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Abstract

As a common generalization of previously solved optimization problems concerning bipartite stable
matchings, we describe a strongly polynomial network flow based algorithm for computing ℓ disjoint
stable matchings with minimum total cost. The major observation behind the approach is that stable
matchings, as edge sets, can be represented as certain cuts of an associated directed graph. This allows
us to use results on disjoint cuts directly to answer questions about disjoint stable matchings. We
also provide a construction that represents stable matchings as maximum-size antichains in a partially
ordered set (poset), which enables us to apply the theorems of Dilworth, Mirsky, Greene and Kleitman
directly to stable matchings. Another consequence of these approaches is a min-max formula for the
minimum number of stable matchings covering all stable edges.

Keywords: stable matchings, packing and covering, polynomial algorithms, network flows, posets, chains
and antichains

1 Introduction

By a bipartite preference system, we mean a bipartite graph G = (U,W ;E) (with possible parallel edges)
endowed with a (strict) preference list of the edges (from better to worse) incident to v for every node v

of G. Sometimes we refer to the elements of U as boys while the elements of W are girls.
A matching M of G is called stable if it dominates every non-matching edge f = uw in the sense that

M has an element e = u′w which is girl-better (at w) than f or M has an element e = uw′ which is
boy-better (at u) than f . The set of stable matchings will be denoted by SM = SM(G). The starting
result of the area is the theorem of Gale and Shapley [29] stating that a bipartite preference system always
admits a stable matching, and, in addition, each stable matching covers the same node-set, implying that
they have the same cardinality.

Since the groundbreaking work of Gale and Shapley, there has been extensive research on finding
efficient algorithms for more involved optimization problems over the set of stable matchings. In particular,
two fundamental approaches have been proposed for solving the weighted stable matching problem in
bipartite graphs.

The first approach relies on linear programming. Polynomial-size polyhedral descriptions of the stable
matching polytope of bipartite preference systems have been found by Vande Vate [56] and by Rothblum
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Pázmány P. s. 1/c, Budapest H-1117. E-mail: andras.frank@ttk.elte.hu
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[51]. Thus, general LP-solving techniques can efficiently solve the weighted stable matching problem. The
properties of the stable matching polytope were further explored by Roth, Rothblum and Vande Vate [50]
and by Teo and Sethuraman [55], among others.

The second approach, presented in detail in the book of Gusfield and Irving [34], is based on a one-
to-one correspondence between stable matchings and members of a certain ring-family. Actually, they
consider two different models. Both give rise to a network flow based algorithm for finding a maximum
weight (or minimum cost) stable matching, but the first one is conceptually simpler, while the second one,
relying on the concept of rotations, is algorithmically more efficient. Actually, this algorithm, developed
by Irving, Leather, and Gusfield [40] considers only the special case when the cost-function reflects (or
defines) the preference list of persons. It was later observed by several researchers (see e.g., [9] and [41])
that the same technique works for general edge costs, as well, and yields a strongly polynomial algorithm.

Here we introduce a new ring-family to model the structure of stable matchings. Like the ring-family
of Gusfield and Irving, the members of this one are also in a one-to-one correspondence with stable
matchings, where intersection and union correspond to the standard meet and join operations on stable
matchings. The model describes a direct correspondence between the set of stable matchings of a bipartite
graph and a set of certain st-cuts (defining the members of the ring-family) of an associated digraph having
only |Est| − |W |+ 2 nodes (where |Est| denotes the set of stable edges). We remark that our model also
does not lean on rotations. There is, however, a major difference between the ring-family in the book of
Gusfield and Irving [34] and the one in our approach.

The point is that a ring-family representation in itself is not enough for solving packing and covering
problems on stable matchings, because it does not necessarily encode edge-disjointness. To give an
obvious example, a preference system with two stable matchings can be represented as a ring family on
a single element, with the two sets of the family being the emptyset and the one-element set. However,
this representation provides no information on whether the two stable matchings are edge-disjoint. The
approach in [34] does not address this problem, as it does not discuss packing and covering problems.

The major advantage of our ring-family model is that, beyond handling maximum weight stable match-
ing problems, it also provides min-max formulas and MFMC-based algorithms for various packing and
covering problems. A basic packing problem of stable matchings aims at finding a maximum number of
(pairwise) disjoint stable matchings (or equivalently, deciding if there are ℓ disjoint stable matchings).
Perhaps a bit surprisingly, this was considered and solved only recently, by Ganesh et al. [30].

Our present model makes it possible to manage a common generalization of the weighted stable match-
ing problem and the packing problem. For example, we describe an algorithm for finding ℓ disjoint cheapest
stable matchings. Actually, we solve the even more general problem of finding ℓ disjoint stable matchings
with minimum total cost. As a consequence, an algorithm is described to determine the minimum number
of stable matchings covering all stable edges (the ones occurring in some stable matching).

Beside the new ring-family model, we also introduce another approach. Here the ground-set is the set
Est of stable edges, and we define a certain partial order on Est induced by the reference system on G

to get a poset PG. This poset has the specific feature that all its inclusion-wise maximal antichains have
the same size, and these largest antichains are precisely the stable matchings of G. This poset model
allows us to use packing and covering results for antichains (like the ones of Dilworth, Mirsky, or Greene
and Kleitman) in order to solve packing and covering problems for stable matchings. For example, we
describe min-max formulas and strongly polynomial algorithms both for the minimum number of stable
matchings covering all stable edges, and for the maximum w-weight of the union of ℓ stable matchings.
Based on this correspondence, we describe a two-phase greedy algorithm for finding a minimum number
of stable matchings covering a lower-bound function f on the set of stable edges.

1.1 Notions and notation

Let R,Q,Z denote the set of real, rational, and integer numbers, respectively. When only non-negative
values are allowed, we use the notation R+,Q+,Z+. When +∞ is also allowed, we use the notation
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R+,Q+,Z+. We shall consider +∞ as an integer. For a function h : V → R and a subset Z ⊆ V , we use

the notation h̃(Z) :=
∑

[h(v) : v ∈ V ].
For two elements u and v of a ground-set V , a subset Z ⊂ V is a vu-set if v ∈ Z ⊆ V −u. For a family

F of subsets, ∪F denotes the union of the members of F . A subset X ⊆ V is said to block the family
F if X intersects each member of F . Such a set X is also called a blocker of F , while an inclusionwise
minimal blocker is referred to as a minimal blocker.

A set (collection) of distinct subsets of a ground set is called a set-system, while a collection of not
necessarily distinct subsets is a family of sets. A set-system R is called a ring of sets or a ring-set (or
just a ring, or ?set-ring?) if it is closed under the operations of intersection and union. When a subset is
allowed to appear in more than one copies, we speak of a ring-family.

By adding the empty set and the ground-set, we obtain again a ring-set, and thus we may a priory
assume that {∅, V } ⊆ R. The sets ∅ and V are the trivial members of R while the other members are
non-trivial. A ring-set is non-trivial if it has a non-trivial member. The set of non-trivial members of
a ring-set R will be denoted by R′.

Though a ring-set R may have an exponential number of members, it can be encoded with the help of
a function CR : V → 2V , where CR(u) is the unique smallest member of R containing u (that is, CR(u)
is the intersection of all members of R containing u).

We call the function CR the code of R. It consists of |V | non-empty subsets of V . A non-empty set
Z ⊆ V is in R precisely if CR(u) ⊆ Z holds for every element u ∈ Z (that is, Z = ∪(CR(u) : u ∈ Z)).

If v ∈ CR(u) − u for some v ∈ V − u, then the arc uv will be referred to as a code-arc of R. The
digraph DR on V formed by the code-arcs is called the code-digraph of R. A subset Z of V is a member
of R if and only if no arc of the code-digraph leaves Z.

From an algorithmic point of view, when we say that we are given a ring-set R, it means that R is
given by its code or code-digraph. Another natural subroutine to encode R tells for any ordered pair of
nodes in V whether or not there is a uv-member of R. Obviously v is in CR(u) if and only if the answer
is no, and hence the two descriptions of R are equivalent.

Let D = (V,A) be a loopless digraph, s∗ ∈ V a specified source-node with no entering arcs, and t∗ ∈ V

a specified sink-node with no leaving arcs. Let R∗ denote the ring-set consisting of the empty set, the
ground-set V and all the s∗t∗-subsets of V .

For a subset X ⊆ V , let OUTD(X) denote the set of arcs leaving X. By an s∗t∗-cut of D we mean
the set of arcs leaving an s∗t∗-subset Z ⊂ V , where Z is called the out-shore of the cut.

In the standard Max-flow Min-cut (MFMC) problem, we are given a capacity-function g : A → R+

(serving as an upper bound) on the set of arcs of D. We say that g is integer-valued if its finite values
are integers.

Let the out-capacity δg(Z) of a subset Z ⊆ V of nodes be the g-sum of the arcs leaving Z while
̺g(Z) := δg(V − Z). For every flow x ≥ 0 in D, we have δx(s

∗) = ̺x(t
∗) and this common value is

the amount of x. A simple property of flows x is that δx(Z) − ̺x(Z) = δx(s
∗) holds for every s∗t∗-

set Z. A flow x is g-feasible or just feasible if x ≤ g, and this is why sometimes we refer to g as a
capacity-function.

The primal MFMC problem aims at finding a feasible flow of maximum flow amount while the dual
problem is about finding s∗t∗-cut with minimal g-value or equivalently finding an s∗t∗-set Z ⊂ V of
minimum δg(Z) value.

The classic MFMC theorem of Ford+Fulkerson states that max = min, and if g is integer-valued, then
the maximum flow may be chosen integer-valued. By the algorithms of Edmonds and Karp, Dinits, or
Goldberg and Tarjan, both a maximum flow and a minimum cut can be computed in strongly polynomial
time (when g is rational- or integer-valued). For a general overview of these algorithms, see the book of
Schrijver [52].
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1.2 Stable matchings

Tho books of Gusfield and Irving [34] and of Manlove [45] provide a rich overview of definitions and results
on stable matchings. Here we recall some of those which are important in the present work.

An edge of G is called stable if it belongs to a stable matching. Let Est denote the set of stable edges
(that is, the union of all stable matchings). An edge e is marginal if its removal does not affect the set
of stable edges. The removal of a marginal edge f may result in a new marginal edge and it also may
happen that an originally marginal edge h stops to be marginal, that is, G− f −h may have a new stable
matching.

An easily provable basic observation is that if we consider the best edge e = st incident to a node s,
then any edge incident to t which is worse than e at t is marginal, and hence its deletion does not affect
the set of stable edges. Therefore we can delete all the edges incident to t which are worse than e. By
going through all nodes s of G and carrying out this edge-deletion process, and finally deleting the arising
singleton nodes, we obtain a graph in which the set of stable matchings is the same as in the starting
graph. (Note that this procedure is essentially a proof of the theorem of Gale and Shapley stating that
there always exists a stable matching and that the set of nodes covered by a stable matching is the same
for each stable matching.) Furthermore, the set of girl-best edges is a stable matching (which coincides
with the set of boy-worst edges) and, symmetrically, the set of boy-best edges is a stable matching (which
coincides with the set of girl-worst edges).

Therefore we may assume henceforth that the original graph G = (U,W ;E) itself has the property that
each stable matching is a perfect matching, and both the set of girl-best edges and the set of boy-best
edges form a stable matching. Let n := |W | (= |U |).

Another fundamental property (see Lemma 1.3.1 in [34]) is that if M and N are two (distinct) stable
matchings, then the set of girl-best edges in M ∪N is a stable matching, denoted by M ∧N , as well as
the set of girl-worst edges, denoted by M ∨ N . Moreover, M ∧ N is the set of boy-worst edges, while
M ∨N is the set of boy-best edges. These two operations define a distributive lattice on the set of stable
matchings. Actually, the following generalization is also valid.

Claim 1.1 If E′ is the union of an arbitrary set of stable matchings, then the set of girl-best edges in E′

is a stable matching and so is the set of the girl-worst edges, as well. The set of girl-best edges coincide
with the set of boy-worst edges, and, symmetrically, the set of girl-worst edges coincide with the set of
boy-best edges.

By applying this claim to the set of stable matchings containing a stable edge e, one obtains that in the
union of stable matchings containing e there is a unique girl-best stable matching containing e, denoted
by Me, which coincides with the boy-worst stabil matching containing e.

We can conclude that the arguments and algorithms concerning the set of all stable matchings of
G can be extended to the set of stable matchings containing a given stable edge e. For example, for
the algorithms to be developed below, we may assume that the (unique) girl-best stable matching Me

containing e is available for each stable edge e of G. Claim 1.1 immediately implies the following.

Claim 1.2 For any stable matching M = {e1, . . . en} of G, one has M = Me1 ∨ · · · ∨Men .

We call a matching of G stable extendible or just extendible if it is a subset of a stable matching.

Claim 1.3 A matching M of G is stable extendible if and only if M ∪ M ′ is a matching for any (and
hence for each) stable matching M ′ of G′, where G′ denotes the graph arising from G−M by deleting all
edges dominated by M . In particular, with the help of a single application of the Gale+Shapley algorithm
one can decide if a matching M of G is stable extendible or not, and if so, the algorithm provides the
unique girl-best stable matching including M .
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Proof. If M ∪M ′ is a matching for a stable matching M ′ of G′, then it is clearly a stable matching of
G, that is, M is extendible. Conversely, if M can be extended to a stable matching M ∪M ′ of G, then
M ′ must be a stable matching of G′, since if G′ had an edge e not dominated by M ′, then e is dominated
by an element of M but such an edge e is not in G′.

2 Ring-sets on digraphs

In this preparatory section we do not deal with stable matchings at all. Instead, we investigate some flow
and tension problems concerning ring-sets, which shall be used in forthcoming sections to solve various
optimization problems on stable matchings.

2.1 Largest h-independent packing of ring-set members

Let D = (V,A) be a loopless digraph with source-node s∗ and a sink-node t∗. We assume that every node
is reachable from s∗. Let h : A → Z+ be a non-negative ingetger-valued function on the arc set of D. We
call a family of subsets of nodes h-independent if every arc a of D leaves at most h(a) members of the
family. In the special case of h ≡ 1, we speak of arc-independence. A subset L ⊆ A of arcs out-covers
a subset X ⊂ V of nodes if it contains at least one arc leaving X, that is, if δL(X) ≥ 1. For a set-system
F , we say that L out-covers F if L out-covers each member of F .

Let R0 (⊆ R∗) be a non-trivial ring-set (given by its code) on the node-set of digraph D = (V,A), and
suppose that each non-trivial member of R0 is an s∗t

∗
-set. Recall that R′

0 denotes the set of non-trivial
members of R0. Let νh denote the maximum number of (not necessarily distinct) h-independent members
of R′

0, and let

τh := min{h̃(L) : L ⊆ A, L out-covers R′
0}.

THEOREM 2.1 For digraph D = (V,A), function h, and ring-set R0, we have νh = τh. By a single
application of Dijkstra’s shortest path algorithm, both a h-independent family of νh members of R0 and a
subset L ⊆ A of τh (= νh) arcs out-covering R′

0 can be computed. In addition, a maximum h-independent
family may be chosen so as to form a chain.

Proof. As the inequality max ≤ min is straightforward, we concentrate on the reverse inequality. For
every node u ∈ V and node v ∈ CR0

(u), add the code-arc uv to D, and let D′ = (V,A′) denote the
extended digraph. We shall refer to the members of A as original arcs. By its definition, no code-arc
leaves any set Z ∈ R0. Define a cost-function c′ : A′ → Z+, as follows.

c′(a) :=

{
h(a) if e ∈ A

0 if a ∈ A′ −A.
(1)

By a single application of Dijkstra’s algorithm, we can compute an s∗-rooted spanning arborescence of
D′ in which the (unique) s∗v-path is a c′-cheapest s∗v-path of D′ for all nodes v. Let π′(v) denote the
c′-cost of this path.

Since there is a code-arc from t∗ to every other node, and the c′-cost of every code-arc is 0, we have
π′(s∗) = 0 ≤ π′(v) ≤ π(t∗) for every node v. If π(t∗) = 0, then D′ includes an s∗t∗-path P of 0 cost. Let
P ′ denote the subset of original arcs of P . Since no code-arc leaves any member of R0, P

′ out-covers R0.
As the total h-cost of P ′ is 0, we obtain that νh ≤ τh = 0 ≤ νh, that is, νh = τh.

Therefore we may assume that π′(t∗) > 0. Let q (q ≥ 1) denote the number of distinct positive values
of π′ and let (0 =) µ0 < µ1 < · · · < µq (= π′(t∗)) denote the distinct values of π′.

A well-known property is that the (integer-valued) function π′ is a feasible potential in the sense that
that ∆π′(a) ≤ c′(a) holds for every arc a = uv of D′ where ∆π′(a) := π′(v)−π′(u) denotes the potential-
drop induced by π′. Moreover, an s∗t∗-path is c′-cheapest if and only if it consists of tight arcs (where
tight means that ∆π′(a) = c′(a)).

5



Consider the level sets L0, L1, . . . , Lq−1 (⊆ V − t∗) defined by Li := {v ∈ V : π′(v) = µi}, along with
the induced chain C := {V0 ⊂ V1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ Vq−1} where Vi := L0 ∪ · · · ∪ Li. Since no set Vi is left by any
arc with 0 c′-cost, it follows that each Vi is in R0.

Let C′ denote the chain of sets in which each set Vi occurs µi+1 − µi times (i = 0, . . . , q − 1). Then
|C′| = µq. Let P be c′-cheapest s∗t∗-path of D′ whose c′-cost is µq. It follows from the feasability of π′

that P leaves each set Vi exactly once (that is, P does not enter Vi). Furthermore, the unique arc of P
leaving Vi is an original arc whose c′-cost (that is, its h-value) is µi+1 − µi.

It follows from these that the chain C′ consists of µq members of R′
0 and these sets form a h-independent

family, from which νh ≥ µq. On the other hand, the original arcs of P out-cover R′
0, and the sum c̃′(P )

of h-values of these arcs is µq. Therefore we have τh ≤ µq ≤ νh ≤ τh, and hence νh = τh follows.

2.1.1 A two-phase greedy algorithm for the special case h ≡ 1

In the special case h ≡ 1, Theorem 2.1 can be reformulated in the following simpler form.

Corollary 2.2 In digraph D = (V,A), let R0 (⊆ R∗) be a non-trivial ring-set (given by its code). Then
the maximum number ν1 of the arc-independent members of R0 is equal to the minimum number τ1 of
arcs out-covering R0. The optimal arc-independent system may be chosen to be a chain. With the help
of a two-phase greedy algorithm, both a largest arc-independent chain and a smallest arc-set out-covering
R0 can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. The Dijkstra algorithm occurring in the proof of Theorem 2.1, when applied to the case h ≡ 1, is
concerned with a special (0, 1)-valued cost-function. In this case, the Dijkstra algorithm (for computing
the largest arc-independent chain C = {V0 ⊂ · · · ⊂ Vq−1} ⊆ R′

0 along with an s∗t∗-path consisting of a
minimum number of original arcs) can be replaced by the following two-phase greedy algorithm.

Phase 1 consists of subsequent steps for i = 1, 2, . . . In Step 1, let V1 be the (unique) smallest member
of R0 containing s∗. Since R0 is non-trivial, t

∗ 6∈ V0. In Step i+1 of the first phase (i = 1, 2, . . . ), consider
the set Vi computed in the previous step. Let V ′

i denote the set of nodes consisting of Vi and the heads
of original arcs leaving Vi.

If there is no member of R0 including V ′
i but not containing t∗, then we define q := i and Phase 1

terminates by outputting the arc-independent chain V1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ Vq consisting of members of R0. If R0 has
a member including V ′

i but not containing t∗, then let Vi+1 be the unique smallest such member. (This
is nothing but the set of nodes reachable in D′ from V ′

i .)
In Phase 2, by starting at node t∗ and stepping back one-by-one, we can build up in a greedy way

a reverse dipath from t∗ to s∗ which consists of exactly q original arcs and at most q code-arcs. Let P

denote the corresponding s∗t∗-dipath in D′. By the construction, P leaves each Vi (i = 1, . . . , q) exactly
once along an original arc and all other arcs of P are code-arcs. Moreover, since no member of R0 is left
by a code-arc, the q original arcs of P out-cover every member of R0. Therefore, we have τ1 ≤ q ≤ ν1 ≤ τ1
and hence τ1 = q = ν1 = τ1.

2.2 Minimizing the out-capacity δg(Z) over the members of a ring-set

Let D = (V,A) be a digraph with a source-node s∗ and a sink-node t∗. Let g : A → Z+ be an upper bound
or capacity function on the arc-set A, where Z+ = Z+ ∪ {+∞}. As is well-known, there are strongly
polynomial algorithms [11, 13] for computing a minimum g-capacity s∗t∗-cut, or equivalently, an s∗t

∗
-set

Z that minimizes δg(Z). Our present goal is to show how such an algorithm (working with augmenting
paths) can be used to compute a member Z of a non-trivial ring-set R0 ⊆ R∗ (given by its code) for
which δg(Z) is as small as possible. Actually, it turns out that the minimizer sets also form a ring-set,
and we not only compute a single minimizer but the code of this ring-set. This will be an important tool
in stable matching applications.

Recall that for a ring-set R0, R
′
0 denotes the set of non-trivial members of R0.
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Lemma 2.3 Let R0 ⊆ R∗ be a non-trivial ring-set given by its code. Suppose that δg(Z) ≥ 1 holds for
each member Z of R0 (which is an s∗t∗-set). Let

γ1 := min{δg(Z) : Z ∈ R′
0} and R1 := {Z ∈ R0 : δg(Z) = γ1} ∪ {∅, V }.

Then R1 is a ring-set whose code can be computed in strongly polynomial time by an MFMC algorithm.

Proof. If γ1 = ∞, then δg(X) = ∞ holds for every non-trivial member X of R0. In this case, R1 = R0,
and hence the code of R1 is ab ovo available.

Therefore we can assume that γ1 is finite. As δg is a submodular set-function, the system R1 is a
ring-set. Indeed, for sets X,Y ∈ R′

1 we have

γ1 + γ1 = δg(X) + δg(Y ) ≥ δg(X ∩ Y ) + δg(X ∪ Y ) ≥ γ1 + γ1,

from which we have δg(X ∩ Y ) = γ1 and δg(X ∪ Y ) = γ1.
To prove the second part, we extend D by adding the code-arcs of R0. We also extend g to the code-arcs

a′ by letting g(a′) := +∞.
Let D′ = (V,A′) denote the extended digraph, and g′ the extended capacity-function.
Since no code-arc leaves any member Z of R0, we have δg(Z) = δg′(Z). Furthermore, δg′(X) = +∞

holds for every s∗t∗-set X 6∈ R0, so it follows that the δg′-minimizer s∗t∗-sets of D′ are the members of
R′

1 (that is, the δg-minimizer members of R′
0.

Let x be a g′-feasible flow in D′ with maximum flow amount (in short, a maximum flow) whose flow
amount by the MFMC theorem is γ1. Consider the standard auxiliary digraphD′′ (introduced in the Ford-
Fulkerson MFMC algorithm) associated with flow x (in which uv is an arc if uv ∈ A′ and x(uv) < g′(uv),
or if vu ∈ A′ and x(vu) > 0).

Now R1 = {Z ∈ R∗ : δD′′(Z) = 0}, and hence CR1
(u) is nothing but the set of nodes reachable from

u in D′′. (which always contains s∗ by the definition of D′′). Therefore the code of R1 can be computed
by |V | applications of a path-finding (or reachability) subroutine.

The lemma can easily be extended to the case when not only one single function g is given on A but
more.

Corollary 2.4 Let R0 (⊆ R∗) be a non-trivial ring-set given by its code, and let g1, g2, . . . , gk be non-
negative integer-valued functions on the arc-set of digraph D. Let

γ1 := min{δg1(Z) : Z ∈ R′
0} and R1 := {Z ∈ R′

0 : δg1(Z) = γ1} ∪ {∅, V },

and for i = 2, . . . , k let

γi := min{δgi(Z) : Z ∈ R′
i−1} and Ri := {Z ∈ R′

i−1 : δgi(Z) = γi} ∪ {∅, V }.

Then each of the set-systems R∗ ⊇ R1 ⊇ · · · ⊇ Rk is a ring-set whose codes can be computed in strongly
polynomial time with an MFMC algorithm. In particular, the non-trivial members of Rk are exactly those
non-trivial sets Z ∈ R0 for which δg1(Z) is minimum, and within this, δg2(Z) is minimum, and within
this δg3(Z) is minimum, and so on.

Proof. By applying Lemma 2.3 separately k times in a sequence to the ring-sets R0, . . . ,Rk−1, the
statement follows immediately.
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3 Associating a digraph with the preference system on G

Let G = (U,W ;E) be a bipartite graph endowed with a preference system, and let Est denote the set of
stable edges. We assume throughout that each stable matching is a perfect matching. Let n := |U | = |W |.
The goal of this section is to associate a digraph D with G along with a ring-set RD on D in such a
way that there will be a simple one-to-one correspodence between the stable matchings of G and the cuts
belonging to the members of RD (that is, the arc-sets OUTD(X) for X ∈ RD).

We emphasize already here that the role of girls and boys in this definition is asymmetric since only
the girl preferences play a direct role. (Of course, the boy preferences are implicitly involved in the set of
stable edges.)

Let us define a digraph D = (V,A), as follows. D will have two types of arcs: stable and dummy. Let
s∗ ∈ V be a source-node and t∗ ∈ V a sink-node of D. With every girl w ∈ W , we associate a (one-way)
s∗t∗-path Pw in D which will be referred to as a girl-path of D. The arcs of Pw correspond to the stable
edges of G incident to w, and they follow each other in the (girl) preference order of the stable edges
incident to w. In particular, the first arc of PD (whose tail is s∗) corresponds to the girl-best edge at
w, while the last arc of Pw (whose head is t∗) corresponds to the girl-worst edge at w. The girl-paths
are internally disjoint, and we shall refer to the arcs of girl-paths as stable arcs of D. Therefore, D
has |Est| − |W | + 2 nodes. The stable arc of D assigned to a stable edge e ∈ E of G will be denoted by
ae = tehe, where te is the tail of ae and he is the head of ae.

Before defining the dummy arcs of D, consider a stable matching M = {e1, . . . , en} of G, and let wi

denote the end-node of ei in W . Let AM := {ae1 , . . . , aen} denote the set of stable arcs of D corresponding
to the elements of M , and let L(M) denote the set of those nodes of D which are on the subpath of a
girl-path Pwi

starting at s∗ and ending at t(ai) for some i = 1, . . . , n.
For every stable edge e of G, consider the corresponding arc ae = tehe of D. Let tev be a dummy arc

of D for each node v ∈ L(Me). In particular, this means that there is a dummy arc from te to every node
preceding te in the girl-path containing ae.

Claim 3.1 A stable matching N is girl-better than another stable mathing M if and only if L(N) ⊆ L(M).

Claim 3.2 Let M be a stable matching and e a stable edge which is either in M or girl-better than some
member of M . Then L(Me) ⊆ L(M).

Claim 3.3 If M and N are stable matchings of G, then

L(M ∧N) = L(M) ∩ L(N) and L(M ∨N) = L(M) ∪ L(N). (2)

Let
RD := {Z ⊂ V : an s∗t∗-set with no leaving dummy arc}. (3)

The set-system RD is is a ring-set. By the definition of dummy arcs, every girl-path leaves a member Z
of RD exactly once, that is, δD(Z) = n. We call this n-element set of arcs leaving Z a stable s∗t∗-cut
of D.

3.1 Stable matchings of G versus stable s∗t∗-cuts of D

The clue to our suggested solution of various optimization problems concerning bipartite stable matchings
is that there is a natural one-to-one correspondence between the stable matchings of G and the stable
s∗t∗-cuts of the digraph D associated with G. This is formulated in the next lemma.
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Lemma 3.4 For every set Z ∈ RD, the n stable arcs of D leaving Z correspond to the n elements of a
stable matching M of G for which L(M) = Z and AM =OUTD(Z).

Conversely, for every stable matching M of G, the set Z := L(M) is in RD, and the n stable arcs of
D corresponding to the n elements of M are the arcs leaving Z, that is, AM =OUTD(Z).

Proof. To prove the first part, consider the set OUTD(Z) := {a1, a2, . . . , an} of arcs leaving Z (where ai
is a member of the girl-path Pwi

).
Let e1, . . . , en denote the stable edges of G corresponding to the arcs a1, . . . , ai, that is, ai = aei . For

each i = 1, . . . , n, consider the girl-best stable matching Mi := M(ei) containing ei.
We claim that L(Mi) ⊆ Z, since if there were a node v in L(Mi) − Z, then the the dummy arc

taiv would leave Z, contradicting the property that no dummy arc leaves Z. From these it follows that
Z = ∪{L(Mi) : i = 1, . . . , n}.

Consider now the stable matching M ′ := M1 ∨ · · · ∨Mn. It follows from the second half of observation
(2) that L(M ′) = L(M1) ∪ · · · ∪ L(Mn) = Z, and hence AM ′ = OUTD(Z) = AM , that is M = M ′, from
which the first half of the lemma follows.

To prove the second half, let M = {e1, . . . , en} be a stable matching of G, let Z := L(M) and
AM := {a1, . . . , an}. By Claim 1.2, we have M = Me1 ∨ · · · ∨ Men . It follows from the second half of
observation (2) that Z = L(M) = L(Me1) ∪ · · · ∪ L(Men). Therefore no dummy arc leaves Z, that is,
OUTD(Z) = AM .

Lemma 3.4 implies the following.

THEOREM 3.5 Let M be a stable matching of G, and let Z be a non-trivial member of ring-set RD.
Then

Z = L(M) holds if and only if OUTD(Z) = A(M). (4)

The two equalities in (4) determine a one-to-one correspondence between the stable matchings M of G
and the non-trivial members Z of ring-set RD.

If we apply Theorem 2.1 to the digraph associated with a bipartite preference system, then Lemma 3.4
implies the following.

Corollary 3.6 Let h be a non-negative integer-valued function on the edge-set of a bipartite graph G

endowed with a preference system. The maximum number of h-independent stable matchings is equal to
the minimum h-value of a blocker of stable matchings. In particular, the maximum number of disjoint
stable matchings is equal to the minimum number of edges blocking all stable matchings. Furthermore, by
a single application of Dijkstra’s cheapest path algorithm, both a largest packing of h-independent family of
stable matchings and a minimum h-cost blocker of stable matchings can be computed in strongly polynomial
time.

We hasten to emphasize that in Theorem 4.6 we shall show that the same approach works in a more
complex situation when the goal is finding a maximum number of h-independent c-cheapest stable match-
ings where c is a non-negative cost-function on the set of stable edges.

4 Cheapest stable matchings

Let c be an integer-valued cost-function on the set of stable edges of G. Rothblum [51] provided a
particularly simple polyhedral description of the polytope of stable matchings that uses (0, 1)-inequalities
and the number of these inequalities is only (n2). Therefore the general purpose linear programming
algorithm of Tardos [53] to solve combinatorial linear programs in strongly polynomial time can be
applied to compute a c-cheapest stable matching.
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By relying on the fundamental concept of rotations, a cheapest stable matching can also be computed
with the help of a standard network flow subroutine, see the books of Gusfield and Irving [34] and of
Manlove [45].

The first goal of the present section is to describe a direct algorithm to compute a cheapest stable
matching in strongly polynomial time that uses only network flows and does not need the concept of
rotations. The second goal is to develop an algorithm for packing c-cheapest stable matchings.

4.1 How to find a cheapest stable matching

In this section, we show how a c-cheapest stable matching of G can be computed with the help of a single
MFMC algorithm that finds a minimum capacity s∗t∗-cut of the digraph D = (V,A) associated with the
preference system on G as described in Section 3. Even more, we can compute the code of the ring-set
defined by all cheapest stable matchings.

Since each stable matching has the same cardinality, one can shift c by a constant, and hence it can be
assumed that c is non-negative (even that c is everywhere positive). Let us define the capacity function
gc on A as follows.

gc(a) :=

{
c(e) if a = ae is the stable arc of D associated with e ∈ Est

+∞ if a is a dummy arc of D.
(5)

Obviously
RD = {Z ⊆ V − t∗ : s∗ ∈ Z, δgc(Z) is finite}.

Theorem 3.5 immediately gives rise to the following.

THEOREM 4.1 For the correspondence described in Theorem 3.5 between the stable matchings M of
G and the non-trivial members Z of ring-set RD, one has

δgc(Z) = c̃(M).

This is a one-to-one correspondence between the c-cheapest stable matchings M of G and those non-trivial
members Z of ring-set RD which minimize δgc(Z). Consequently, finding a c-cheapest stable matching of
G can be done by computing an s∗t∗-cut of D with minimum gc-capacity, which is doable by a strongly
polynomial MFMC subroutine.

Corollary 4.2 The set of cheapest stable matchings if G is closed under the operations meet ∧ and join ∨,
and hence there exists a (unique) girl-best cheapest stable matching among all cheapest stable matchings
(which is the boy-worst cheapest matching). The cheapest stable matching provided by the algorithm
mentioned in Theorem 4.1 provides this girl-best cheapest stable matching.

Proof. As is well known, the shores of minimum capacity s∗t∗ cuts containing s∗ form a ring-set Rmin

(⊆ RD). This implies the first part of the corolary via Lemma 3.4. The MFMC algorithms of Edmonds
and Karp or the one by Dinits computes the unique smallest member of Rmin, from which the second
part also follows.

By applying Lemma 2.3 to ring-set R0 := RD, we obtain the following.

Corollary 4.3 Let R1 denote the set-system consisting of the δgc-minimizer members of ring-set RD

along with the trivial sets {∅, V }. Then R1 is a ring-set whose code can be computed in strongly polnomial
time. The correspondence in (4) provides a one-to-one correspondence between the members of lattice of
cheapest stable matchings and the non-trivial members of ring-set R1.
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A polyhedral description of the convex hull of stable matching was given by Rothblum [51]. This is
quite simple and uses only a small number of inequalitites. In this light, it is perhaps surprising that
the literature, to our best knowledge, does not know about a result which exhibit this polytope as a
member of integral polyhedra definied by circulations, tensions, submodular flows, L2-/M2-convex sets.
The following corollary shows that such an embedding does exist.

Corollary 4.4 The polytope of stable matchings of a bipartite preference system can be obtained as the
projection of a feasible tension polyhedron.

Proof. Consider the digraph D associated with G along with the ring-set RD. Recall that the non-trivial
members of RD are exactly those s∗t∗-sets, which are not left by any dummy arc and left by exactly n

stable arcs of D. Furthermore, such leaving arc-sets correspond to the stable matchings of G. Consider
the following polyhedron of feasible potentials. Let Π := {π : π(s∗) = 0, π(t∗) = 1, ∆π(e) ≤ 1 for every
stable arc and ∆π(e) ≤ 0 for every dummy arc}. Let ∆Π denote the set of potential-drops defined by the
members of Π. Then the vector 1 − χ(X) is in Π for every member X of RD, and conversely, for every
integer-valued (and hence (0, 1)-valued) element of Π, the set of 0-valued components is a member of RD.

Morover, by projecting ∆Π on the set of stable arcs of D, we obtain a polyhedron which is integral
(and hence its vertices are actually (0, 1)-valued) and its integral elements correspond to the edge-sets
leaving some members of RD, which members just correspond to the stable matchings of G.

Remark 4.1 It is not difficult to read out a min-max formula from Corollary 4.4 for the minimum cost of
a stable matching. By relying on the weighted version of the theorem of Dilworh, we develop in Section 8
(Corollary 8.9) a linear system of stable matchings which is TDI (along with an explicit min-max formula
for the maximum weight of a stable matching). It is important to emphasize that Rothblum [51] provided
an linear description of the polytope of stable matchings, which uses only O(|E|) linear inequality. In
addition, Király and Pap [41] proved that this linear description of Rothblum is actually TDI. It is an
interesting challenge to derive the TDI-ness of the Rothblum system from Corollary 4.4. •

4.1.1 Multiple cost-function

Suppose now that we are given not only a single cost function on the edge-set of G, but k: c1, . . . , ck. We
may assume that these are non-negative. In the multiple cost-function stable matching problem, we are
interested in finding a stable matching which is cheapest with respect to c1, within this, it is cheapest
with respect to c2, within this, it is cheapest with respect to c3, and so on. Similarly to the case k = 1,
this problem can also be managed with the help of network flows, as follows.

Consider again the digraph D = (V,A) associated with G in Section 3. Let gi denote the capacity
function on A assigned to ci in the way described in (5). Due to Corollary 2.4, we can compute an
s∗t∗-set Z which is not left by any dummy arc and for which δg1(Z) is minimum, within this δg2(Z) is
minimum and so on. By Theorem 4.1, the n stable arcs of D leaving Z correspond to a stable matching
of G which minimizes the multiple cost-function {c1, . . . , ck}.

In section 5, we will show how this multiple cost stable matching algorithm can be used to solve a
general fair matching problem.

4.1.2 Forbidden and forced edges

We show how the algorithm for computing a cheapest stable matching can be used for deciding whether
there is a stable matching which is disjoint from a specified subset F ⊆ Est of forbidden edges and
includes a specified subset N ⊆ Est of forced edges. We may assume that N is a matching and N∩F = ∅.
Thoughout, we shall refer to the not-forbidden stable edges as free edges.

To this end, define a cost-function c0 to be 0 on the forced edges, to be n+ 1 on the forbidden edges,
and to be 1 on the other edges. The expected stable matching M exists if and only if the minimal c0–cost
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of a stable matching of G is n − |N |. In addition, by applying the algorithm outlined above for finding
a minimum multiple cost stable matching, we can compute for a given cost-function c a minimum c-cost
stable matching M for which N ⊆ M ⊆ E − F .

By using a different approach, in Corollary 8.9 we shall provide a simple characterization for free subsets
of edges which include a stable matching.

4.2 Packing cheapest stable matchings

The one-to-one correspondence given in Lemma 3.4 between the stable matchings of a bipartite graph
G and stable s∗t∗-cuts of the associated digraph D can be used not only for finding a cheapest stable
matching but for finding ℓ disjoint cheapest stable matchings, as well.

Here the basic problem aims at finding a maximum number of disjoint stable matchings. Ganesh et al.
[30] developed a linear time algorithm for this packing problem, however, they did not consider whether
there is here a min-max formula.

Here we provide a solution to the problem of finding ℓ disjoint cheapest stable matchings. When ℓ = 1,
this is just the cheapest stable matching problem. When c ≡ 0, this is just the packing problem of stable
matchings.

THEOREM 4.5 Let c be a non-negative cost-function on the edge-set of bipartite graph G = (U,W ;E)
endowed with a preference system. The maximum number of disjoint c-cheapest stable matchings is equal
to the minimum cardinality of a blocker of c-cheapest stable matchings. There is a strongly polynomial two-
phase greedy algorithm for computing a largest set of disjoint c-cheapest stable matchings and a minimum
cardinality blocker of c-cheapest stable matchings.

Proof. Consider the correspondence described in Corollary 4.3 between cheapest stable matchings and
the non-trivial members of the ring-set R1 occurring in the corollary. Based on this, the min-max formula
in the theorem is an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.1 when it is applied to the special case h ≡ 1.
Furthermore, the algorithmic part of the theorem is a special case of the algorithm described in Section
2.1.1.

Remark 4.2 At first sight it may seem a bit surprising that the formal analogue of the min-max formula
in Theorem 4.5 concerning maximum packings of perfect matchings of a bipartite graph (without a
preference system) fails to hold. That is, it is not true that in a perfectly matchable bipartite graph the
maximum number of edge-disjoint perfect matchings is equal to the minimum number of edges blocking
all perfect matchings. To see this, consider the bipartite graph G consisting of three openly disjoint paths
of three edges connecting nodes s and t. This is an elementary bipartite graph (that is, every edge belongs
to a perfect matching) in which each perfect matching uses the middle edge of two of the three st-paths.
Therefore G has no two disjoint perfect matchings. On the other hand, for every edge e of G, there is a
perfect matching avoiding e, that is, the perfect matchings cannot be met by a single edge.

It should be noted that there is a good characterization for the existence of ℓ disjoint perfect matchings
of a bipartite graph (see, for example, Corollary 21.4c in the book of Schrijver [52]). •

By using Theorem 2.1 in its general form, Theorem 4.5 can be extended as follows. Let h be a non-
negative integer-valued function on the set of stable edges of G. Call a family of (not necessarily distinct)
stable matchings h-independent if every stable edge e belongs to at most h(e) stable matchings.

THEOREM 4.6 Let c be a cost-function and h ≥ 0 an integer-valued upper-bound function on the set of
stable edges of a bipartite graph G. The maximum number of h-independent c-cheapest stable matchings
is equal to the minimum total h-value of a set of stable edges intersecting all c-cheapest stable matchings.
In particular (when c ≡ 0), the maximum number of h-independent stable matchings is equal to

min{h̃(L) : L ⊆ Est, L intersects every stable matching}.
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Moreover, a maximum h-independent family of c-cheapest stable matchings and a set of edges of mini-
mum total h-value intersecting all cheapest stable matchings can be computed in strongly polynomial time
by a single application of Dijkstra’s algorithm.

5 Fair stable matchings

In the cheapest stable matching problem there was only a single cost-function and we wanted to minimize
the total cost of a stable matching. It is a natural requirement to find a stable matching which is fair or
egalitarian in some sense among the persons (the nodes of G). For example, one may want to minimize
the number of those persons who get in M their worst stable edge. To manage this problem, define a
cost-function c : Est → {0, 1, 2}, as follows.

c(e) :=





0 when e is not the worst stable edge at either of its end-nodes

1 when e is the worst stable edge at exactly one of its end-nodes

2 when e is the worst stable edge at both of its end-nodes.

(6)

For such a c, the cost of a stable matching is exactly the number of those persons who get their worst
incident stable edge. Therefore a minimum c-cost stable matching is one that minimizes the number of
persons who got their worst stable edge.

This fairness concept, however, is not appropriately sensitive because it does not take into consideration
preferences other than the worst ones, and there is indeed a rich literature concerning the various concepts
of fairness. These are discussed in the books of Gusfield and Irving [34] and of Manlove [45], and in more
recent papers of Cooper and Manlove [5, 6]. In what follows, we consider a more refined fairness concept
that seems to subsume previous polynomially solvable classes.

Let H := {1, . . . , h∗} where h∗ := 2|Est|. Suppose that at each person (that is, at each node v of G)
not only a strict preference list is specified for the edges ending at v but we assign a number h(v, e) ∈ H

to the ordered node-edge pairs (v, e) (where e ∈ M is an edge incident to v) in such a way that these
values at v are distinct and h(v, e) > h(v, f) if e is better (at v) than f . These values are different at a
given node v, but otherwise they may be equal. For example, it is allowed for a stable edge e = uw that
h(u, e) = h(w, e).

For a stable matching M , the M-level λM (v) of a node v ∈ V is defined by λM (v) := h(v, e) where
e is the element of M incident to v. For a value λ ∈ H, we call a stable edge e = uw λ-feasible if
h(u, e) ≥ λ and h(w, e) ≥ λ. We say that a stable matching is λ-feasible if it consists of λ-feasible edges,
or equivalently the M -level of each node is at least λ.

We call a stable matching M h-fair (from below) or just fair with respect to function h if the number
of nodes with M -level 1 is as small as possible, within this, the number of nodes with M -level 2 is as
small as possible, within this, the number of nodes with M -level 3 is as small as possible, and so on. Our
goal is to develop an algorithm for computing an h-fair stable matching.

We define iteratively a sequence λ1 < λ2 < · · · < λk of members of H and a sequence β1, β2, . . . , βk of
positive integers for which β1 + β2 + · · ·+ βk = 2n.

Let λ1 ∈ H be the largest value such that there is a stable matching M for which the M -level of every
node is at least λ1. Let SM1 denote the set of λ1-feasible stable matchings. Let β1 denote the minimum
number of nodes with M -level λ1, where the minimum is taken over all members M of SM1. If β1 = 2n,
that is, if the M -level of each node is µ1 for every M ∈ SM1, then, by letting k := 1, the iterative
sequence of definitions terminates. (In this case, every member M of SM1 consists of edges e = uw for
which h(e, u) = h(e, v) = λ1, and hence SM1 is the wanted set of h-fair stable matchings.) If β1 < 2n,
we define SM′

1 to be the set of those members M of SM1 for which the number of nodes with M -level
λ1 is β1.

Suppose now that λi−1, βi−1, SM
′
i−1 ⊂ SMi−1 have already been defined for a subscript i ≥ 2. Let

λi ∈ H (λi > λi−1) be the largest value such that there is a stable matching M ∈ SM′
i−1 for which the
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M -level of every node of G is either one of the values λ1, . . . , λi−1 or at least λi. Let SMi denote the
set of these stable matchings. Let βi denote the minimum number of nodes with M -level λi, where the
minimum is taken over all members M of SMi.

If β1 + β2 + · · · + βi = 2n, then, by letting k := i, the iterative sequence of definitions terminates. (In
this case, it holds for every member M of SMk that there are βi nodes of M -level µi for i = 1, . . . , k and
hence SMk is the wanted set of h-fair stable matchings.)

If β1 + β2 + · · · + βi < 2n, we define SM′
i to be the set of those members M of SMi for which the

number of nodes with M -level λi is βi.

The algorithm for computing an h-fair stable matching Our next goal is to show how the
parameters µi and βi introduced above can be computed for i = 1, . . . , k. Accordingly, the algorithm
consists of k stages, each divided into two halves.

In the first half of Stage 1, we compute λ1, as follows. With subsequent applications of the algorithm
outlined in Section 4.1.2, we check one-by-one for values λ := h∗, h∗ − 1, . . . whether there is a λ-feasible
stable matching M . Then λ1 is the first λ in this sequence for which a λ-feasible stable matching exists.

In the second half of Stage 1, we compute a member M of SM1 for which the number of nodes with
M -level λ1 is as small as possible. (This minimum number was denoted by β1.) To this end, define a
cost-function c1 on stable edges, as follows.

c1(e) :=





2 if h(e, v) = λ1 for both end-nodes v of e

1 if h(e, v) = λ1 for exactly one end-node v of e

0 otherwise.

(7)

Observe that the c1-cost of a member M of SM1 is the number of nodes with M -level λ1, and hence
β1 = min{c̃1(M) : M ∈ SM1}. Therefore, with the help of the multiple cost-function algorithm outlined
in Section 4.1.1, β1 can be computed. If β1 = 2n, then k = 1 and, as noted above at the definition of β1,
SM1 is the wanted set of h-fair stable matchings. If β1 < 2n, then the second half and hence the whole
Stage 1 halts, and the algorithm turns to subsequent stages, which are analogous to Stage 1.

For describing Stage i ≥ 2, suppose that the values λ1, . . . , λi−1 and the values β1, . . . , βi−i have already
been computed, as well as the families SM′

i−1 ⊆ SMi−1 of stable matchings. Similarly to Stage 1, we
can compute in the first half of Stage i the largest value λi ∈ H for which there is member M of SM′

i−1

such that the M -level of every node is either one of λ1, λ2, . . . , λi−1 or at least λi.
In the second half of Stage i, we compute a member M of SMi for which the number of nodes with

M -level λi is as small as possible. (This minimum number was denoted by βi.) To this end, define a
cost-function ci on stable edges, as follows.

ci(e) :=





2 if h(e, v) = λi for both end-nodes v of e

1 if h(e, v) = λi for exactly one end-node v of e

0 otherwise.

(8)

The ci-cost of a memberM of SMi is the number of nodes with M -level λi, and hence βi = min{c̃i(M) :
M ∈ SMi}. Therefore, with the help of the multiple cost-function algorithm outlined in Section 4.1.1, βi
can also be computed. If β1 + β2 + · · ·+ βi = 2n, then k = i and, SMk is the wanted set of h-fair stable
matchings. If β1 + β2 + · · ·+ βi < 2n, then the second half and hence the whole Stage i halts.

There will be a subscript i for which β1 + β2 + · · ·+ βi = 2n holds in Stage i, and this is the moment
when the whole algorithm terminates.

6 Optimal packing of st-cuts of a digraph

Our next goal is to solve the problem of finding ℓ disjoint stable matchings whose union is of minimum
cost for a given cost-function. This will be discussed only in the next section: here we work out the
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corresponding optimization problem in the digraph associated with the preference system on G.

6.1 Min-max formula and algorithm

Let D = (V,A) be a loopless digraph with source-node s ∈ V and sink-node t ∈ V , for which we suppose
that ̺(s) = δ(t) = 0. Let g : A → Z+ be an integer-valued capacity-function (allowing value +∞).
Throughout we assume that g is integer-valued but the presented approach can immediately be extended
to the case when g is rational-valued.

A non-negative function z : A → R+ is an st-flow (or just a flow), if ̺z(v) = δz(v) holds for every
node v ∈ V − {s, t}. The flow z is g-feasible, if z ≤ g. The amount of flow z is δz(s) (= ̺z(t)). We say
that an arc a ∈ A is g-finite if g(a) is finite, while an st-cut is g-finite (or just finite) if each of its arcs
is g-finite. (As before, st-cut is the set of arcs leaving an st-set Z ⊂ V .

Let ℓ be a positive integer, and suppose that there are ℓ arc-disjoint g-finite st-cuts, which is equivalent
to requiring that every st-path contains at least ℓ g-finite arcs. (This problem is nothing but a shortest
path problem.)

We call the union of ℓ arc-disjoint st-cuts an ℓ-cut. The g-capacity (or just the capacity or the
g-value) of an ℓ-cut L ⊆ A is g̃(L), that is, the sum of g-capacities of the st-cuts in L. The system of
st-sets Z1, . . . , Zℓ is arc-indpendent if the ℓ st-cuts defined by these sets are arc-disjoint.

The major problem of this section is finding and characterizing ℓ-cuts with minimum g-capacity. In
the special case ℓ = 1, This is answered by the MFMC theorem. For a min-max formula concerning the
general case ℓ ≥ 1, consider an integer-valued st-flow z, which may not be g-feasible. We call an arc a

overloaded if z(a) > g(a). The surplus of arc a ∈ A is:

ωz(a) := (z(a)− g(a))+,

where x+ := max{x, 0}. The surplus ω(z) of a flow z is the sum of the surpluses of its arcs, that is,

ω(z) :=
∑

[(z(a) − g(a))+ : a ∈ A].

THEOREM 6.1 Suppose that the digraph D = (V,A) admits a g-finite ℓ-cut (which is the union of ℓ
arc-disjoint g-finite st-cuts), or equivalently, every st-path has at least ℓ g-finite arcs. Then:

(A)

min{g̃(L) : L (⊆ A) an ℓ-cut} = (9)

max{ℓδz(s)− ω(z) : z an integer-valued st-flow}. (10)

Moreover, both a g̃-minimizer ℓ-cut L in (9) and an integral st-flow z maximizing (10) can be computed
in strongly polynomial time with the help of the min-cost flow algorithm of Ford and Fulkerson.

(B) An ℓ-cut L defined by arc-independent st-sets Z1, . . . , Zℓ is an optimal solution to (9) if and only
if there exists an integer-valued st-flow z for which the following optimality criteria hold for every arc
a ∈ A.





(O1) z(a) > g(a) ⇒ a ∈ L

(O2) z(a) < g(a) ⇒ a ∈ A− L

(O3) z(a) > 0 ⇒ a does not enter any Zi.

(11)

(C) The ℓ-cut minimizing (9) may be chosen in such a way that its defining ℓ arc-independent st-sets
form a chain.
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Proof. We start with the proof of Part (C).
For a system F of st-sets, let δ̃g(F) :=

∑
[δg(X) : X ∈ F ]. Consider an ℓ-cut minimizing (9) for which

the square-sum
∑

[|X|2 : X ∈ F ] of its defining arc-independent set-system F is minimum. We claim
that F is a chain.

Suppose indirectly that F has two members X and Y for which X − Y and Y − X are non-empty.
Then the modified set-system F ′ := F − {X,Y } ∪ {X ∩ Y,X ∪ Y } is also arc-independent, for which
δg(X) + δg(Y ) ≥ δg(X ∩ Y ) + δg(X ∪ Y ) implies that δ̃g(F) ≥ δ̃g(F

′) ≥ δ̃g(F), and hence δ̃g(F
′) = δ̃g(F)

follows that is, the ℓ-cut defined by F ′ is also a minimizer of (9), contradicting the assumption that the
square-sum of F is minimum.

We note that this simple direct proof helps understanding the structure of smallest ℓ-cuts but actually
we do not really need it since the algorithmic proof below for the min-max formula provides automatically
such a chain.

In order to prove (A), we consider first the easier direction max ≤ min. To this end, let L ⊆ A be
an ℓ-cut which is the set of arcs leaving one of the members Z1, . . . , Zℓ of an arc-independent system
of st-sets. Let Ai denote the set of arcs leaving Zi, that is, L is the union of the ℓ disjoint sets Ai.
Furthermore let z be an st-flow, and let A> := {a ∈ A : z(a) > g(a)} and A≤ := {a ∈ A : z(a) ≤ g(a)}.
Then





g̃(Ai) = g̃(Ai ∩A≤) + g̃(Ai ∩A>)

≥ z̃(Ai ∩A≤) + g̃(Ai ∩A>)

= z̃(Ai ∩A≤) + z̃(Ai ∩A>)− [z̃(Ai ∩A>)− g̃(Ai ∩A>)]

= z̃(Ai)− [z̃(Ai ∩A>)− g̃(Ai ∩A>)],

(12)

and here equality holds if and only if z̃(Ai ∩ A≤) = g̃(Ai ∩ A≤). From this estimation, we obtain the
following.





g̃(L) =
∑ℓ

i=1
g̃(Ai)

≥
∑ℓ

i=1 z̃(Ai)− [z̃(Ai ∩A>)− g̃(Ai ∩A>)]

≥
∑ℓ

i=1
z̃(Ai)− ω(z) =

∑ℓ
i=1

δz(Zi)− ω(z) = ℓδz(s)−
∑ℓ

i=1
̺z(Zi)− ω(z)

≥ ℓδz(s)− ω(z),

(13)

from which the inequality max ≤ min follows.

To prove the non-trivial inequality max ≥ min for (A) and statement (B), we derive first the following.

Claim 6.2 In the estimation (13), equality holds throughout if and only if each of the three optimality
criteria in (11) is met.

Proof. The first inequality in (13) holds with equality if and only if z̃(Ai ∩A≤) = g̃(Ai ∩ A≤) holds for
each i = 1, . . . , ℓ, that is, z(a) ≥ g(a) holds for each arc a leaving some Zi, and this is exactly Optimality
criterion (O2). The second inequality holds with equality if and only if every overloaded arc is in L, and
this is exactly Optimality criterion (O1). Finally, the third inequality holds with equality if and only if
z(a) = 0 holds for every arc a entering some Zi, and this is exactly Optimality criterion (O3).

Next, we construct an integer-valued st-flow z∗ along with an ℓ-cut L∗ for which the defining set-system
F∗ consisting of arc-independent st-sets Z1, . . . , Zℓ is a chain, and each inequality in the estimation (13)
is met by equality, and hence, by Claim 6.2, the optimality critera in (11) hold.

For each g-finite arc e ∈ A, add a parallel copy e′. Let A′ denote the set of these new arcs and let
A1 := A∪A′. Define the capacity-function g1 : A1 → Z+ and the cost-function c1 : A1 → {0, 1} as follows.

g1(e) :=

{
g(e) if e ∈ A

+∞ if e ∈ A′,
(14)
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c1(e) :=

{
1 if e ∈ A′

0 if e ∈ A.
(15)

Consider the classic Ford-Fulkerson algorithm [25] for computing a c1-cheapest g1-feasible integral st-
flow in digraph D1 := (V,A1). (See also the version of the algorihm outlined in pages 128-129 of the book
[27].) Recall that the cost-function c1 is (0, 1)-valued, and the capacity-function g1 is integer-valued.

At a given stage of the run of the algorithm, we have at hand a current integer-valued potential π ≥ 0
defined on V , for which π(s) = 0, along with a g1-feasible st-flow z : A1 → Z+ meeting the following
optimality criteria.

{
(F1) c1(e) > ∆π(e) ⇒ z(e) = 0

(F2) c1(e) < ∆π(e) ⇒ z(e) = g1(e),
(16)

where ∆π(e) := π(v)− π(u) for arc e = uv ∈ A1.
At the beginning, π ≡ 0 and z ≡ 0. In the procedure, two kinds of phases alternately follow each other:

π-augmenting and z-augmenting phases. In a π-augmenting phase, we increase the π-value of certain
nodes by 1, without changing the current flow z, in such a way that the optimality criteria continue to
hold, and the value of π(t) is increased by 1 at each π-augmenting step.

In a flow-augmenting phase the current potential π remains unchanged. This π and the current flow
z define an auxiliary digraph in a standard way. With the help of a shortest st-path in the auxiliary
digraph, we increase the flow-amount as much as possible. As Edmonds+Karp and Dinits proved, after
at most O(|V ||A|) such flow augmentations the flow-augmenting phase terminates and we turn to the
next potential augmenting phase.

The whole algorithm terminates when the current value of π(t) reaches ℓ. Let π1 denote this final
potential, while the current flow at this moment is denoted by z1. Recall that π1 and z1 meet the
Optimality criteria (16).

Let K denote the flow-amount of z1. Then z1 is a c1-cheapest flow in digraph D1 among the g1-feasible
flows of amount K. Note that π1 and z1 have been obtained after ℓ potential augmentations and ℓ + 1
maximum flow computations, that is, in strongly polynomial time.

If g(a) is finite and z1(a
′) ≥ 1, for an arc a ∈ A, then z1(a) = g(a), since if we had z1(a) ≤ g(a) − 1,

then decreasing z1(a
′) by 1 and increasing z1(a) by 1, we would obtain another flow of amount K whose

c1-cost would be smaller (by 1) than that of z1.
Define the function z∗ on arc-set A, as follows.

z∗(a) :=

{
z1(a) if g(a) = +∞

z1(a) + z1(a
′) if g(a) < +∞.

(17)

Then z∗ is a flow in D with flow-amount K.
Let Zi := {v ∈ V : π1(v) ≤ i− 1} (i = 1, . . . , ℓ). Then s ∈ Z1 ⊆ · · · ⊆ Zℓ ⊆ V − t form a chain F∗ of

sets. Let L∗ denote the set of arcs of D leaving the members of chain F∗.

Claim 6.3 The members of F∗ are arc-independent in D (that is, each arc a = uv ∈ A leaves at most
one member), in particular, the members of F∗ are distinct.

Proof. The arc-independence of F∗ is equivalent to requiring that ∆π1
(a) = π1(v)− π1(u) ≤ 1 for every

arc a = uv ∈ A. But this holds indeed since if g(a) = +∞, then z1(a) < +∞ = g(a) = g1(a), and by
(F2), we have π1(v) ≤ π1(u), that is, such an arc a cannot leave any Zi. If in turn g(a) < +∞, then
a′ ∈ A′ and hence z1(a

′) < +∞ = g1(a
′). By (F2), we have 1 = c1(a

′) ≥ ∆π1
(a′) = π1(v)− π1(u).

Claim 6.4 The ℓ-cut L∗ and the flow z∗ meet the optimality criteria (11) of the theorem.
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Proof. To prove (O1), suppose that z∗(a) > g(a) for some arc a = uv ∈ A. Then z1(a
′) ≥ 1, and hence,

by relying on (F1), we have 1 = c1(a
′) ≤ ∆π1

(a′) = π1(v) − π1(u). Therefore arc a does indeed leave
some Zi, that is, a is in L∗, and thus (O1) holds.

To prove (O2), assume that z∗(a) < g(a) holds for some arc a = uv ∈ A. Then (F2) implies that
0 = c1(a) ≥ ∆π1

(a) = π1(v) − π1(u), that is, arc a does not leave any Zi, showing that a is in A − L∗,
and hence (O2) holds.

To prove (O3), assume that z∗(a) (= z1(a)) > 0. holds for some arc a ∈ uvA. Then (F1) implies
0 = c1(a) ≤ ∆π1

(a) = π1(v)−π1(u), that is, π1(v) ≥ π1(u), and hence a cannot enter any set Zi, implying
that (O3) holds.

Summing up, we proved that the Ford+Fulkerson algorithm for computing a cheapest feasible flow
costructs an ℓ-cut L∗ and an integral st-flow z∗ which meet the optimality criteria (11), proving in this
way the non-trivial inequality max ≥ min.

In addition, when the strongly polynomial maximum flow algorithm of Edmonds+Karp or Dinits is
used as a subroutine, the Ford+Fulkerson algorithm is strongly polynomial since the cost-function in
question is (0, 1)-valued.

6.2 Packing st-cuts defined by a ring-set

Theorem 6.1 has a self-refining nature in the sense that it easily implies the following extension. Let R
be a ring-set containing ∅ and V whose non-trivial members are st-sets. We assume that R is described
by its code-digraph a DR = (V,AR) where uv is an arc of the code-digraph if u ∈ V − t and uv does
not leave any member of R, or equivalently, node v is in the (unique) minimal member of R containing
u. We call a g-finite st-cut of D R-compatible if its out-shore is a member of R, while a g-finite arc-set
L ⊆ A is an R-compatible ℓ-cut if it is the disjoint union of ℓ R-compatible st-cuts. We are interested
in finding an R-compatible ℓ-cut L for which g̃(L) is minimum.

To manage this problem, extend function g (originally defined on the arc-set of D) to the code-arcs of
R by defining it +∞ on each code-arc. Let D+ = (V,A+) denote the digraph obtained from D by adding
each code-arc. Then every st-set which is not in R admits a leaving arc with capacity +∞.

By applying Theorem 6.1 to D+, we obtain the following min-max formula.

Corollary 6.5 Let D = (V,A) be digraph endowed with a non-negative, integer-valued function g on A.
Let R be a ring-set (given by its code-digraph) containing ∅ and V whose non-trivial members are st-sets.
Let D+ denote the digraph obtained from D by adding the arcs of the code-digraph of R. We assume that
D has a g-finite R-compatible ℓ-cut. Then

min{g̃(L) : L (⊆ A) an R-compatible ℓ-cut} = (18)

max{ℓδz(s)− ω(z) : z an integer-valued st-flow in D+}. (19)

Moreover, both a g̃-minimizer ℓ-cut L in (18) and an integral st-flow z maximizing (19) can be computed
in strongly polynomial time with the help of the min-cost flow algorithm of Ford and Fulkerson.

7 Packing and covering problems of stable matchings

7.1 Disjoint stable matchings with minimum total cost

Theorem 4.5 provided an answer to the problem of finding ℓ disjoint minimum c-cost stable matchings.
As a natural generalization, one may be interested in finding ℓ disjoint stable matchings for which the
c-cost of their union is minimum with repsect to a rational cost-function c. We may assume that c is
non-negative, and that c is actually integer-valued.
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THEOREM 7.1 Assume that the bipartite graph G has ℓ disjoint stable matchings. With the help of a
min-cost flow algorithm (as described in Section 4), it is possible to compute ℓ disjoint stable matchings
whose union has minimum c-cost.

Proof. Consider the digraph D (with source-node s∗ and sink-node t∗) associated with the preference
system on G in Section 3, as well as the function gc on A associated with the cost-function c on the set of
stable edges of G. Recall the definition of ring-set RD and Corollary 2.4 which established a one-to one
correspondence between the stable matchings of G and the RD-compatible s∗t∗-cuts of D.

In this correspondence, the c-cost of a stable matching was equal to the gc-capacity of the corresponding
RD-compatible s∗t∗-cut of D. Based on this, Section 4 described how a minimum c-cost stable matching
can be computed by an MFMC algorithm that computes a minimum gc-capacity RD-compatible s∗t∗-cut
of D.

Exactly the same correspondence shows that the problem of finding ℓ disjoint stable matchings whose
union is of minimum c-cost can be solved by computing ℓ disjoint RD-compatible s∗t∗-cuts of D for which
the gc-value of their union is minimum. But such an algorithm was described in Section 6.2.

7.2 Maximum weight union of stable matchings

Suppose now that w is a non-negative integer-valued function on Est and we are interested in finding ℓ not
necessarily disjoint stable matchings of a preference system on G = (U,W ;E) whose union is of maximum
w-weight. Since each stable matching has the same cardinality, the version of this problem when the ℓ

stable matchings are required to be disjoint, is equivalent to the cheapest packing problem discussed in
Section 7.1. Also, we may actually assume that the weight-function w is actually strictly positive.

To manage the general case when disjointness is not expected, we introduce the operation of adding a
parallel edge to the preference system. For a stable edge e of G, let e′ be a new edge which is parallel to
e. We define e to be girl-better and boy-worse than e′, while the preference relations of e′ to other edges
in E − e is the same as the ones of e. (That is, if e is, for example, girl-better than f , then e′ is also
girl-better than f).

Let G′ = (U,W ;E′) denote the bipartite graph arising from G by adding ℓ− 1 edges parallel to e for
each stable edge e of G. Define a weight-function w′ on E′ by letting w′(e) := w(e) for each original stable
edge and w′(e′) := 0 for a new edge e′.

Lemma 7.2 The maximum w-weight of the union of ℓ (not necessarily disjoint) stable matchings of G
is equal to the maximum w′-weight of the union of ℓ disjoint stable matchings of G′.

Proof. Consider first ℓ disjoint stable matchings M ′
1, . . . ,M

′
ℓ of G′ whose union L′ has maximum w′-

weight. Let Mi denote the stable matching of G corresponding to M ′
i and let L denote the union of these

Mi’s. Since w is strictly positive, it follows that if a parallel copy e′ of a stable edge e is in M ′
i , then e is

in M ′
i . Therefore L is the union of ℓ stable matchings of G for which w̃(L) = w̃′(L′).

Second, let L be the union of stable matchings M1,M2, . . . ,Mℓ of G. These determine ℓ disjoint stable
matchings M ′

1,M
′
2, . . . ,M

′
ℓ of G

′ with union L′ for which w̃′(L′) = w̃(L), from which the claim follows .

By Lemma 7.2, the algorithmic approach formulated in Theorem 7.1 can be used to compute ℓ stable
matchings of G whose union is of maximum w-cost.

8 Posets and stable matchings

In Section 3, we described a ring-set RD on a digraph D which encoded the set of stable matchings. Here
we show that there is a poset on the set Est of stable edges of G which directly captures the main structural
properties of stable matchings. With this link, we can apply theorems (and algorithms) concerning posets,
such as the ones of Dilworth, Mirsky, and Greene+Kleitman.
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Throughout this section P = (S,≺) is a poset on an n-element ground-set S. Recall that Dilworth’s
theorem [10] stated that the maximum cardinality α := α(P ) of an antichain of P is equal to the minimum
number of chains covering S. A maximum cardinality antichain is called a Dilworth-antichain or, in
short, a D-antichain.

Let C := {C1, . . . , Cα} be a smallest partition of S into chains ensured by Dilworth’s theorem. Clearly,
a D-antichain contains exactly one element from each Ci. For two D-antichains A1 and A2, their join
A1∨A2 (meet A1∧A2) consists of the largest (smallest) elements of A1∪A2. It is well-known that these
are D-antichains for which an element of Ci ∩ A1 ∩ A2 belongs to both the join and the meet, while if
Ci contains two distinct elements of A1 ∪ A2, then the larger one is in A1 ∨ A2 and the smaller one is in
A1 ∧A2. This implies that there is a unique lowest and a unique highest D-antichain of P .

Mirsky’s theorem (sometimes called the polar-Dilworth theorem) states the maximum cardinality γ1
of a chain is equal to the minimum number of antichains covering S. The theorem of Greene+Kleitman
[31] is a min-max formula for the maximum cardinality of the union of ℓ antichains (see Theorem 8.11
below). In the special case ℓ = 1, this gives back Dilworth, while in the special case ℓ = γ1, this gives
back Mirsky.

It should also be emphasised that Mirsky’s theorem has a simple algorithmic proof (based on a two-
phase greedy algorithm: see below). Dilworth’ theorem also has an elegant algorithmic proof (due to
Fulkerson [28]) which is based on a reduction to Kőnig’s min-max theorem on maximum matchings. We
note that the D-antichain obtained by this algorithm is the unique lowest (or highest) D-antichain. For the
Greene+Kleitman theorem, Frank [26] provided an algorihmic proof based on the min-cost flow algorithm
of Ford and Fulkerson [25].

8.1 D-antichain-extendible posets

We call a poset D-antichain-extendible if every maximal antichain is a D-antichain, or equivalently,
every antichain can be extended to a D-antichain.

Lemma 8.1 An antichain A of a poset P = (S,�) can be extended to a D-antichain if and only if every
subset of A with at most two uncomparable elements can be extended. A poset is D-antichain-extendible
if and only if every antichain with at most two elements can be extended to a D-antichain.

Proof. The second half immediately follows from the first. The necessity of the condition of the first part
is immediate. To prove the sufficiency, we may assume that |A| ≥ 3 and every proper subset of A can be
extended to a D-antichain. Let α denote the cardinality of a D-antichain and {C1, . . . , Cα} a partition of
S into chains. For i = 1, 2, 3, let ai denote the single element of A ∩ Ci.

By the assumption, A− ai can be extended to a D-antichain A′
i for each i = 1, 2, 3. If ai ∈ A′

i for some
i = 1, 2, 3, then we are done, so suppose that this is not the case. Let bi denote the single element of
Ci ∩A′

i.
As bi is comparable with ai for each i = 1, 2, 3, there are two among these subscripts, say i = 1, 2, for

which the order relation between a1 and b1 is the same as the one between a2 and b2. So we may assume
that a1 ≺ b1 and a2 ≺ b2. But then the meet A′

1 ∧A′
2 is a D-antichain including the whole A.

Consider again the bipartite graph G = (U,W ;E) endowed with a preference system on its edge-set,
and define the G-induced poset PG := (Est,�), as follows. For two distinct (though not necessarily
incident) stable edges e and f of G, we say that e is larger than f in PG, in notation, e ≻ f if f is (strictly)
girl-better than that edge in Me which is incident to f in W , where Me is the girl-best stable matching
containing e. (In particular, if a stable edge f (6= e) is girl-better than e, then e ≻ f .) Observe that if
e ≻ f , then, for any stable matching M containing e, f is (strictly) girl-better than that edge in M which
is incident to f in W .

Lemma 8.2 The relation � on the elements of Est is transitive and antisymmetric, that is, PG is a poset.
Moreover, PG is D-antichain-extendible.
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Proof. Lemma 3.4 implies the following.

Claim 8.3 For distinct stable edges e and f of G, e ≻ f holds if and only if the head of the stable arc af
of D (associated with f) belongs to L(Me).

The claim immediately implies the first part of the lemma.

Claim 8.4 Two distinct stable edges e and f are uncomparable in PG if and only if there is a stable
matching containing both.

Proof. Suppose first that e and f are comparable, say e ≻ f . If, indirectly, there were a stable matching
N containing both e and f , then Me ∧ N (consisting of the girl-best elements of Me ∪ N) would be a
stable matching containing e which is girl-better than Me contradicting the definition of Me.

Suppose now that no stable matching contains both e and f , in particular e 6∈ Mf and f 6∈ Me, and
indirectly e and f are not comparable in PG. Then the head of arc af is not in L(Me), from which the
tail of af is not in L(Me) either, and analogously, neither the head nor the tail of ae is in L(Mf ). But
then Me ∨Mf is a stable matching containing both e and f .

By applying Lemma 8.1 to poset PG, we obtain that PG is indeed D-antichain-extendible.

Remark 8.1 We note that a fundamental tool of the book of Gusfield and Irving [34] to manage struc-
tural and optimization problems of stable matchings is a certain poset Π(M) associated with a bipartite
preference system. For example, their Theorem 3.4.2 characterizes matchings of G which can be extended
to a stable matchings. It should, however, be emphasized that their poset is different from the present
PG since the ground-set of Π(M) is the set of rotations while the ground-set of PG is Est. •

Remark 8.2 It should be emphasised that the above concept of induced poset can be extended to stable
b-matchings and even to matroid kernels, implying that the solutions of the optimization problems discused
in the rest of this section can be extended to those concerning matroid kernels. These will be worked out
in a forthcoming paper [23]. •

We call a subset K of stable edges anti-stable if no two elements of K belong to the same stable
matching. (In the literature, an anti-blocker of a set-system F is a subset of the ground-set that intersects
each member of F in at most one element. Therefore, K ⊂ Est is anti-stable precisely if it is an anti-
blocker of the set of stable matchings). Claim 8.4 shows that a set K ⊆ Est is anti-stable if and only if
K is a chain of poset PG, which is equivalent to requiring that the stable matchings Me (e ∈ K) form a
chain in the distributive lattice of stable matchings.

8.2 Dilworth and Mirsky

In this section we discuss algorithmic aproaches to the weighted versions of theorems of Mirsky and
Dilworth.

8.2.1 Weighted Mirsky

The theorem of Mirsky immediately implies its weighted version (see, Theorem 14.3 in the book of
Schrijver [52] or Theorem 2.4.30 in [27]), which is as follows.

THEOREM 8.5 (weighted Mirsky) Given a non-negative integer-valued function f on the ground-
set S of a poset P , the minimum number of antichains covering f is equal to the maximum f -value of a
chain. The optimal f -covering family of antichains can be chosen in such a way that the number of distinct
antichains is at most |S|. There is a two-phase greedy algorithm (see, [27] Page 102) which computes
such a minimum family of antichains in the first phase and a chain with maximum total f -value in the
second. When P is D-antichain-extendible, the f -covering antichains may be chosen D-antichains.
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For completeness, we outline the two-phase greedy algorithm cited in the theorem. The first phase
computes an f -covering family A of antichains that contains at most n distinct antichains. Let f0 := f .
In Step i (i = 1, 2, . . . ), define Ai to be the set of minimal fi−1-positive elements of P . Let µi :=
min{fi−1(s) : s ∈ Ai}, and define fi by

fi(s) :=

{
fi−1(s)− µi if s ∈ Ai

fi−1(s) if s ∈ S −Ai.
(20)

Phase 1 terminates when the current weight-function becomes identically zero. Obviously, the sets
A1, . . . , Ak defined in Phase 1 are antichains. Let the family A consist of µi members of Ai (i = 1, . . . , k).
Then A consists

∑
µi antichains and each element s of P belongs to exactly f(s) members of A.

In Phase 2, we proceed backward on the antichains Ak, Ak−1, . . . , A1. Select first an arbitrary element
p1 of Ak. Let i be the largest subscript for which Ai dos not contain p1 (if there is any). Since p1 is not in
Ai but it is in Ai+1, there is an element p2 of Ai which is smaller than p1. Continuing in this way, we are
building a chain C = {p1, . . . , pt} until the construction cannot be continued since pt is in A1. It follows
that f̃(C) =

∑
[µi : i = 1, . . . , k] = |A|.

By applying Theorem 8.5 to the poset PG, we get the following.

Corollary 8.6 The minimum number of stable matchings of a bipartite preference system covering a
non-negative integer-valued function f on Est is equal to the maximum total f -value of an anti-stable
set of edges. In particular, the minimum number of stable matchings covering all stable edges is equal
to the maximum cardinality of an anti-stable set. Furthermore, with the help of the two-phase greedy
algorithm concerning the weighted Mirsky problem, both a minimum family of stable matchings covering
f (which contains at most |Est| distinct members) and an anti-stable set with maximum total f -value can
be computed in strongly polynomial time.

8.2.2 Weighted Dilworth

Let P = (S,�) be a poset. It is well-known (and follows from Dilworth’s theorem) that the graph defined
by P (in which uv is an edge if u and v are comparable) is perfect. The first part of the next proposition
follows follows from Theorem 5 of the paper [43] while the second part is a consequence of Theorem 4 of
the paper [4] of Cook, Fonlupt, and Schrijver.

Proposition 8.7 The polytope of antichains of a poset P = (S,�) is described by the following linear
system.

{x ∈ R+
S : x̃(C) ≤ 1 for every (maximal) chain C of P}.

Moreover, this system is TDI and admits the integer Caratheodory property.

We say that a family C of chains covers a non-negative weight-function w : S → Z+ if every element
s ∈ S occurs in at least w(s) members of C. The following theorem is a direct consequence of Proposition
8.7, where Part (A) is nothing but the weighted extension of Dilworth’s theorem (see, for example,
Theorem 14.3 in [52]).

THEOREM 8.8 (A) (weighted Dilworth) Given a non-negative integer-valued function w on the
ground-set of a poset P = (S,�), the maximum w-weight of an antichain of P is equal to the minimum
number of chains covering w. If P is D-antichain-extendible, then the maximum w-weight antichain may
be chosen to be a D-antichain.
(B) The minimizer w-covering family of chains can be chosen in such a way that the number of distinct
chains is at most |S|.
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Part (A) follows easily from the original theorem of Dilworth if we replace each element s ∈ S by w(s)
elements which form an antichain and the new elements have the same relationship to other elements as
s has. This approach, however, does not provide a polynomial time algorithm for computing a maximum
w-weight antichain (the primal problem) and a minimum cover of w by chains (the dual problem).

By applying Proposition 8.7 and Theorem 8.8 to poset PG, we get the following.

Corollary 8.9 Consider a preference system on a bipartite graph G = (U,W ;E) in which each stable
matching is a perfect matching. A linear system describing the polytope of stable matchings is as follows.

{x ∈ R+
Est : x̃(Est) = |U | and x̃(A) ≤ 1 for every (maximal) anti-stable set A ⊆ Est}.

This system is TDI. For a non-negative integer-valued weight-function w on Est, the maximum w-weight
of a stable matching of a preference system defined on G is equal to the minimum number of anti-stable
sets covering w. The smallest w-covering family of anti-stable sets can be chosen in such a way that it
contains at most |Est| distinct anti-stable sets. In particular, a given set H of stable edges includes a
stable matching if and only if H cannot be covered by less than |W | anti-stable sets.

Remark 8.3 As we already indicated in Remark 4.1, Rothblum [51] provided an linear description of
the polytope of stable matchings, which uses only O(|E|) linear inequality, and this system was shown
to be TDI by Király and Pap [41]. It is an interesting challenge to derive the TDI-ness of the Rothblum
system from Corollary 8.9. •

Our goal is to provide a constructive proof of Part (A) of Theorem 8.8 by describing a strongly
polynomial algorithm that solves both the primal and the dual problem. The algorithm proves Part (B)
only in a slighty weaker form by providing an optimal family of chains containing at most 4n distinct
chains. (From a theoretical point of view it might be interesting to prove algorithmically (B) but in
stable matching applications this is not a central issue.)

The approach may be viewed as a weighted extension of Fulkerson’s [28] elegant proof for the Dilworth
theorem, which is based on a reduction to Kőnig’s theorem.

Let b : V → Z+ be a non-negative integer-valued function on the node-set of a bipartite graph. A
function z : E → Z+ is called a b-matching if dz(v) ≤ b(v) holds for every node v of G. (Note that z may
have components larger than 1.) We need the following extension of Kőnig’s theorem (see, for example,
Theorem 21.1 in the book [52] of Schrijver in its special case w ≡ 1.)

Lemma 8.10 Let G = (V,E) be a bipartite graph and b : V → Z+ a function on its node-set. Then

max{z̃(E) : z a b-matching of G} =

min{b̃(L) : L ⊆ V a covering of E}.

The optimal b-matching can be chosen in such a way that the set of z-positive edges forms a forest, and
hence it consists of at most |V | − 1 edges.

Proof. The min-max formula follows immediately from the linear programming duality theorem and
from the fact that the node-edge-incidence matrix of a bipartite graph is totally unimodular.

To see the second part of the lemma, let z be an optimal b-matching and suppose that there is a circuit
C = {e1, ek, . . . , e2k} consisting of z-positive edges. Let α denote the minimum of these z-values, and
suppose that this minimum is attained on edge e1.

Decrease the z-values on the edges of C with odd subscript by α and increase the z-values on edges
with even subscript by α. Let z′ denote the modified vector. Then z′ is also an optimal b-matching for
which the number of z′-positive edges is smaller than the number of z-positive edges.

It is also a well-known fact that both a largest b-matching and a minimum b-weight covering of the
edge-set can be computed in strongly polynomial time by applying a standard MFMC algorithm.
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Let’s turn to the algorithmic proof of the non-trivial direction max ≥ min of the min-max formula in
Theorem az 8.8. We may assume that w is strictly positive since if w(s) = 0 for some element s ∈ S, then
the removal of s from P affects neither the maximum weight of antichains nor a family of chains covering
w.

We assign a bipartite graph GP = (S′, S′′;EP ) to poset P = (S,�), where S′ and S′′ are disjoint copies
of S, and u′v′′ is an edge if u ≻ v. Apply Lemma 8.10 to the function b defined on the node-set of GP

where
b(s′) := b(s′′) := w(s) (s ∈ S).

Let L0 (⊆ S′ ∪ S′′) be a minimum b-value covering of the edge-set of GP , and let z0 an optimal
b-matching of GP , for which the set of z0-positive edges form a forest. Then the number of z0-positive
edges is at most 2n. By Lemma 8.10, we have

b̃(L0) = z̃0(EP ).

Since w (and hence b, as well) is strictly positive, the set L0 is an inclusionwise minimal covering of
EP . It is not possible for an element s ∈ S that both s′ and s′′ belong to L0. Indeed, if s′ ∈ L0, then
it follows from the minimlity of L0 that there is an element t1 ∈ S for which s ≻ t1 and t′′1 6∈ L0, and
analogously, if s′′ ∈ L0, then there is en element t2 ∈ S for which t2 ≻ s and t′′2 6∈ L0. But then t2 ≻ t1,
and hence t′2t

′′
1 is also an edge of GP , which is not covered by L0. Therefore it is indeed not possible that

both s′ and s′′ are in L0.
Let A∗ := {s ∈ S : s′, s′′ 6∈ L0}. Then A∗ is an antichain of P for which

w̃(A∗) = w̃(S)− b̃(L0) = w̃(S)− z̃0(EP ). (21)

Consider the acyclic digraph DP = (VP , AP ) where VP := S ∪ {s, t} and

AP := {uv : u, v ∈ S, u ≻ v} ∪ {sv : v ∈ S} ∪ {vt : v ∈ S}.

Define function z∗ : AP → Z+ as follows,

z∗(uv) := z0(u
′v′′) if u, v ∈ S and u ≻ v,

z∗(sv) := w(v) − dz0(v
′′) if v ∈ S,

z∗(vt) := w(v) − dz0(v
′) if v ∈ S.

It can easily be seen that z∗ forms an st-flow which is positive on at most 4n arcs. By (21), the
flow-amount of z∗ is

δz∗(s) =
∑

v∈S

[w(v) − dz0(v
′)] = w̃(S)− z̃0(EP ) = w̃(A∗). (22)

It is a well-known property of flows that an arbitrary non-negative integer-valued flow z which is positive
on ℓ arcs can be produced in a greedy way as the sum of at most ℓ path-flows (where a path-flow is a
constant integer along an st-path and 0 otherwise).

Therefore z∗ can be obtained as the sum of at most 4n path-flows. Since ̺z∗(v) = w(v) = δz∗(v) holds
for every node v ∈ S of digraph DP , by restricting these path-flows to S, we obtain a family of chains of
P covering w and consisting of δz∗(s) chains, in which the number of distinct chains is at most 4n.
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8.3 The theorem of Greene+Kleitman

A fundamental theorem of Greene+Kleitman [31] provided a profound extension of Dilworth’ theorem by
formulating and proving an elegant min-max formula for the maximum cardinality αℓ of the union of ℓ
antichains. For a convenient and concise optimality criterion, the concept of orthogonality was introduced
in [26]. A family A of disjoint antichains and a family C of disjoint chains are called orthogonal if
S = (∪A) ∪ (∪C) and each member of A intersects (in one element) each member of C.

THEOREM 8.11 (Greene+Kleitman) In a poset P = (S,�), the maximum cardinality αℓ of the
union of ℓ antichains is equal to the minimum of

ℓ|C|+ |S −∪C|

where the minimum is taken over all families C of disjoint chains. A family Aℓ of ℓ disjoint antichains
has a maximum cardinality union if and only if there exists a family of disjoint chains orthogonal to Aℓ.

In the paper of Frank [26] (see also Section 3.6.2 of book [27]), a strongly polynomial algorithm, based
on the min-cost flow algorithm of Ford and Fulkerson, was described to compute a family Aℓ of ℓ antichains
whose union has a maximum number of elements, along with a family of chains which is orthogonal to
Aℓ. The theorem of Greene+Kleitman immediately implies the following.

Corollary 8.12 In a poset P = (S,�), the maximum number of disjoint D-antichains is equal to the
minimum number of elements intersecting all D-antichains.

The algorithm in [26], when specialized to this case, computes in strongly polynomial time both the
largest set of disjoint D-antichains and the smallest set of elements intersecting all D-antichains.

In a D-antichain-extendible poset, the maximum cardinality of the union of ℓ antichains is the same
as the maximum cardinality of the union of ℓ D-antichains, and therefore Theorem 8.11 provides a min-
max theorem for this case. Note, however, that the ℓ antichains in Theorem 8.11 with a largest union
can trivially be chosen to be pairwise disjoint, while in the case of the D-antichain packing problem,
this cannot be an expectation. Therefore, it is useful to extend the concept of orthogonality to the case
when the family of antichains may have non-disjoint members, as follows. A family A of (not necessarily
disjoint) antichains and a family C of disjoint chains are orthogonal if





S = (∪A) ∪ (∪C),

each member of A intersects (in one element) each member of C,

the members of A, when restricted to ∪C, are disjoint.

With this notion, Theorem 8.11 transforms into the following.

THEOREM 8.13 In a D-antichain-extendible poset P = (S,�), the maximum cardinality αℓ of the
union of ℓ D-antichains is equal to the minimum of

ℓ|C|+ |S −∪C|

where the minimum is taken over all families C of disjoint chains. A family Aℓ of ℓ disjoint D-antichains
has a maximum cardinality union (that is, | ∪ Aℓ| = αℓ) if and only if there exists a system of disjoint
chains orthogonal to Aℓ.
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Let G = (U,W ;E) be a bipartite graph endowed with a preference system. Let Mℓ be a family of ℓ
not necessarily disjoint stable matchings, and let K be a system of disjoint anti-stable sets. We say that
Mℓ and K are orthogonal if





Est = ∪Mℓ ∪ ∪K,

each member of Mℓ intersects (in one element) each member of K,

the members of Mℓ, when restricted to ∪K, are disjoint.

By applying Theorem 8.13 to the G-induced poset PG, we obtain the following.

Corollary 8.14 Given a preference system on a bipartite graph G, the maximum cardinality of the union
of ℓ (non-necessarily disjoint) stable matchings is equal to the minimum of

ℓ|K|+ |Est − ∪K| (23)

where K is a system of disjoint anti-stable sets. A family Mℓ of ℓ stable matchings has a union with
maximum cardinality if and only if there is a system of disjoint anti-stable sets which is orthogonal to
Mℓ.

In Section 7.2, we described an algorithm for the weigthed extension of this last problem when, given a
weight-function w, we wanted to find ℓ (non-necessarily disjoint) stable matchings for which the w-weight
of their union is maximum.

8.4 An algorithm for packing D-antichains

Corollary 8.6 provided a min-max formula for the minimum number of matchings covering a lower-bound
function f . Its proof relied on a two-phase greedy algorithm concerning the weighted Mirsky’s theorem.
In this section, we investigate the packing counter-part of this problem when for a given upper-bound
function h we want to find a maximum number of stable matchings such that each edge e belongs to at
most h(e) of them.

Let P = (S,�) be again a poset and let h : S → Z+ be non-negative integer-valued upper-bound
function. Let α := αP denote the cardinality of a D-antichain, while D := DP is the set of D-antichains
of P . We say that a family of D-antichains is h-independent if every element s ∈ S belongs to at most
h(s) members of the family. A subset B ⊆ S blocks (or is a blocker of) D if it intersects all members of
D. For example, (by Dilworth’s theorem) any chain in a smallest chain-decomposition of P is a blocker
of D. It should, however, be noted that there exists a D-antichain-extendible poset in which no smallest
blocker of D-antichains is a chain.

THEOREM 8.15 Given a non-negative integer-valued function h on the ground-set S of a poset P , the
maximum cardinality of an h-independent family of D-antichains is equal to the minimum h-value of a
blocker B ⊆ S of D-antichains. A largest h-independent family of antichains can be chosen in such a way
that the number of distinct antichains is at most |S|.

We remark that the theorem for h ≡ 1 is a special case (or consequence) of Theorem 8.11 of Greene
and Kleitman. For general h, the min-max formula follows from this if we replace each element s ∈ S by
a chain of h(s) new elements. Since this approach is not polynomial in h, we show how the algorithm
described in the proof of Theorem 2.1 can be used.

Algorithmic proof of Theorem 8.15. Let {C1, C2, . . . , Cα} be a Dilworth decomposition of P into
chains where α denotes the cardinality of the largest antichain of P . Define a digraph D = (V,A) in
which s∗, t∗ ∈ V and D consists of α openly disjoint s∗t∗-paths P1, . . . , Pα. Here Pi has |Ci| arcs and the
arcs of Pi correspond to the elements of Ci in such a way the an arc e of Pi precedes another arc f of Pi
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if the element of Ci corresponding to e is larger than the element of Ci corresponding f . Let h(e) be the
h-value of the element of the poset corresponding to e.

For a D-antichain A′, we associate with A′ the set of nodes of D which precede the α arcs of D

corresponding to the elements of A′. (In particular, this means the singleton {s∗} is associated with the
unique highest D-antichain of P , while the set V − t∗ is associated with the lowest D-antichain.)

The system of subsets of V associated with the D-antichains of P form a ring-set R0. By applying
Theorem 2.1 and its algorithmic proof to this special digraph and ring-set, we obtain Theorem 8.15 as
well as an algorithm to compute a largest family F of h-independent D-antichains of poset P along with
a blocker B of D-antichains for which h̃(B) is minimum (that is, |F| = h̃(B)).

Remark 8.4 Suppose that in Theorem 8.15 we are also given a non-negative integer-valued weight-
function w on S. It is an easy exercise to prove that not only the D-antichains are closed under the
meet and join operations, but the maximum w-weight D-antichains as well. Therefore the algorithmic
proof of Theorem 8.15 outlined above can be easily extended to one that computes a largest family of
h-independent maximum w-weight antichains along with a blocker B of maximum w-weight D-antichains
for which h̃(B) is minimum.

When we specialize this to the G-induced poset PG, we obtain a min-max formula for the maximum
number of h-independent maximum w-weight stable matchings, and this result is just equivalent to
Theorem 4.6. •

In the special case h ≡ 1 of Theorem 8.15, we are back at Corollary 3.6. We emphasize, however, that
Theorem 8.15 can be applied to matroid kernels as well [23].

8.4.1 Weighted Greene+Kleitman

Let w : S → Z+ be a weight-function. For a w-independent family C of chains, we say that an element
s ∈ S is unsaturated if it is contained in less than w(s) members of C. For s ∈ S, let

σC(s) := w(s)− |{C ∈ C : ∫ ∈ C}|

By a standard element-multiplication technique, the Greene+Kleitman theorem immediately implies its
weighted extension.

THEOREM 8.16 Let w be a non-negative integer-valued weight-function on the ground-set of poset
P = (S,�). The maximum w-weight αℓ(w) of the union of ℓ antichains is equal to the minimum of

ℓ|C|+
∑

s∈S

σC(s)

where the minimum is taken over all w-independent families C of chains. The minimizer family C can be
chosen in such a way that the number of its distinct members is at most |S|. A family Aℓ of ℓ disjoint
antichains has a maximum w-weight union if and only if there exists a w-independent family C of chains
which is orthogonal to Aℓ in the sense that (A) ∪Aℓ contains each element unsaturated by C and (B)
each member of A intersects (in one element) each member of C.

8.4.2 Disjoint D-antichains with cheapest union

For an application in a subsequent work [23], we show how the approach in Corollary 6.5 can be applied
to constructing ℓ disjoint D-antichains of a poset P = (S,�) endowed with a cost-function c : S → Z+

for which the c-cost of their union is minimum.
Let α denote the cardinality of a D-antichain. By Dilworth, there is a partition {C1, . . . , Cα} of S

into α chains. Let D be a digraph consisting of α openly disjoint st-paths, where the arcs of path Pi
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correspond to the elements of Ci. For an arc a of D let g(a) be the c-cost of the correponding element of
S.

For a D-antichain A of P , let A− := {u : u � v for some v ∈ A} denote the lower ideal of A, and let
A′ denote the arcs of D corresponding to the elements of A. Now the set of nodes of D preceding A′

corresponds to A−, and these sets associated with the D-antichains of P form a ring-family R. It follows
that Corollary 6.5, when applied to this case, results in an R-compatible ℓ-cut L of D whose g-value is
minimum, and this L defines a family of ℓ disjoint D-antichains of P for which the c-cost of their union
is minimum.

This algorithm for computing ℓ disjoint D-antichains can easily be used for
(∗) finding ℓ not necessarily disjoint D-antichains whose union is of maximum w-weight.
To this end, replace each element s ∈ S by a chain of ℓ elements, where the weight of the first element

of the chain is w(s) and zero of the others. Then ℓ disjoint D-antichains with maximum total weight
determines an optimal solution to (∗).

With the help of a standard construction, we can solve the following more general problem. Suppose
that we are given ℓ cost-function non-negative c1, . . . , cℓ on S, and want to find ℓ disjoint D-antichains
A1, . . . , Aℓ for which the sum c̃1(A1)+ · · ·+ c̃ℓ(Aℓ is minimum. This can be done as follows. Let S1, . . . , Sℓ

be disjoint copies of S and let S∗ := S1 ∪ · · · ∪ Sℓ, and let Pi is a copy of P on Si. Define a poset
P ∗ = (S∗,≺∗), as follows. Every element of Si is smaller than every element of Sj for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ ℓ, while
the restriction of P ∗ to Si is Pi. Define the cost-function c∗ on S∗, as follows. c∗(t) = ci(t) for t ∈ Si.

Then the union of ℓ disjoint D-antichains of P ∗ arises as the union of ℓ disjoint D-antichains of Pi for
some i = 1, . . . , ℓ. It follows that the problem of finding ℓ disjoint D-antichains A1, . . . , Aℓ of P for which∑

[c̃i(Ai) : i = 1, . . . , ℓ] is minimum is equivalent to finding ℓ disjoint D-antichains of P ∗ for wich the
c∗-cost of their union is minimum, and an algorithmic approach to this was described in the first half of
this section.

Corollary 8.17 Given ℓ cost-functions c1, . . . , cℓ on the set of stable edges of a bipartite pereference
system, there is a strongly polynomial algorithm for constructing disjoint stable matchings M1, . . . ,Mℓ

for which
∑

[c̃i(Mi) : i = 1, . . . , ℓ] is as small as possible. In particular, there is a strongly polynomial
algorithm to decide whether ℓ disjoint matchings can be extended to ℓ disjoint stable matchings.
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