPTIMAL(A, B):
Input: Stable matching instances A and B
Output: Perfect matching M or X or “No Idea”
Assume there are two rooms, R 4 and R corresponding to instances A and B respectively.
Each firm has a list, initialized to all workers, that they look at while proposing.
1. Until there is no rejection in any room or some firm is rejected by all firms, do:
(a) VI € {A,B},Vf € F: f proposes to their best-in-I uncrossed worker in R.
(b) VI € {A,B},Vw € W : w tentatively accepts their best-in-I proposal (call it f.)
in room R and rejects the rest.
(c) VI € {A,B},Yw € W : w sends preemptive rejections to all f’ that they haven't
rejected already, who are worse than their current option in R, i.e., fl >I f'.
(d) Vf € F:if f is rejected by a worker w in some room, they cross w off their list.
2. (a) If some firm is rejected by all workers, output X.
(b) Else, the acceptances define perfect matchings in each room. If they are the
same in all rooms, output the perfect matching(M). If not, output “No Idea”.

Figure 6: Algorithm to find the firm-optimal stable matching. Note that, in step 2(c), workers
may send rejections to firms that haven’t yet proposed to them.

max 0
s.t. Y xpp=1VweW,
w

Y xur=1VfeF,
f

Z Xopfr — Z xw/fgo VZUEW,VfGF,

f>af w’>/’?w
Z xwf/— Z xw/ng VwGW, VfGF,
f>Bf w'>fw
Xof >0, Vwe W, Vf € F. (2)

A solution to Equation 2 is clearly a fractional stable matching under both A and B. Choose
0 € [0,1] with uniform probability and construct two integral perfect matchings y4 and 5 as
explained in Section 2.4.

Lemma 7. The two integral perfect matchings are identical, i.e., uft = k.

Corollary 3. uf' (= ub) is stable under both A and B and the polyhedron described by LP 2 has integer
optimal vertices.

This means the LP can be used to find a stable matching in the setting (1, 7)(and so, also for
(0,n)). Note that the method no longer works for (2,2)- the proof of Lemma 7 does not hold
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anymore. For this reason, we believe that the polyhedron here might not have integral vertices.

4.4 Extension to Multiple instances

The results from this section extend from two instances to multiple instances. Let A1, A, ..., Ak
be k stable matching instances which are all (1,1), i.e.,, n — 1 of the n workers have the same
preference profiles in all of them. Then

Theorem 16. L' = My, N My, N...N Mg, is a sublattice of each of L 4,. The LP formulation can be
used to find stable matchings in L' and the worker and firm optimal matchings can be found in polynomial

time.
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A The Partial Order of Rotations

DEFERREDACCEPTANCEALGORITHM(A):
Input: Stable matching instance A
Output: Perfect matching M
Each worker has a list of all firms in decreasing order of priority.
1. Until all firms receive a proposal, do:
(a) Yw € W, w proposes to their best uncrossed firm.
(b) Vf € F, f tentatively accepts their best proposal and rejects the rest.
(c) Yw € W, if w is rejected by a firm f, they cross f off their list.
2. Output the perfect matching(M).

Figure 7: Deferred Acceptance Algorithm with workers proposing, taken from [EIV23]

CoMPOUNDINSTANCE(A, B):
Input: Stable matching instances A and B with same preferences on the workers’ side.
Output: Instance X.

1. Vw € W, w’s preferences in X are the same as in A and B.

2. Vf € F,Vw;, w; € W, w; >}( w;j if and only if w; >? w;j and B € S, w; >? w;j

3. Return X.

Figure 8: Subroutine for constructing a compound instance.

For the lattice of stable matchings, the partial order IT defined in Birkhoff’s Theorem has addi-
tional useful structural properties. First, its elements are rotations. A rotation takes r matched
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worker-firm pairs in a fixed order, say {wofo, w1f1,..., wy—1fr—1}, and “cyclically” changes the
matches of these 2r agents. The number r, the r pairs, and the order among the pairs are so
chosen that when a rotation is applied to a stable matching containing all 7 pairs, the resulting
matching is also stable; moreover, there is no valid rotation on any subset of these r pairs, under
any ordering. Hence, a rotation can be viewed as a minimal change to the current matching that
results in a stable matching.

Any worker—firm pair, (w, f), belongs to at most one rotation. Consequently, the set R of rotations
underlying IT satisfies |R| is O(n?), and hence, IT is a succinct representation of £; the latter can
be exponentially large. IT will be called the rotation poset for L.

Second, the rotation poset helps traverse the lattice as follows. For any closed set S of I, the
corresponding stable matching M(S) can be obtained as follows: start from the worker-optimal
matching in the lattice and apply the rotations in set S, in any topological order consistent with
IT. The resulting matching will be M(S). In particular, applying all rotations in R, starting from
the worker-optimal matching, leads to the firm-optimal matching.

The following process yields a rotation for a stable matching M. For a worker w let sy (w)
denote the first firm f on w’s list such that f strictly prefers w to its M-partner. Let nexty(w)
denote the partner in M of firm sp(f). A rotation p exposed in M is an ordered list of pairs
{wofo,w1f1,..., wr—1fr—1} such that for each i, 0 < i < r —1, wj;q is nextp(w;), where i +1 is
taken modulo r. In this paper, we assume that the subscript is taken modulo » whenever we
mention a rotation. Notice that a rotation is cyclic and the sequence of pairs can be rotated. M/p
is defined to be a matching in which each worker not in a pair of p stays matched to the same
firm and each worker w; in p is matched to fi;1 = sy(w;). It can be proven that M/p is also a
stable matching. The transformation from M to M/p is called the elimination of p from M.

Lemma 8 ([GI89], Theorem 2.5.4). Every rotation appears exactly once in any sequence of elimination
from My to M.

Let p = {wofo, w1f1,..., wr—1f;—1} be a rotation. For 0 < i < r —1, we say that p moves w; from
fi to fit1, and moves f; from w; to w;_1. If f is either f; or is strictly between f; and f;1 in w;’s
list, then we say that p moves w; below f. Similarly, p moves f; above w if w is w; or between w; and
w;_1 in f’s list.

A.1 The rotation poset

A rotation p’ is said to precede another rotation p, denoted by p’ < p, if p’ is eliminated in every
sequence of eliminations from M to a stable matching in which p is exposed. If p’ precedes p,
we also say that p succeeds p’. If neither p’ < p nor p’ = p, we say that p’ and p are incomparable
Thus, the set of rotations forms a partial order via this precedence relationship. The partial order
on rotations is called rotation poset and denoted by II.

Lemma 9 ([GI89], Lemma 3.2.1). For any worker w and firm f, there is at most one rotation that moves
w to f, w below f, or f above w. Moreover, if p1 moves w to f and p, moves w from f then p; < p>.
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Lemma 10 ([GI89], Lemma 3.3.2). I1 contains at most O(n?) rotations and can be computed in polyno-
mial time.

Consequently, IT is a succinct representation of £; the latter can be exponentially large. And
rotations also help in the efficient enumeration of stable matchings([GI89], Chapter 3.5). If we
know the edge set defining a sublattice(see 2.3 for definition) £ of a stable matching lattice, the
corresponding compression defines a partial order on the “meta-rotations”(groups of rotations).
This new partial order can be used to efficiently enumerate the matchings in sublattice £'.

B Examples and Figures

l1la b d c e al4 2 1 3 5 a4 2 1 3 5
2!/b a ¢ d e b3 1 2 4 5 b|1 4 2 3 5
3/lc d b a e c|2 4 3 1 5 c|4 5 3 1 2
4/b d ¢ a e dj{1 3 4 2 5 dj{1 3 4 2 5
5/c e a b c e|5 1 2 3 4 e|5 1 2 3 4
workers’ preferences in A firms” preferences in A firms” preferences in B

Figure 9: M4 \ M3 is not a semi-sublattice of £ 4. Preferences are in decreasing order.

lla b ¢ d e f al2 1 3 4 5 6
2|/b a ¢ d e f b|1 2 3 4 5 6
3/lc d a b e f c|4 3 1 2 5 6
4|d ¢ a b e f d|{3 4 1 2 5 6
5/e f a b ¢ d e|6 5 1 2 3 4
6|f e a b ¢ d f|5 6 1 2 3 4
workers’ preferences in A firms’ preferences in A

1/b a ¢ d e f al|l 2 3 4 5 6
2la b ¢ d e f b2 1 3 4 5 6
3/c d a b e f c|4 3 1 2 5 6
4|/d ¢ a b e f d{3 4 1 2 5 6
5/e f a b ¢ d e|6 5 1 2 3 4
6|f e a b ¢ d f|15 6 1 2 3 4
workers’ preferences in B firms’ preferences in B

Figure 10: Worker and firm preferences(from most preferred to least)
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l1la b ¢ d al2 4 1 3
2!/b ¢ a d b1 2 3 4
3|/d ¢ a b c|3 4 2 1
4|/c d a b d|4 3 2 1

workers’ preferences in A firms’ preferences in A

lla b ¢ d a|2 4 1 3

2|b ¢ a d b|1 2 3 4

3|lc d a b cl|4 2 31

41/d a ¢ b d(3 4 1 2
workers’ preferences in B firms’ preferences in B

Figure 11: M4 N Mp is not a sublattice of £ 4. Preferences are in decreasing order.

C Omitted Proofs

Proof of Proposition 7. If (M N Mp| < 1, M4 N Mg is a trivial sublattice of L4 and Lp. So,
assume | My N Mp| > 1 and let M; and M, be matchings in M4 N Mgp. Let V4 and Vg be the
join operations under A and B respectively, and let A4 and Ap be the meet operations under A
and B.

By definition of join operation in Section 2.1, My V4 M, is the matching obtained by assigning
each worker to its less preferred partner (or equivalently, each firm to its more preferred partner)
from M; and M; according to instance A. Since the list of each worker is identical in A and B,
its less preferred partner from M; and M; is also the same in A and B. Therefore, M; V4 M, =
M; Vg My. A similar argument can be applied to show that M; Ay My = M; Agp M. Hence,
M; V4 Mp and M Ag M are both in M4 N My proving that M 4 N Mp forms a sublattice in
each of the two lattices. O

Proof of Lemma 4. Let (w, f) be a strong blocking pair for matching M under X. As w has the
same preference lists in A and B, they must strictly prefer f to M(w) in both instances. f must
either strictly prefer w to its M-partner or is indifferent between them. In both cases, f must
prefer w to its M-partner in at least one of A and B. Hence (w, f) is a blocking pair for M under
that instance. The other direction follows along similar lines. O

Proof of Lemma 5. Consider instances A and B as given in Figure 9. The set of workers is WW =
{1,2,3,4,5} and the set of firms is F = {a,b,c,d,e}. Instance B is obtained from instance A
by permuting firm b and c’s lists. Consider matchings M; = {1b,2a,3c,4d,5¢} and M, =
{1a,2b,3d,4c,5e} that are both stable matchings with respect to instance A. With respect to
instance B, M has blocking pair (5,c¢) and M, has blocking pair (4,b). Hence M; and M, are
both in M4 \ Mp. However, the join with respect to A is Mj V4 My = {1b,2a,3d,4c,5e} which
is stable with respect to A and B.

Similarly, we see that M3 = {1b,2c,3d,4a,5¢} and My = {1d,2a,3b,4c,5e} are stable with respect
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lla b c d e a|2 3 1 4 5
2|b ¢ a d e b|{3 1 2 4 5
3lc a b d e c|1 2 3 45
4/d ¢c e a b d{5 3 4 1 2
5/le d a b ¢ e|(4 5 1 2 3
workers” preferences in A firms’ preferences in A
lla b c d e a2 4 1 3 5
2/b ¢ a d e b|1 2 3 4 5
3|lc d a b e c|1l 4 3 2 5
4/d c e a b d(5 3 4 1 2
5/e d a b ¢ e(4 5 1 2 3
workers’ preferences in B firms’ preferences in B

Figure 12: M4 \ M3 is not a sublattice of £, even when the setting is (1,1)

to A but have blocking pairs (1,a) and (4,d) respectively, under B. However, their meet, M3\ 4
My = {1b,2a,3d, 4c, 5e} is stable with respect to A and B.

Hence M 4 \ M5 is not a semi-sublattice of £4. O

Proof of Theorem 9. We will show that any blocking pair for a perfect matching under the prefer-
ence lists of instance A or instance B is a blocking pair under the preference lists of at least one
of the instances A and By, ..., B,, and vice versa.

Let M be a perfect matching with a blocking pair under the preference lists in A or in B. If it
has a blocking pair under A, then M is clearly not in M4 N Mg, N...N Mgp,. Suppose (w, f)
be a blocking pair for B and f >E M(w) and so, w >J§ M(f). Workers have identical lists in all
instances, so w prefers f to M(w) in every instance B;. Firm f has the same preference list in B
and in By for some k € {1,...,n}. Then w >jlfk M(f) and (w, f) is a blocking pair for instance By,
so M is not a stable matching in M, N Mp N...N Mg,

Let M be a perfect matching with blocking pair (w, f) under the preference lists in one of the
instances A, By, ..., B,. As in the previous case, if (w, f) is a blocking pair under the preference
lists of A then M is not a stable matching in M4 N Mp. Otherwise, (w, f) is a blocking pair for
some instance By. We will show that (w, f) must be a blocking pair for B.

Assume that f is not the agent whose preference list is identical in B and By. Then both w and f
have identical preference lists in A and in By, and so, this is a blocking pair for A. Otherwise, it
must be the case that f changed its preference list in By and has the same changed list in B. Then
(w, f) is a blocking pair for B as well, as f >5 M(w) and w >/§ M(f). We conclude that the sets
are equal. O

Proof of Theorem 11. The proof that £’ a sublattice is similar to Proposition 7. The Deferred Ac-
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ceptance algorithms to find worker and firm optimal matchings work on the new compound
instance X, where firm f prefers worker w; to worker w; if and only if they does so in all the
instances. Birkhoff’s partial order for £’ can be found by finding the edge set representing
M, N M4, for each instance A; and the union of these edge sets defines £'. This gives us a way
to efficiently enumerate the matchings. O

Proof of Theorem 12. The example in Figure 11 shows that the intersection is not necessarily a
sublattice in (2,2). Instance B differs from A in the preferences of workers 3 and 4 and firms ¢
and d. Consider matchings M; = {1a,2b,3c,4d} and M, = {1b,2a,3d,4c} that are stable under
A and B. However, M = M; V4 M, = {1a,2b,3d,4c} is not stable under Basa >4 cand 4 >, 1
so 4a is a blocking pair of M under B. And so, if there are at least two agents on each side having
different preferences in A and B, M 4 N M5 is not a sublattice of L 4. O

Proof of Lemma 6. Consider instances A and B as given in Figure 12. The set of workers is W =
{1,2,3,4,5} and the set of firms is F = {a,b,c,d,e}. Instance B is obtained from instance A
by permuting the lists of firm ¢ and worker 3. Consider matchings M; = {1b,2c,3a,4d,5¢} and
My = {1a,2b,3c,4e,5d} that are both stable with respect to A. With respect to instance B, M; has
blocking pair (3,d) and M, has blocking pair (4,¢). Hence M; and M, are both in M 4 \ Mp.
However, the join with respect to A is M1 V4 My = {1a,2b,3c,4d, 5e} which is stable with respect
to A and B.

Similarly, we see that M3 = {1c,2a,3b,4d,5¢} and My = {1b,2¢,3a,4e,5d} are stable with respect
to A but have blocking pairs (3,d) and (4, ¢) respectively, under B. However, their meet, M3 V 4
My = {1c,2a,3b,4e,5d} is stable with respect to A and B.

Hence M 4 \ M5 is not a semi-sublattice of £4. O

Proof of Theorem 15. (2) Let uy ¢ Ma N Mp. Then p has a blocking pair with respect to A or B.
If it is A then it is trivially not in Ma N Mg, . O Mg, . O---0O Mg, .. Sosuppose it has
a blocking pair (w, f) with respect to B.

1.f2}

Suppose w = wi and f € {fi,...,fu}. So f >[ p(w) and w >F p(f). But these are the

preferences of w and f in B{w,f}, sopu g Muyn MB{wl,fl} N MB{wpfz} N---N MB{wl,fn}'

Else w # w1 and f € {f1,..., fu}. Then w has the same preferences in A and B, as well as in
every By, ¢, while f has the same preferences in B and By, ;. Hence (w, f) is a blocking pair
for instance By, .

(C) Similarly, consider y ¢ Ms N Mg, N---NMg, . Then y has blocking pair w, f and as
in the previous case, assume the blocking pair is not with respect to A. Then it is with respect to
some instance By, r1.

There are three cases:

1. w # wy and f = f;: Then f; has the same list in B and By, r,, w has the same list in A and B
and By, 1, hence it is a blocking pair with respect to B.

2. w=w; and f # f;: Then w; has the same list in A and B and By, 1}, f has the same list in
A and B and By, 1, hence it is a blocking pair with respect to B.
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3. w =w; and f = f;: Then w; has the same list in B and By, ¢} only, f has the same list in
B and By, £}, hence it is a blocking pair with respect to B.

The other case of w # w; and f # f; does not arise because then, (w, f) would be a blocking
pair of A which cannot be as y € M.

Hence w, f is a blocking pair with respect to B and u ¢ Mg, hence it is not in M 4 N Ms5.

We conclude that the sets are the same. O

Proof of Lemma 7. pf' and pg are perfect matchings and we know that the preferences of n — 1
workers wy, ..., w,_1 are the same in A and B. This means that these n — 1 workers are paired to
n — 1 distinct firms in both matchings. Since they are perfect matchings, the n'" worker must be
paired with the remaining firm. Hence the matchings are identical. ]

Proof of Theorem 16. L' is a sublattice of each L4, as a corollary of Theorem 13. The LP approach
can be used to find stable matchings in the intersection. The new formulation will have k blocking
pair conditions - one for each instance A; to say that no worker-firm pair (w, f) is a blocking pair
for x under that instance. The Algorithms 5 and 6 can be used to find the worker and firm
optimal matchings. Define a room for each instance and run the Deferred Acceptance algorithm
in each room according to the preferences of the corresponding instance. If the same perfect
matching M is obtained in every room, it is outputted by the algorithm and is stable with respect
to all instances. O

D Proofs of Algorithms

We prove Theorem 8 in sections D.1 and D.2. And we prove Theorem 14 in Sections D.3 and D 4.

D.1 Proof of Algorithm 2

We have A and B which are (0, 1), meaning workers have complete order preferences and firms
have partial order preferences in X. In Algorithm 2, workers propose, and unlike in Algorithm 7,
tirms (tentatively) accept only that worker, that it strictly prefers to every other proposal it has
received - in this round and in all previous rounds.

Lemma 11. If firm f rejects worker w in any round of Algorithm 2, w and f can never be matched in any
matching strongly stable under X.

Proof. Assume there is a rejection (otherwise, it is trivial). Let a firm f reject worker w. We will
show that any matching M such that (w, f) € M has a strong blocking pair. We will induct on
the round number when the rejection happens.

Assume the rejection happens in the first round. f only rejects w in the first round if it received
a proposal from another worker w’ that it prefers or is indifferent to. And since w’ proposed to
f on the first round, it must prefer f to M(w’). Hence, (@, f) is a strong blocking pair to M.
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Let the rejection happen in some round k(> 1). Now, if f rejects w, then there is some worker
w' that is proposed to f in this or previous rounds and w’ >}< w or w' Njf w. If w' got rejected
by f in an earlier round, then, by the induction hypothesis, w’ cannot be matched to any firm it
proposed to before f and f in any stable matching. And so, f >/, M(w'). And so, (@', f) is a
strong blocking pair. O

Lemma 12. If X admits a strongly stable matching, then algorithm 2 finds one.

Proof. Suppose there exists a strongly stable matching but the algorithm terminated outputting
X. This only happens when a worker gets rejected by all the firms. But, by lemma 11, this
means that this worker has no feasible partner in any of the strongly stable matchings, which is
a contradiction. O

Lemma 13. If algorithm 2 returns a matching, it must be strongly stable under X.

Proof. Assume not. Let (w, f) be a blocking pair to the matching given by the algorithm. But
then, w should have proposed to f in the run of the algorithm and got rejected. And so, f should
get matched to something better at the end of the algorithm, implying (w, f) is not a strong
blocking pair, a contradiction. O

Lemma 14. If algorithm 2 returns a matching, it must be worker-optimal strongly stable matching.

Proof. If not, some worker w has a better partner in the worker optimal matching. But then, that
worker would have proposed to that partner and got rejected in the algorithm, giving rise to a
contradiction. O

D.2 Proof of Algorithm 3

We have A and B which are (0, ), meaning workers have complete order preferences and firms
have partial order preferences in X. In algorithm 3, firms propose, and unlike in algorithm 7,
they can propose to multiple workers in the same iteration.

Lemma 15. If worker w rejects firm f in any round of algorithm 3, w and f can never be matched in any
matching stable under both instances A and B.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that w is a worker that rejected firm f in some round but they
are matched in stable matching u.

We proceed by induction on the number of rounds. Suppose w rejects f in the first round. Then
there is another firm f; that w strictly prefers to f. Since the firms propose to “best”-uncrossed
workers and it is the first round, there is no worker w’ such that f prefers w’ to w, thatis w > w’
or w ~f w'. Consider stable matching y where w is matched to f. Then as f; > f and w > w’
orw ~5 w', (w, f1) is a strong blocking pair for y.

Suppose w rejects f in the kth round. Then there is a firm f; who w strictly prefers to f. One of
the following cases must hold:
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L. w >g u(fi) or w~g u(fy). In this case, (w, f¢) is a strong blocking pair for y.

2. u(fx) >f w. Then f; must have proposed to y(fx) in a previous round and been rejected
by 1(fx). Applying the inductive hypothesis, there exists a different strong blocking pair
(w', f') for u as fi and p(fi) are matched, hence y is not stable.

O

Lemma 16. Algorithm 3 terminates.

Proof. For any given round in the execution of the algorithm, one of the following cases must
hold:

1. There are less than n proposals to make in round k. Then there is a firm f that has no
uncrossed worker to propose in its list(DAG). Then the algorithm will terminate before this
round and output X.

2. There are exactly n proposals are given to n distinct workers. All workers get only a single
proposal, so there is either a rejection or the algorithm terminates at the end of the round
and outputs a perfect matching.

3. There are more than n proposals. Then there is at least one worker w that receives multiple
proposals. w rejects at least one of these proposals and at least one firm crosses w off its
list.

This shows that at the end of every round, there is either a rejection or the algorithm terminates.
Since there are only O(n?) rejections possible, the algorithm terminates in poly(n) rounds. [

Lemma 17. If X admits a strongly stable matching, then algorithm 3 finds one.

Proof. Suppose there exists a strongly stable matching but the algorithm terminated outputting
X. This only happens when a firm gets rejected by all the workers. But, by lemma 15, this
means that this firm has no feasible partner in any of the strongly stable matchings, which is a
contradiction. O

Lemma 18. If algorithm 3 returns a matching, it must be strongly stable under X.

Proof. Assume not. Let (w, f) be a blocking pair to the matching given by the algorithm. But
then, f should have proposed to w in the run of the algorithm and got rejected. And so, w
should get matched to something better at the end of the algorithm, implying (w, f) is not a
strong blocking pair, a contradiction. O

Lemma 19. If algorithm 3 returns a matching, it must be firm-optimal strongly stable matching.
Proof. If not, some firm f has a better partner in the firm optimal matching. But then, that firm

would have proposed to that partner and got rejected in the algorithm, leading to a contradiction.
O
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Note that both the above proofs work for any compound instance X which has partial order
preferences on one side and complete order on the other side. So, instead of just two instances,
we can have many more as explained in section 3.3. Also note that both the algorithms work
exactly like the original Deferred acceptance algorithm if X has complete order preferences on
both sides, i.e., instances A and B are the same.

D.3 Proof of Algorithm 5

The algorithm involves running the Deferred Acceptance algorithm in different rooms with work-
ers proposing and returning the worker optimal matching in M4 N M3, given A and B are (1,1).
Let wy be the worker with different preferences in A and B.

Lemma 20. The algorithm terminates and always returns a perfect matching or X

Proof. The algorithm always terminates since there is at least one rejection per iteration before
the final iteration.

Suppose the algorithm terminates with two distinct perfect matchings, y4 in room A and yp in
room B. So, there must exists a worker w # w; with the same preferences in A and B but different
matches in pi4 and up. Such a worker must exist since only w; changed their preferences, and
the matchings are perfect. Suppose without loss of generality that j (w) >%® up(w). As w has
the same lists in A and B, w must have proposed to y4(w) in room B, been rejected and crossed
them off their list. However, per the algorithm, w should have also crossed off yi4(w) their list in
room A, hence 4 cannot be a perfect matching achieved in room A. O

Lemma 21. If firm f rejects w in either room, w and f cannot be matched in any matching in M 4 N Mp.
Proof. We use the property of the DA algorithm for single instance A that says that if a firm f
rejects worker w, then (w, f) are not matched in any stable matching with respect to A([GS62]).

Suppose, without loss of generality, let f reject w in room A. Then (w, f) are not matched in any
stable matching in M 4. Hence they cannot be matched in any stable matching in M4 N M. O

Lemma 22. If A and B admit a stable matching under both, then algorithm 5 finds one.

Proof. Suppose there exists such a stable matching but the algorithm terminated outputting X.
This only happens when a worker gets rejected by all the firms. But, by lemma 21, this means that
this worker has no feasible partner in any of the stable matchings, which is a contradiction. [

Lemma 23. If algorithm 5 returns a matching, it must be stable under both A and B.

Proof. Suppose y is the perfect matching returned and without loss of generality suppose it has
blocking pair (w, f) with respect to A. That is, f >4 u(w) and w >}4 #(f). Then w must have
proposed to f during some iteration of the algorithm and been rejected in room A for some
worker w’ that f preferred to w, eventually ending up with u(f). As firms always get better
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matches as the algorithm progresses, it must be the case that u(f) >¢ w and (w, f) is not a
blocking pair. O

Lemma 24. If algorithm 5 returns a matching, it must be worker-optimal matching.

Proof. If not, some worker w # w; has a better partner in the worker optimal matching. But then,
that worker would have proposed to that partner every room and got rejected in one of them,
giving rise to a contradiction. [

D.4 Proof of Algorithm 6

The algorithm involves running the Deferred Acceptance algorithm in different rooms with firms
proposing and returning the firm optimal matching in M4 N Mg, given A and B are (1,n). Let
w1 be the worker with different preferences in A and B.

Lemma 25. The algorithm terminates and always returns a perfect matching or X.

Proof. The algorithm terminates since there is at least one rejection per iteration.

Suppose the algorithm terminates with distinct perfect matchings y4 in room A and yp in room
B. Then there is some worker w # w; who has the same lists in A and B who has distinct matches
pa(w) and up(w). Suppose without loss of generality that pa(w) >4 up(w). So w must have
received a proposal from p4(w) in some iteration since to be tentatively matched a worker must
have received a proposal from that firm. Workers reject all firms that are less preferred in all the
rooms, so w must have rejected pp(w) in room R, as well in room Rp, so pp cannot be the final
perfect matching in room Rp, a contradiction. ]

Lemma 26. If firm f rejects w in either room, w and f cannot be matched in any strongly stable matching

in M N Msg.

Proof. We use the property of the DA algorithm for single instance A that says that if a firm
f is rejected by worker w, then (w, f) are not matched in any stable matching with respect to
A([GS62]). But we note the additional fact that workers should only get matched to something
better than f from then on. It is the same as preemptively rejecting all firms down the list than f,
the idea that we carry over to this algorithm. Suppose that, without loss of generality, let w reject
f in room A. Then (w, f) are not matched in any stable matching in M 4. Hence they cannot be
matched in any stable matching in M4 N Ms5. O

Lemma 27. If A and B admit a stable matching under both, then algorithm 6 finds one.

Proof. Suppose there exists such a stable matching but the algorithm terminated outputting X.
This only happens when a firm gets rejected by all the workers. But, by lemma 26, this means
that this firm has no feasible partner in any of the stable matchings, which is a contradiction. [

Lemma 28. If Algorithm 6 returns a matching, it must be stable under both A and B.
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Proof. Suppose the algorithm returns perfect matching # and assume, without loss of generality,
it has blocking pair (w, f) with respect to A. That is w >J/? u(f) and f >4 p(w). Then f must
have proposed to w during some iteration of the algorithm in room R4 and been rejected for
some firm f’ that w preferred(under A), and w eventually ends up with u(w) which it prefers
the most. Hence p(w) ># f which contradicts our assumption that (w, f) is a blocking pair. [

Lemma 29. If Algorithm 6 returns a matching, it must be firm-optimal matching.
Proof. 1f not, some firm f has a better partner in the firm optimal matching. But then, that firm

would have proposed to that partner in all the rooms and got rejected in a room, leading to a
contradiction. O
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