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Abstract. The Stable Roommates problem involves matching a set of
agents into pairs based on the agents’ strict ordinal preference lists. The
matching must be stable, meaning that no two agents strictly prefer each
other to their assigned partners. A number of three-dimensional variants
exist, in which agents are instead matched into triples. Both the original
problem and these variants can also be viewed as hedonic games. We
formalise a three-dimensional variant using general additively separable
preferences, in which each agent provides an integer valuation of every
other agent. In this variant, we show that a stable matching may not
exist and that the related decision problem is NP-complete, even when
the valuations are binary. In contrast, we show that if the valuations
are binary and symmetric then a stable matching must exist and can be
found in polynomial time. We also consider the related problem of finding
a stable matching with maximum utilitarian welfare when valuations are
binary and symmetric. We show that this optimisation problem is NP-
hard and present a novel 2-approximation algorithm.

Keywords: Stable roommates - Stable matching - Three dimensional
roommates - Hedonic games - Coalition formation - Complexity

1 Introduction

The Stable Roommates problem (SR) is a classical problem in the domain of
matching under preferences. It involves a set of agents that must be matched
into pairs. Each agent provides a preference list, ranking all other agents in strict
order. We call a set of pairs in which each agent appears in exactly one pair a
matching. The goal is to produce a matching M that admits no blocking pair,
which comprises two agents, each of whom prefers the other to their assigned
partner in M. Such a matching is called stable. This problem originates from
a seminal paper of Gale and Shapley, published in 1962, as a generalisation of
the Stable Marriage problem [15]. They showed that an SR instance need not
contain a stable matching. In 1985, Irving presented a polynomial-time algorithm
to either find a stable matching or report that none exist, given an arbitrary SR
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instance [20]. Since then, many papers have explored extensions and variants of
the fundamental SR problem model.

In this paper we consider the extension of SR to three dimensions (i.e., agents
must be matched into triples rather than pairs). A number of different formalisms
have already been proposed in the literature. The first, presented in 1991 by Ng
and Hirschberg, was the 3-Person Stable Assignment Problem (3PSA) [23]. In
3PSA, agents’ preference lists are formed by ranking every pair of other agents
in strict order. A matching M is a partition of the agents into unordered triples.
A blocking triple t of M involves three agents that each prefer their two partners
in ¢ to their two assigned partners in M. Accordingly, a stable matching is one
that admits no blocking triple. The authors showed that an instance of this
model may not contain a stable matching and the associated decision problem
is NP-complete [23]. In the instances constructed by their reduction, agents’
preferences may be inconsistent [19], meaning that it is impossible to derive a
logical order of individual agents from a preference list ranking pairs of agents.

In 2007, Huang considered the restriction of 3PSA to consistent preferences.
He showed that a stable matching may still not exist and the decision problem
remains NP-complete [T9/18]. In his technical report, he also described another
variant of 3PSA using Precedence by Ordinal Number (PON). PON involves each
agent providing a preference list ranking all other agents individually. An agent’s
preference over pairs is then based on the sum of the ranks of the agents in each
pair. Huang left open the problem of finding a stable matching, as defined here,
in the PON variant. He also proposed another problem variant involving a more
general system than PON, in which agents provide arbitrary numerical “ratings”.
It is this variant that we consider in this paper. He concluded his report by asking
if there exist special cases of 3PSA in which stable matchings can be found using
polynomial time algorithms. This question is another motivation for our paper.

The same year, Iwama, Miyazaki and Okamoto presented another variant
of 3PSA [21]. In this model, agents rank individual agents in strict order of
preference, and an ordering over pairs is inferred using a specific set extension
rule [Bl7]. The authors showed that a stable matching may not exist and that
the decision problem remains NP-complete.

In 2009, Arkin et al. presented another variant of 3PSA called Geometric
3D-SR [1]. In this model, preference lists ranking pairs are derived from agents’
relative positions in a metric space. Among other results, they showed that in
this model a stable matching, as defined here, need not exist. In 2013, Deineko
and Woeginger showed that the corresponding decision problem is NP-complete
[14].

All of the problem models described thus far, including SR, can be viewed
as hedonic games [6]. A hedonic game is a type of coalition formation game.
In general, coalition formation games involve partitioning a set of agents into
disjoint sets, or coalitions, based on agents’ preferences. The term ‘hedonic’ refers
to the fact that agents are only concerned with the coalition that they belong to.
The study of hedonic games and coalition formation games is broad and many
different problem models have been considered in the literature [17].
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In particular, SR and its three-dimensional variants can be viewed as hedonic
games with a constraint on permissible coalition sizes [25]. In the context of a
hedonic game, the direct analogy of stability as described here is core stability.
In a given hedonic game, a partition is core stable if there exists no set of agents
S, of any size, where each agent in S prefers S to their assigned coalition [6].

Recently, Boehmer and Elkind considered a number of hedonic game variants,
including 3PSA, which they described as multidimensional roommate games [§].
In their paper they supposed that the agents have types, and an agent’s prefer-
ence between two coalitions depends only on the proportion of agents of each
type in each coalition. They showed that, for a number of different ‘solution con-
cepts’, the related problems are NP-hard, although many problems are solvable
in linear time when the room size is a fixed parameter. For stability in partic-
ular, they presented an integer linear programming formulation to find a stable
matching in a given instance, if one exists, in linear time.

In 2020, Bredereck et al. considered another variation of multidimensional
roommate games involving either a master list or master poset, a central list or
poset from which all agents’ preference lists are derived [10]. They presented two
positive results relating to restrictions of the problem involving a master poset
although they showed for either a master list or master poset that finding a
stable matching in general remains NP-hard or W[1]-hard, for three very natural
parameters.

Other research involving hedonic games with similar constraints has consid-
ered Pareto optimality rather than stability [13]; ‘latmate games’, in which any
coalition contains three or fewer agents [9]; and strategic aspects [20].

The template of a hedonic game helps us formalise the extension of SR to
three dimensions. In this paper we apply the well-known system of additively
separable preferences [2]. In a general hedonic game, additive separable prefer-
ences are derived from each agent «; assigning a numerical valuation vala, (a;)
to every other agent «;. A preference between two sets is then obtained by com-
paring the sum of valuations of the agents in each set. This system formalises
the system of “ratings” proposed by Huang [19]. In a general hedonic game
with additively separable preferences, a core stable partition need not exist, and
the associated decision problem is strongly NP-hard [24]. This result holds even
when preferences are symmetric, meaning that vala,(a;) = vala; (o) for any
two agents o, «; [3].

The three-dimensional variant of SR that we consider in this paper can also
be described as an additively separable hedonic game in which each coalition
in a feasible partition has size three. To be consistent with previous research
relating to three-dimensional variants of SR, [T9I21], in this paper we refer to
a partition into triples as a matching rather than a partition and write stable
matching rather than core stable partition. We finally remark that the usage of
the terminology “three-dimensional” to refer to the coalition size rather than,
say, the number of agent sets [23], is consistent with previous work in the liter-
ature [TITORTZH].
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Our contribution. In this paper we use additively separable preferences to
formalise the three-dimensional variant of SR first proposed by Huang in 2007
[19]. The problem model can be equally viewed as a modified hedonic game
with additively separable preferences [3l24]. We show that deciding if a stable
matching exists is NP-complete, even when valuations are binary (Section []).
In contrast, when valuations are binary and symmetric we show that a stable
matching always exists and give an O(|N|?) algorithm for finding one, where N
is the set of agents (Sections[4.1]-HE4). We believe that this restriction to binary
and symmetric preferences has practical as well as theoretical significance. For
example, this model could be applied to a social network graph involving a sym-
metric “friendship” relation between users. Alternatively, in a setting involving
real people it might be reasonable for an administrator to remove all asymmetric
valuations from the original preferences.

We also consider the notion of wutility based on agents’ valuations of their
partners in a given matching. This leads us to the notion of wtilitarian wel-
fare [4ITT] which is the sum of the utilities of all agents in a given matching. We
consider the problem of finding a stable matching with maximum utilitarian wel-
fare given an instance in which valuations are binary and symmetric. We prove
that this optimisation problem is NP-hard and provide a novel 2-approximation
algorithm (Section [L.3]).

We continue in the next section (Section 2]) with some preliminary definitions
and results.

2 Preliminary definitions and results

Let N = {a1,...,on|} be a set of agents. A triple is an unordered set of three
agents. A matching M comprises a set of pairwise disjoint triples. For any agent
«;, if some triple in M contains «; then we say that «; is matched and use
M (a;) to refer to that triple. If no triple in M contains «; then we say that «; is
unmatched and write M (o;) = @. Given a matching M and two distinct agents
oy, o, if M(a;) = M (o) then we say that o is a partner of ¢.

We define additively separable preferences as follows. Each agent «; supplies
a valuation function valy, : N \ {a;} — Z. Given agent o, let the utility of
any set S C N be u,,(S) = > walg, (aj). We say that a; € N prefers

o €5\ {oi}
some triple ¢ to another triple ¢o if uq, (t1) > wq,(t2). An agent’s preference
between two distinct matchings depends only on that agent’s partners in each
matching, so given a matching M we write uq, (M) as shorthand for ua, (M («;)).
Let V.= |J wal,, be the collection of all valuation functions.
a, EN

Suppose we have some pair (N, V) and a matching M involving the agents in
N. We say that a triple {ag,, ag,, ag, } blocks M in (N, V) if uq,, ({ok,, ks }) >
Uor, (M)7 Uary, ({akl ) aks}) > Uary, (M)7 and Uaryy ({akl ) akz}) > Uaryy (M) If no
triple in N blocks M in (N, V) then we say that M is stable in (N, V). We say
that (N, V') contains a stable matching if at least one matching exists in (N, V)
that is stable.
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We now define the Three-Dimensional Stable Roommates problem with Ad-
ditively Separable preferences (3D-SR-AS). An instance of 3D-SR-AS is given
by the pair (N, V). The problem is to either find a stable matching in (N, V)
or report that no stable matching exists. In this paper we consider two differ-
ent restrictions of this model. The first is when preferences are binary, meaning
vala, (o) € {0,1} for any «;,a; € N. The second is when preferences are also
symmetric, meaning valy, (o) = vala, (a;) for any a;,a; € N.

Lemma [I] illustrates a fundamental property of matchings in instances of
3D-SR-AS. We shall use it extensively in the proofs.

Lemma 1. Given an instance (N, V) of 3D-SR-AS, suppose that M and M' are
matchings in (N, V). Any triple that blocks M' but does not block M contains
at least one agent a; € N where g, (M') < uq, (M).

Proof. Suppose that the triple {ay, , ok, , i, } blocks M. It follows that ua,, ({ow,,
Qg }) > Uay, (M), tay, ({ak,, iy }) > tay, (M), and ua,, ({ak,, ks, }) > ta,, (M').
Suppose for a contradiction that no o, € {aw, , a,, ar, } exists where u,, (M) <
Uq,, (M) and hence uq, (M') > uq,, (M) for 1 <r < 3.1t follows that ua,, ({o,,
aks}) > Uary, (M)7 Uary, ({akl ) aks}) > Uary, (M)7 and Uaryy ({akl y Xkey }) > Uaryy (M)
and thus that {ag,, ag,, @k, } blocks M, a contradiction. O

We also make an observation that unmatched agents may be arbitrarily
matched if required. The proof follows from Lemma [1I

Proposition 1. Suppose we are given an instance (N, V') of 3D-SR-AS. Suppose
|N|=3k+1 where k >0 and 0 <1 < 3. If a stable matching M exists in (N,V)
then without loss of generality we may assume that |M| = k.

Finally, some notes on notation: in this paper, we use L = (...) to construct
an ordered list of elements L. If L and L’ are lists then we write L - L' meaning
the concatenation of L’ to the end of L. We also write L; to mean the i*" element
of list L, starting from ¢ = 1, and e € L to describe membership of an element
e in L. When working with sets of sets, we write (J S to mean (J,.g 7T

3 General binary preferences

Let 3D-SR-AS-BIN be the restriction of 3D-SR-AS in which preferences are bi-
nary but need not be symmetric. In this section we establish the NP-completeness
of deciding whether a stable matching exists, given an instance (N, V') of 3D-
SR-AS-BIN.

Given an instance (N, V') of 3D-SR-AS-BIN and a matching M, it is straight-
forward to test in O(|N|?) time if M is stable in (N, V). This shows that the
decision version of 3D-SR-AS-BIN belongs to the class NP.

We present a polynomial-time reduction from Partition Into Triangles (PIT),
which is the following decision problem: “Given a simple undirected graph G =
(W, E) where W = {w1,wa,...,ws,} for some integer ¢, can the vertices of G
be partitioned into ¢ disjoint sets X = {X1, Xo,..., X,}, each set containing
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by

for each vertex w; € W
where N(w;) = {wj,wk, ...}

x6q pentagadgets

Fig. 1. The reduction from PIT to 3D-SR-AS-BIN. Each vertex represents an agent.
An arc is present from agent «; to agent o if vala, (a;) = 1.

exactly three vertices, such that for each X, = {w;, w;j, wi} € X all three of the
edges {w;,w;}, {w;, wr}, and {w;, wi} belong to E?” PIT is NP-complete [16].

The reduction from PIT to 3D-SR-AS-BIN is as follows (see Figure[Il). Unless
otherwise specified assume that val,, (o) = 0 for any a;, a; € N. For each vertex

w; € W create agents al,a?,b; in N. Then set:

27 7))

- valb:(a-) = valy, (a?) = 1 and wvaly, (b;) = 1 if {v;,v,} € E.

Next, for each r where 1 < r < 6q create pl,p2, p3,p%, p> in N. Then set:

- valpi (p%) = Ualpi (p?) = Ualpi (p?) =1
— waly2(p)) = valyz (py) = valyz (py) = 1
= walps (py) = valy: (p7) = valy (p}) = 1
- valpﬁ (p?“) = Ualpﬁ (p}") = Ualp;‘ (pg) =1
- valpf: (pi) = Ualpf: (p%) = Ualpi (p;l) =1

We shall refer to {pl,...,p2} as the 7™ pentagadget. Note that |N| = 39¢.

It is straightforward to show that the reduction runs in polynomial time.
To prove that the reduction is valid we show that a partition into triangles
X ={X1,Xs,...,X,} exists in G if and only if a stable matching M exists in
(N, V). In Section Bl we consider the first direction and show that if a partition
into triangles X = {X1,X»,...,X,} exists in G then a stable matching M
exists in (N, V). In Section we consider the second direction and show that
if a stable matching M exists in (N,V) then a partition into triangles X =
{X1,X2,...,X,} exists in G. Note that the only instance discussed is (N, V)
and hence we shorten “blocks M in (N, V)” to simply “blocks M”.
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3.1 Correctness of the reduction: first direction

Lemma 2. In the reduction, if a partition into triangles X = {X1, X, ..., X4}
exists in G, then a stable matching exists in (N, V).

Proof. Suppose a partition into triangles X = {Xi, Xo,..., X} exists in G.
We will construct a matching M that is stable in (N, V). For each triangle
X, = {wi,w;,wi} € W, add {b;,b;,br} to M. For each pentagadget with index
r where 1 <r < 6q, add {p},p?,p3} to M. This leaves agents a} and a? for each
1 <4 < 3q and agents pﬁ and p? for each 0 < r < 6q. For each 1 < i < 3¢, add
to M the triples {a}, p3;,p3;}, {a?, p3;, 1,051} Now, in M:

— For any pentagadget index 1 < r < 6q:
® uy (M) = uy2 (M) = 2, so neither p;. nor p? belong to triples that block
M.

o uys (M) = 1, so if uys belongs to a triple that blocks M then that
triple must contain two agents vy, a; where uys ({ag, ar}) = 2 and hence
valys () = wvalys (o) = 1. Considering valys, the only such agents are
pL,pt, p2. From above, neither p! nor p? belong to triples that block M.
It follows that no such ay,q; exist and hence p2 does not belong to a
triple that blocks M.

o uy (M) = 1, so if uys belongs to a triple that blocks M then that
triple must contain two agents vy, a; where uys ({ag, ar}) = 2 and hence
valps (o) = valya (o) = 1. Considering valps, the only such agents are
p2,p>, pt. From above, neither p! nor p> belong to triples that block M.
It follows that no two such ay, oy exist and hence pi also does not belong
to a triple that blocks M.

o uys (M) =1, s0 if uys belongs to a triple that blocks M then that triple
must contain two agents oy, where uys ({ag,a;}) = 2. Considering
valys, the only such agents are pZ,p},p). From above, these agents do
not belong to triples that block M, so no such ay, a; exist and hence p3
also does not belong to a triple that blocks M.

— up, (M) = 2 for any 1 < i < 3¢, so b; also does not belong to a triple that
blocks M.

We have shown above that no pentagadget agent belongs to a triple that blocks
M and no b; for any 1 < ¢ < 3¢ belongs to a triple that blocks M. The remaining

possibility is that a blocking triple exists that contains three agents {a;", a3*, a;* }

for some 1 < 4,7,k < 3¢ and s1, 2,83 € {1,2}. Since a;* prefers this blocking
triple to M (a;*), it must be that either val s (a*) = 1 or wval s (a;’) = 1, or
both. For any a;' where s; € {1,2}, the only agent for which val,» = 1 is

af_sl. Assume then, without loss of generality, that the blocking triple contains

{a},a?,a;*} for some 1 < i,k < 3q where i # k and some s4 € {1,2}. Note

79 Y

that i # k because s4 € {1,2}. This leads to a contradiction, since a;* must
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prefer this triple to M (a;*), but u alt ({a},a2}) =0 for any 1 < k < 3¢ and any
S4 € {1,2} O

3.2 Correctness of the reduction: second direction

In this section we assume that M is a stable matching in (N, V') where |[M| =
|N|/3 (by Proposition[I]). We analyse its structure and construct a corresponding
partition into triangles in G.

Lemma 3. For any r where 1 < r < 6q, the pentagadget agents pL,p?,p3, pt, p>
belong to exactly two triples.

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that agents pZ, ..., p> belong to four or five
triples in M. It must be that three of these agents, say pr , 32, and p?2, belong to
triples in M each containing no other agents from the " pentagadget. It follows
that w,s1 (M) = w2 (M) = u,ss(M) = 0. Each agent in the rh pentagadget
assigns a valuation of one to exactly three other agents in the same pentagadget.
It follows that either val,s1 (p;2) = 1 or wal,s (py?) = 1, or both. It then follows
that u,s1 ({py2,pp2}) > 1. A symmetric argument shows that w2 ({ppt,pp2}) > 1
and w,, ({pr ,p32}) > 1. The triple {ps', p32,pss} therefore blocks M, which is
a contradlctlon.

Suppose then that the agents pl,...,p> belong to three triples in M. Since

there are five agents in pl,...,p2, there are two possibilities:
— Two of the triples each contain exactly two agents in {pl,...,p>} and the
third triple contains exactly one agent in {pl,...,p>}. Due to the symmetry

of the pentagadget assume without loss of generality that p! is the sole agent
from pl,...,p> that belongs to the third triple. It follows that u pr (M) = 0.
The four agents {p?,...,p>} each have at most one partner in {pr, ...,p>}in
M. Tt follows that the utility in M of each of these four agents is at most one.
It follows that {pi,pf,p?} blocks M, since uys ({p2, pr}) = ups ({pr, pr}) =2
and u, ({py, p2}) = 1. This is a contradiction.

— Two of the trlples each contain exactly one agent in {pZ, ..., p>} and the third
triple contains exactly three agents in {p’,...,p>}. Suppose p3! and p:? are
the two agents in the former two triples such that s; mod 5 < s5. It follows
that w1 (M) = w,:: (M) = 0. Since there are five agents in {p;,...,p3},
there are two further possible cases:

e Suppose s; = (s1 mod 5) + 1. By the symmetry of the pentagadget,
assume without loss of generality that s; = 1 and so = 2. It follows that
{p3,p2,p2} € M. Note that Uy (M) = 1. The triple {pT,pi,pz} blocks
M since s ({ph, p2}) = up ({p?.p2}) = 2 and w2 ({ph, p}}) = 1. This is
a contrad1ct1on

e Suppose so = ((s1+1) mod 5)+ 1. By the symmetry of the pentagadget,
assume without loss of generality that s; = 1 and so = 3. It follows that
{p%,p2,p2} € M. Note that upz (M) = 1. The triple {p},p2,p>} blocks

M since w1 ({p7,p3}) = up2({py, p3}) = 2 and ups ({p;, p}}) = 1. This is
also a contradiction.
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In summary, we have shown that the five agents pl,...,p> do not belong to
three, four, or five different triples in M. It follows that these five agents belong
to exactly two triples in M. O

Lemma 4. For any 1 <i < 3q and any s € {1,2}, uq: (M) = 0.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary pentagadget index 1 < r; < 6q.

By Lemmal3] the five agents p.. e P> , belong to exactly two triples in M. It
follows that one of these two triples contains exactly three agents in {p. Ly P2 N
and the other triple contains the two remaining agents in {p; ,...,p> } as well
as some third agent, say ap,. Note that u,, (M) = 0.

Suppose aj = p£2 for some 1 < ry < 6¢ and some 1 <t < 5. It follows that
r1 # ro. Since the triple M (pf,) contains pf, and two agents in {p} ,...,p} },
it follows that the four agents in {p;,,....p;,} \ {pL,} belong to at least two
triples in M. In total, the five agents p,l_z, . ,pfz belong to three or more triples,
which contradicts Lemma Bl Tt follows that «y, # piz for any 1 < ry < 6¢g and
any 1 <t <5.

Suppose then that ay, = b; for some 1 < j < 3¢q. Consider al and a? and their
respective valuation functions. Since aj ¢ M (b;) and aF ¢ M ( ;), it follows that
u 1(M) <1 and u 2(M) < 1. Recalling that uah(M) = up; (M) = 0, it follows
that {bj,aj,a3} blocks M, since up, ({aj,a3}) = ua}({b],af )=u 2({bj, aj}) =
2. This is a contrad1ct1on. It follows that oy, # b; for any 1 < j < 3q

It remains that ap, = af for some 1 < i < 3¢ and some s € {1,2}. The initial
selection of 7 is arbitrary, and each 1 < r; < 6q identifies a unique pentagadget
{pil, e ,pfl} and therefore a unique agent «j. There are therefore 6 unique
agents aj, = aj where u,s(M) = 0 for some 1 < i < 3¢ and some s € {1,2}.
This shows that u,s (M) = 0 for every 1 <i < 3¢ and every s € {1,2}. O

Lemma 5. up, (M) =2 for any 1 < i < 3q.

Proof. Suppose not and there exists some 1 < ¢ < 3¢ such that u, (M) < 2.
Lemma [ shows that u,: (M) = u,z2(M) = 0. Considering the valuation func-

tions of a}, a?, and b;, it can be seen that wup,({a},a?}) = u 1({b1,a1 ) =

u 2({bz, at}) = 2. Tt follows that {b;,a;,a?} blocks M, which is a contradic-
tion. O

Lemma 6. For any b; where 1 < i < 3q, the triple M(b;) comprises {b;,b;,bx}
for some 1 < j, k < 3q where {w;,w;},{w;, wy} € E.

Proof. Lemma [Bl shows that up, (M) = 2. Suppose M (b;) = {b;, a, oy } for some
ag,oq € N. Since up, (M) = 2, It must be that valy, () = 1 and hence either
ag = a for some s € {1,2} or a, = b; for some 1 < j < 3¢ where {w;, w;} € E.

Suppose first that ay = a; for some s € {1,2}. Since valy: (b;) = 1, it follows
that ug: (M) > 1, which contradicts Lemma @l It follows that ay = b; for some
1 <j < 3¢ where {w;,w;} € E. Similarly, it can be shown that «; = by, for some
1 < k < 3¢ where {w;,w;} € E. It follows that M(b;) = {b;,b;,bx} for some
1 <j,k < 3q where {w;,w;},{w;,w,} € E. O
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Lemma 7. A partition into triangles ezists in G.

Proof. Lemma [0 shows that for an arbitrary b; where 1 < i < 3¢, M (b;) com-
prises {b;, b;, b} for some 1 < j, k < 3¢ where {w;,w;} € E and {w;,ws} € E.
It follows that there are exactly ¢ triples in M each containing three agents
{b;,bj, b}, where the three corresponding vertices w;,w;,wy are pairwise ad-
jacent in G. From these triples of pairwise adjacent vertices, a partition into
triangles X can be easily constructed. O

3.3 Conclusion

Theorem 1. Given an instance of 3D-SR-AS-BIN, the problem of deciding
whether a stable matching exists is NP-complete. The result holds even if each
agent must be matched.

Proof. We have already shown that the decision version of 3D-SR-AS-BIN be-
longs to NP. We presented a polynomial time reduction from Partition Into Tri-
angles (PIT) to 3D-SR-AS-BIN. If a partition into triangles exists in the PIT in-
stance G = (W, E) then a stable matching M exists in (N, V') where |M| = |[N|/3
(Lemma [2]). If a stable matching M exists in (N, V) where |M| = |N|/3 then a
partition into triangles exists in G (Lemma [7]). (]

4 Symmetric binary preferences

Consider the restriction of 3D-SR-~AS in which preferences are binary and sym-
metric, which we call 83D-SR-SAS-BIN. In this section we show that every in-
stance of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN admits a stable matching. We give a step-by-step con-
structive proof of this result between Sections 1l — A4} leading to an O(|N|?)
algorithm for finding a stable matching. In Section we consider an optimisa-
tion problem related to 3D-SR-SAS-BIN.

4.1 Preliminaries

An instance (N, V) of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN corresponds to a simple undirected graph
G = (N, E) where {w;,a;} € E if valy,(a;) = 1, which we refer to as the
underlying graph.

We introduce a restricted type of matching called a P-matching. Recall that
by definition, M(c,) = @ implies that us,(M) = 0 for any o, € N in an
arbitrary matching M. We say that a matching M in (N, V) is a P-matching if
M (o) # @ implies uq, (M) > 0.

It follows that a P-matching corresponds to a {Kj, Ps}-packing in the un-
derlying graph [22]. Note that any triple in a P-matching M must contain some
agent with utility two. A stable P-matching is a P-matching that is also stable.
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We will eventually show that any instance of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN contains a stable
P-matching.

In an instance (N, V) of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN, a triangle comprises three agents
Qmy» Qmy s Qg SUch that vala,, (am,) = vala,,, (@mg) = vala,,, (m,) = 1. If
(N, V) contains no triangle then we say it is triangle-free. If (N, V') is not triangle-
free then it can be reduced by successively removing three agents that belong
to a triangle until it is triangle-free. This operation corresponds to removing
a mazximal triangle packing (see [12022]) in the underlying graph and can be
performed in O(|N|?) time. The resulting instance is triangle-free. We summarise
this observation in the following lemma.

Lemma 8. Given an instance (N, V) of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN, we can identify an
instance (N', V') of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN and a set of triples Ma in O(|N|3) time
such that (N', V') is triangle-free, |N'| < |N|, and if M is a stable P-matching
in (N, V') then M' = M U Ma is a stable P-matching in (N,V).

Proof. The set Ma corresponds to a mazimal triangle packing in the underly-
ing graph [12], and thus can be found in O(|N|?) time. Let N’ = N \ |JMAa.
Construct V' accordingly. Since each triple in Ma corresponds to a triangle,
any agent belonging to a triple in Ma gains utility two. It follows that if M is
a stable P-matching in (N’, V') then M’ = M U M is a stable P-matching in
(N, V). O

4.2 Repairing a P-matching in a triangle-free instance

In this section we consider an arbitrary triangle-free instance (N, V') of 3D-SR-
SAS-BIN. Since the only instance referred to in this section is (N, V') so here we
shorten “is stable in (N, V)” to “is stable”, or similar.

We first define a special type of P-matching which is ‘repairable’. We then
present Algorithm repair (Algorithm [II), which, given (N, V') and a ‘repairable’
P-matching M, constructs a new P-matching M’ that is stable. We shall see
in the next section how this relates to a more general algorithm that, given a
triangle-free instance, constructs a P-matching that is stable in that instance.

Given a triangle-free instance (N, V'), we say a P-matching M is repairable
if it is not stable and there exists exactly one o; € N where uq, (M) = 0 and
any triple that blocks M comprises {o, ), , o, } for some ay,, aj, € N where
Uo; (M) =1, uq,, (M) =0, and valy, (o), ) = vala; (aj,) = 1.

We now provide some intuition behind Algorithm repair and refer the reader
to Figure[2l Recall that the overall goal of the algorithm is to construct a stable
P-matching M’. Since the given P-matching M is repairable, our aim will be
to modify M such that wu,(M’) > 1 while ensuring that no three agents that
are ordered to different triples in M’ block M’. The stability of the constructed
P-matching M’ then follows. We note that one way to achieve this aim would
be to construct M’ such that ue,(M’) > 1 and ua,(M’) > uq, (M) for any
ap € N\ {«a;}, from which it follows that M’ is stable.
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SSd—Z SSd—l SSd 53072 SBcfl S3c Qg

Fig. 2. Players and triples in M before a new iteration of the while loop

The algorithm begins by selecting some triple {a;, a;,, a;, } that blocks M.
The two agents in M(«;j,) \ {a;,} are labelled «;, and «j,. We present two
example cases in which it is possible to construct a stable P-matching.

First, suppose there exists some a,, where vala,, (a.,) = 1 and uq,, (M) = 0.
Construct M’ from M by removing {«;,, «j,, o, } and adding {o, o, , @, } and
{aj;, a5, 0z, }. Now, uq, (M') = 1 and uq, (M') > uq, (M) for any o, € N\{c}.
It follows by Lemma [I] that M’ is stable. Second, suppose there exists no such
@z, but there exists some o, where valy,; (a.,) = 1 and u,,, (M) = 0. Now
construct M’ from M by removing {o,, ¢yj,, o, } and adding {«a;, @j,, a;, } and
{ays, @ ,, 0z, }. Note that uq,(M') = 1 and uq,(M') > uq, (M) for any a, €
N\ {w;,aj,}. It can be shown that «;, does not belong to a triple that blocks
M’ since no a,, exists as described. It follows again by Lemma [ that M’ is
stable.

Generalising these two example cases, the algorithm constructs a list S of
agents, which initially comprises (o, @j,, @j,). The list S has length 3¢ for
some ¢ > 1, where {S3._2,S3.-1,53.} € M and wvals,(Sp+1) = 1 for each p
(I < p < 3c¢). The list S therefore corresponds to a path in the underlying
graph. In each iteration of the main loop, three agents belonging to some triple
in M are appended to the end of S. The loop continues until S satisfies at
least one of six specific conditions (shown in the first if/else statement). We
show that eventually at least one of these conditions must hold. The algorithm
then constructs M’. The exact construction of M’ depends on which condition(s)
caused the main loop to terminate. Two of these conditions, and the correspond-
ing constructions of M’, generalise the existence of a,, and o, as described in
the example cases.

The six stopping conditions correspond to seven different cases, labelled Case
1 — Case 7, in which M’ is constructed. Each condition corresponds to a single
construction except the first condition, which corresponds to two constructions
(Case 1 and Case 3). Cases 1 and 3 generalise the first example case, described
above, in which some a,, exists. Case 2 generalises the second example case
described above, in which no such «,, exists but some o, exists as described.
Cases 4 — 7 correspond to similar scenarios. Like the two example cases, in each
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of Cases 1 — 6 the algorithm identifies a number of agents divisible by three,
and in each of these cases no agent identified by the algorithm, including a;,
is unmatched in M’. This fact greatly simplifies the proof that M’ is stable in
each of Cases 1 — 6. Case 7 is unique, since the number of agents identified
is not divisible by three. In Case 7, the final agent in the list S, labelled Ss.,
for which ug,, (M) = 1, is unmatched in M’. To show that this agent does not
belong to a triple that blocks M’ we rely on the fact that no condition relating to
previous cases held in any previous iteration of the main loop. In this way, the six
stopping conditions and seven corresponding constructions of M’ are somewhat
hierarchical. For another example, the proof that M’ is stable in Case 4 relies on
the fact that in no iteration did the condition for Cases 1 and 3 hold. A similar
reliance exists in the proofs of each of the other cases. This dependence between

Algorithm 1 Algorithm repair

Input: a triangle-free instance (N, V) of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN, repairable P-matching M
in (N, V) (Section [42]) with some such o; € N.

Output: stable P-matching M’ in (N, V)

{aj,, @), } < some oy, a;, € N where {i, ajy , aj, } blocks M and ua;, (M) =1
{ajs, @y} < M(ey, ) \ {@j, } where Uaj, (M) =2

S (ayy, 0y, ajy)

c+1

b+ 0

Qzyy Qzgy Oy s Qg Qg «~1

while true
@z < some az; € N\ {a;} where vala,, (S3c—1) =1 and ua,, (M) =0, else L

(S3c) = 1 and ua,, (M) =0, else L
ay, (@) = 1 and ua,, (M) =0, else L

Qy, < some ay, € N where vals,,(aj,) = vala,, (aj,) = 1 and ua,, (M) =0, else L

Qzy < sOmMe iy € N\ {ay, o, } where vala.,

Qy, + some ay, € N where vals,, (o) = val

b < some 1 < b < ¢ where vals,, (oj,) = vals,, (S3p) = 1, else 0

Qp; 4 some oy, € N where vals,, (aw,) = 1, ta,, (M) =1 and aw, ¢ S
and there exists some a; € N\ {a;} where vala,,, (az3) = 1 and ua,, (M) =0,
else L
ifa;, # Lora., #Loray, #Loray, #Lorb>0or ay, =1 then
break
else
{Owy s Ows } — M (w, ) \ {Qw, } where Ucry, (M) =2
S5 <O‘w17aw27aw3>
c+—c+1
end if
end while

continued overleaf
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Algorithm 1 Algorithm repair

continued from previous page

if a;, # L and a., # aj, then
> Case 1
Ms — {{ai,aj, 05,3} U U {{S3d-1, 534, S3a+1}} U {{az,S3c-1,S3c}}

1<d<c
else if a., # 1 then
> Case 2
Ms «+ {{ai, i, 05,1} U U {{Ssa-1, 534, S3a+1}} U {{Ssc—1, Ssc, vz, }}

1<d<c
else if a., # 1 and o, = aj, then
> Case 3
@y < some az, € N\ {ay,qj, } where vals,,_,(az,) =1 and va,, (M) =0

Ms +— {{ai,aj,, 055330 U {{S3d,53a+1,S3ar2}} U{{S3c-3, Szc—2, 2z }}
1<d<c-1

U {{S3c-1, 53¢, aj5 } }
else if ay, # L then

> Case 4
Ms « {{aj, a5, 055U U {{S3d, S3d41, S3a42}} U {{Ssc, iy ay, }}
1<d<ec
else if ay, # L then
> Case 5
Ms « {{ai, a5, 055U U {{S3d, S3a+1, Szar2}} U {{Ssc, ajp s g, }}
1<d<c

else if b > 0 then
> Case 6
Qg ¢ some oz € N\ {ai, ay, } where vals,, ,, (az;) =1 and ua,, (M) =0

Ms + {{ai, 5,051} U U {{S3a, S3d+1, Sza+2}} U {{cz,, Savt1, Sapt2}}
1<d<b
U U  {{Ssd,S3d+1, S3a+2}} U {{S3c, Ssv, aj, } }

b+1<d<c
else

> Case 7. Note that aw,, = L.

Ms + {{ai,aj, 05530 U {{S34d, S3d41, S3d+2}}
1<d<c

end if
return M' = MsU{re M|rnS =g}

the cases, which is evident in the overall proof, helps show why all seven cases
are required in this algorithm.

Algorithm repair is presented in Algorithm [Il in two parts. The first part
involves the construction of S and exploration of the instance. The second part
involves the construction of M’. In order to establish the correctness and com-
plexity of this algorithm we use a number of lemmas. The following lemma shows
that the while loop in Algorithm repair eventually terminates.
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Lemma 9. The while loop in Algorithm repair terminates after at most | (|N|—
2) / 3] iterations.

Proof. Any three agents {auy,, Quw,, Qw, } added to S in a single iteration com-
prise a triple in M. Just before the addition of {au,,, Gy, Quwy) t0 S, we know
that au,, ¢ S. It follows that ay,, @y, ¢ S, so in general S contains any agent at
most once. Since o, o, ¢ S it follows that |S| < |N|—2 and thus the algorithm
terminates after at most |(|N| — 2) / 3| iterations of the while loop. O

In Case 3, the algorithm identifies some agent a,, in N \ {a;} such that
vals,, ,(az,) =1 and u,,, (M) = 0. Proposition 2l shows that such an agent is
guaranteed to exist.

Fig. 3. The structure of M’ in Case 3

Proposition 2. In Case 8 of Algorithm repair, some agent oz, in N\{c, e, }
exists where vals,, ,(az,) =1 and u,., (M) =0.

Proof. Refer to Figure Bl We claim that the condition of Case 3 implies that
¢ > 1. Suppose for a contradiction that ¢ = 1. The condition shows that a,, =
@, exists where val,, (S3.—1) = 1. Since S3.—1 = oy, the triple {ay,, aj,, aj,}
contradicts the fact that (N, V) is triangle-free.

Since ¢ > 1 it follows that ¢/ = ¢—1 is the value of ¢ in the second last iteration
of the while loop. Consider the second last iteration of the while loop. In this
iteration c,, = S3.—2 was identified where vals, , (w,) = 1, u, ¢ S and there
existed a.; € N\ {a;} where val,,, (a.;) =1 and u,,, (M) = 0. We refer to the
agent labelled «, in this iteration as «,,. It follows that valg,,_,(a.,) = 1.

We claim that o, # (o, = oy, ) since otherwise the triple {a.,, Ssc—1, S3c—2}
contradicts the fact that (N,V) is triangle-free. It follows that a,, € N\
{ai, ), }, completing the proof. O
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Likewise in Case 6, the algorithm identifies some agent ., in N \ {a;,a;, }
exists where vals,,,, (az;) = 1 and u,. (M) = 0. Proposition [3] shows that such
an agent is guaranteed to exist.

Proposition 3. In Case 6 of Algorithm repair, some agent oz, in N\{«, aj,}
exists where vals,, ., (az;) =1 and ua, (M) = 0.

Proof. Refer to Figure[dl It follows from definition of b and the condition of Case
6 that b < c.

Fig. 4. The structure of M’ in Case 6

Consider the (b + 1) iteration of the while loop. In this iteration c,, =
S3p+1 was identified and the three agents in M (cuy,) = {S36+1, S3b+2, S3p+3
were added to the end of S. By definition of «,,,, in that iteration some agent
@z, € N\ {a;} was identified where val,,, (az,) =1 and uq,, (M) = 0. We refer
to the agent labelled ., in this iteration as c.;. It follows that vals,, ,, (a.,) = 1.

We claim that o, # o, since otherwise the triple {Ssp.cuz,, Ssp+1} contra-
dicts the fact that (IV,V) is triangle-free. It follows that a., € N\ {a;, a;j,},
completing the proof. O

Lemma 10. Algorithm repair returns a P-matching.
Proof. By inspection of the construction of M’ and Figures B - O

In the remainder of this section we will show that the returned P-matching
M’ is stable in (IV, V). The construction of M’ is slightly different in each of
Cases 1 — 7. In Lemmmas [[1] [2] and [I3] we show in each of the cases that no
agent oy € N exists where uq, (M') < uqa, (M) and a4 belongs to a triple that
blocks M’. It follows directly that M’ is stable (shown in Lemma [I4]).

Lemma 11. In Cases 1 and 3 of Algorithm repair, no agent oy € N exists
where ta, (M) < uq, (M) and ay belongs to a triple that blocks M'.
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Proof. Refer to Figures Bl and Bl Suppose for a contradiction that some such
ay € N exists. By the construction of M’ in Cases 1 and 3, uq,(M') > uq, (M)
for any a, € N\ S. It follows that a, € S and hence u,, (M') > 1. Since
Ug, (M) < uq, (M) it must be that us, (M) = 2. The only such agents in S are
S3q—1 for 1 <d <ec.

Fig. 5. The structure of M’ in Case 1

First consider Ss.—;. Since us,, ,(M’') = 2 it follows that S3._; does not
belong to a triple that blocks M’ and hence g # S3.—1. Now consider S3q—1 for
1 < d < c. Suppose for a contradiction that triple {S3q_1, ax,, @k, + blocks M’
where ag, , ok, € N. Since ug,, ,(M’) =1 it follows that us,, ,({ow,, ok, }) =2
and hence that vals,, ,(ag,) = vals,,_ ,(ak,) = 1. Consider ay, and ay,. Since
(NV, V) is triangle-free, it must be that ua,, ({S3d4-1, ks, }) = tay, ({Szd—1, %, }) =
L. It follows that ua, (M') = ua,, (M') = 0. By construction of M’, no agent
ap, € N exists where uq,(M') = 0 and uq,(M') < uq,(M). It follows that
Ugy,, (M) = g, (M) = 0. Recall the d™ iteration of the while loop. We have
shown that two agents g, , ay, exist where valg,, ,(ag,) = vals,, ,(ar,) =1
and ug, (M) = ua,, (M) = 0. It follows that some a,, € N\ {a;} exists
where valy. (S3da—1) = 1 and uq. (M) = 0, since either o, = ag, or a; = ay,
and a,, = ag,. In this iteration, since a,, # L the break condition held and
the while loop terminated. This is a contradiction since d < c. It follows, for
1 < d < ¢, that no triple containing S3;_; blocks M’. In summary, in Cases 1
and 3, no ay € N exists where uqy,(M') < uq,(M) and oy belongs to a triple
that blocks M. O

Lemma 12. In Cases 2, 4, 5, and 6 of Algorithm repair, no agent oy € N
exists where uq,(M') < uq,(M) and oy belongs to a triple that blocks M.

Proof. Refer to Figures [ [6] [ and Bl Suppose for a contradiction that some
such oy € N exists. As before, by the construction of M’ in Cases 2, 4, 5, and
6, Ua,(M') > uq,(M) for any a, € N\ S. It follows that a, € S and hence
Uq, (M') > 1. Since uq, (M) < uq, (M) it must be that uq, (M) = 2. The only
such agents in S are S3q—1 for 1 < d <ec.
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_————

S3d4-2 S3d4—1 S3d S3c—2 S3c-1 S3c

Fig. 6. The structure of M’ in Case 2

—1 S34

S3q—2 S3d
RN

Fig. 7. The structure of M’ in Case 4

S3d72 SSdfl SBd

Fig. 8. The structure of M’ in Case 5




The 3D Stable Roommates Problem with Additively Separable Preferences 19

Consider S3q—1 for 1 < d < ¢. Note that ug,, ,(M) =2 and ug,, ,(M') =
1. Suppose for a contradiction that triple {Ssq—1, ak,, @k, } blocks M’ where
g, , ok, € N. As before, since ug,, ,(M’) = 1 it follows that wus,, ,({a,,
ag,}) = 2. Consider ay, and ag,. Since (N,V) is triangle-free, it must be
that ua, ({S3a—1,%k,}) = tay, ({S3d—1,k, }) = 1. It follows that u,, (M') =
Uq,, (M") = 0. By construction of M’, no agent a;, € N exists where uq, (M') = 0
and uq, (M) < ta, (M). It follows that wa, (M) = uq,, (M) = 0. Recall the d*?
iteration of the while loop. We have shown that two agents oy, , o, exist where
valsy, (g, ) = vals,, ,(ok,) =1 and uq,, (M) = uq,, (M) = 0. It follows that
some a, € N\ {a;} exists where val,. (S3a—1) = 1 and ua, (M) = 0, since
either a,, = ag, or a; = ag, and a,, = ag,. In this iteration, since a,, # L the
break condition held, the while loop terminated, and the condition for either
Case 1 or Case 3 was true. This is a contradiction. It follows that no triple con-
taining S3q_1 blocks M’ for 1 < d < c. In summary, in Cases 2, 4, 5, and 6, no
ag € N exists where uqo, (M) < uq,(M) and a4 belongs to a triple that blocks
M. O

Lemma 13. In Case 7 of Algorithm repair, no agent ag € N exists where
Uy (M) < ua, (M) and ay belongs to a triple that blocks M'.

Proof. Refer to Figure @l Suppose for a contradiction that some oy, exists as
above.

S3d—2 S34—1 S34 S3e

Fig. 9. The structure of M’ in Case 7

First, consider any agent o, € N where o, ¢ SU{e;,,®;}. By the construc-
tion of M’, it can be seen that M(a,) = M'(ap) s0 ua,(M) = ua,(M') and
hence ay ¢ SU {ay,, ;i }.

Now consider a; and «;,. Since uq, (M) = 0 and v, (M') =1 it follows that
oy # o;. Similarly, since uq;, (M) = uq,, (M') = 0 it follows that oy # aj,.

It remains that oy € S.
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Consider Ss4_2 for 1 < d < ¢. By construction of M” it follows that ug,, ,(M') =
2 so ap # Sgd,Q.

Consider S34_1 for 1 < d < c¢. Suppose for a contradiction that triple
{S34-1, i, , v, } blocks M’ where oy, , ag, € N. Since ug,,_,(M') =1 it follows
that ug,, , ({ak,,ak, }) = 2. Consider ay, and ag,. Since (N, V) is triangle-free,
it must be that ua,, ({Ssa—1, 0k, }) = Uay, ({S3d4-1,k, }) = 1. It follows that
Uay,, (M) = tq,, (M') = 0. By construction of M’ it can be seen that a,, = Ss.
is the only oy, € N where uq,(M') = 0 and uq, (M') < uq, (M). It follows that
either uq, (M) = 0, uq,, (M) = 0, or both. Suppose without loss of generality
that uq,, (M) = 0. Since uq,, (M') = 0 it follows that ay, # a;. Recall the
d™ iteration of the while loop. Since wals,, ,(ar,) = 1, ta,, (M) = 0, and
g, # «a;, it follows that there exists some a,, € N\ {a;}, namely ag,, where
valy. (S3d—1) = 1 and u,, (M) = 0. In this iteration, since a,, # L the break
condition held, the while loop terminated, and either the condition for Case 1
was true or the condition for Case 3 was true. This is a contradiction. It follows
that S34_1 does not belong to a triple that blocks M’ for any 1 < d < ¢ and
hence that oy # S3q—1.

Consider Szq for 1 < d < c¢. By construction of M’ it follows that ug,,(M’) =
Uy, (M) =180 ag # Ssq.

It remains to consider Ss.. As before, suppose for a contradiction that a,,
ak, € N exist where {Ss., ax,, ak, } blocks M’. Since {Ssc, au, , ak, } blocks M’
and ug,, (M’) = 0 it must be that either valg, (ag,) =1 or valg, (ay,) =1 or
both.

Suppose that both valg,, (o, ) =1 and valg,, (ag,) = 1 and hence ug,, ({ak,,
ak,}) = 2. Since (N,V) is triangle-free, it must be that ua, ({Sac, ok, }) =
Uay, ({S3¢, k, }) = 1. Since this triple blocks M’ it must be that u,, (M') =
Uq,, (M) = 0. By the construction of M’ it can be seen that a;, = S is
the only a, € N where uq,(M’) = 0 and uq, (M') < uq,(M). It follows that
Uay,, (M) = tq,, (M) = 0. Note that since uq,(M') =1 it follows that ay, # o
and ag, # «;. It follows that either ag, € N\ {a, @), }, ok, € N\ {a;, ), }, or
both. Without loss of generality assume that ax, € N \ {a;, @j,}. In summary,
there exists some a,, € N\ {ai,aj,}, namely ax,, where val,., (S3.) = 1 and
g, (M) = 0. In the algorithm, since ., # L the condition of Case 2 holds.
This is a contradiction.

The remaining possibility is that either valg,, (g, ) = 1 or wvalg, (ag,) =
1 but not both. Suppose without loss of generality that wvalg, (ag,) = 1 and
valg,, (ax,) = 0. It follows that wa,, ({Ssc,ak, }) = 1 and hence uq,,(M') =
0. Since o = S is the only a, € N where uq,(M') = 0 and uq,(M') <
U, (M), it follows that ug, (M) = 0. It must be that vala, (ak,) = 1 since
Uy, ({93, ky ) = 1 and valg,, (ak,) = 0. In summary, since vals,, (ax,) = 1
and vala,, (ak,) = 1 it follows that ua,, ({Sae, ak,}) = 2.

We have shown that ua, ({Sac, ak, }) = 2. Either uq, (M') = 1 or uq, (M') =
0. Suppose for a contradiction that ua, (M’) = 0. Since o, = Sa. is the only
ap € N where ua, (M’) = 0 and uq, (M') < uq, (M) it follows that u,, (M) = 0.
Consider two further possibilities. First, that ax, = a,. Second, that ag, # ;.
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In the first, since oy, = aj, then there exists some oy, € N, namely az,,
where valag, (ovj,) = vala,, (aj,) =1 and uq,, (M) = 0. In the algorithm, since
oy, 7# L the condition of Case 5 holds. This is a contradiction. Consider the sec-
ond possibility that oy, # «j,. Since uq, (M') = 1 it follows that a; # oy, and
hence there exists some ., € N \ {;, aj, }, namely aj,, where val,., (S3.) = 1
and g, (M) = 0. In the algorithm, since ., # L the condition of Case 2 holds.
This is also a contradiction. It remains that uq, (M') = 1.

In summary, we supposed that a triple {Ss., o, , ag, } blocks M’. We showed
that vals,, (o, ) = vala,, (ak,) = 1, ey, (M') = ua,, (M) = 0, and uq, (M') =
1. This is illustrated in Figure 10

S3c—2 S3c—1 S3e AN o

Fig.10. In Lemma [[3 we consider M’ in Case 7. We suppose for a contradiction
that some triple {5367Oék1706k2} blocks M’ where ok, , K, € N. We then show that
valsy, (ary) = vala, (r,) = 1, ey, (M) = ua,, (M) = 0, and uaq, (M') = 1. We
then show that this is a contradiction, and conclude that no such ax,, ok, exist. This
shows that S3. does not belong to a triple that blocks M’.

By the condition of Case 7, in the algorithm «,,, = L. This means that no
u, € N exists where vals,, (aw,) = 1, Ua,, (M) =1, aw, ¢ 5, and there exists
azy € N\ {a;} where vala., (aw,) = 1 and uq., (M) = 0. If uy, (M) =1 and
ag, ¢S then some a,, , &z, namely g, , ag,, exist, which is a contradiction. It
must be that either uq, (M) # 1 or oy, € S or both.

Suppose that ax, ¢ S and hence uq, (M) # 1. Recall that u,, (M') = 1.
By construction of M’ in Case 7, uq,(M') = uq,(M) for any o, € N\ (SU
{a;}). It follows that ax, € S U {«;}. By assumption, ag, ¢ S, so it must be
that o, = «;. In this case, there exists some «,, € N, namely ay,, where
vals,, (i) = vala, (ay,) = 1 and u,, (M) = 0. It follows that, in the algorithm,
the condition for Case 4 is true. This is a contradiction. It must be that oy, € S.

From above, uq, (M') = 1. Since us,, ,(M') = 2 for any 1 < d < c it
follows that ag, # S34—2 for any 1 < d < c. It follows that either ay, = S34_1
or a, = S3q for some 1 <d <c.
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Suppose that ag, = Ssq—1 for some 1 < d < c. Recall the d™ iteration
of the while loop. There exists some a,, € N \ {a;}, namely ay,, where
valy. (S3d-1) = 1 and w,. (M) = 0. It follows that in the algorithm, after
the d*® iteration of the while loop, ., # L, hence d = ¢ and either the condi-
tion for Case 1 was true or the condition for Case 3 was true. Both cases are a
contradiction. It follows that no such ay, # Ssq—1 for any 1 <d <ec.

Finally, suppose that ag, = Ssq for some 1 < d < ¢. From above, Ss. # oy,
so d < c. Recall the d'!' iteration of the while loop. Since wals,,(ak,) = 1,
Ua,, (M) =0, and ay, # a, since uq, (M’) = 1, it follows that there exists some
@z, € N\ {a;}, namely ay,, where vals., (S34) = 1 and u,., (M) = 0. There
are two possibilities. The first is that oy, # a;,. The second is that oy, = ay,.
Suppose first that ag, # «j,. There exists some o, € N\ {o, o), }, namely ay,,
where val,., (S34) = 1 and u,., (M) = 0. It follows that in the algorithm o, #
L, the break condition held, and the while loop terminated after this iteration.
This is a contradiction since d < c. Suppose then that oy, = o;,. It follows that
there exists some b = d where 1 < b < ¢ and valg,, (a;,) = valg,,(S3p) = 1. It
follows that, after the final iteration of the while loop, the condition for Case 6
is true, which is a contradiction. In summary, we have shown that ay, # Ssq for
every 1 <d<e.

To recap, we supposed that some g exists where uq,(M') < uq, (M) and
ay belongs to a triple that blocks M’. We first showed that oy € S. We then
showed that oy # S34—2 and ay # S3q—1 for any 1 < d < c¢. We then showed
that oy # S3q for any 1 < d < c¢. We concluded that oy = S3.. We supposed
that some ag,, o, € N exist where {Ssc, ag,, ai, } blocks M'. We then showed
that ax, € S. Finally we showed that ay, # Ssq—2 for any 1 < d < ¢, that
g, # S34-1 for any 1 < d < ¢, and that ag, # Ssq for any 1 < d < ¢. This
contradicts ay, € S and it follows that no such ay, exists where {Ss, o, , o, }
blocks M’. This shows that S3. does not belong to a triple that blocks M’ and
hence ay # Ss.. O

Lemma 14. Algorithm repair returns a stable P-matching M.

Proof. By Lemmal[Qlthe algorithm terminates after at most | (n — 2)/3] iterations
of the main loop. By Lemma [I0] the algorithm returns a P-matching.

Suppose M’ is a P-matching returned by the algorithm. By Lemmas [I1] 2]
and[[3] in Cases 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6, and 7,n0 g € N exists where uq, (M') < uq, (M)
and a4 belongs to a triple that blocks M.

Suppose for a contradiction that M’ is not stable and some triple {ax, , .,
g, } blocks M'. It follows that ua, (M') > uq,, (M) for 1 <r < 3, otherwise a
exists as described above. By Lemmal[l] it follows that {ay, , ak,, ok, } also blocks
M. By assumption, any triple that blocks M contains «; so assume without loss
of generality that ag, = a;.

In Case 4, u,, (M') = 2 and hence «; does not belong to a triple that blocks
M'. This is a contradiction. It follows that no triple blocks M’ and that M’ is
stable in Case 4.

In Cases 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7, uq,(M’) = 1. It follows that ua, ({ak,, @k, }) =
2 80 waly, (ag,) = wvala,(ag,) = 1. Since (N,V) is triangle-free, it must be
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that vala,, (k) = 0 and hence uq,, ({@i, aky}) = tay, ({i, ag,}) = 1. Since
{ai, ak,, auiy } blocks M, Tt follows that ua,, (M) = ua,, (M) = 0, and thus
that {oy, ag, , ak, } blocks M. This contradicts our original assumption that any
triple that blocks M contains {a;, o, aj, } where o, a5, € N, uqa, (M) =1,
Ua,, (M) = 0, and vala, (aj,) = vala,(aj,) = 1. It follows that no triple blocks
M. O

Lemma 15. Algorithm repair has running time O(|N|?).

Proof. The pseudocode above outlines the algorithm at a high level. To analyse
the worst-case time complexity we describe a suitable system of data structures,
which we combine with a preprocessing step. Relying on the unit cost of standard
operations in these data structures, we analyse the worst case time complexity
of Algorithm repair in terms of |V|.

Suppose that (N, V) is stored such that, for a given a,, € N, the algorithm
can iterate through the set {ag € N : vala,(ag) = 1} in O(|N|) time. Suppose
that M is stored such that the algorithm can iterate through each triple in O(|N|)
time. For example, (N, V') could be stored graphically using adjacency lists. It
follows that, given three agents ap,,an,,an, € N the algorithm can compute
Uary, ({ah27 Qhg })7 Uy, ({ahl ) Xhg })7 and Uarp, ({ahl ) ahz}) in O(|N|) time.

The preprocessing step involves constructing two lookup tables. Each lookup
table contains exactly |/N| entries and is indexed by some «, € N. Each en-
try in each table contains some integer less than or equal to |N|. It follows
that finding an entry given its index requires constant time. Each entry in L,
will contain either zero, one, or two. For each agent o, € N, the algorithm
constructs L, so that the p'* entry contains Uq, (M). By assumption, the al-
gorithm can compute uq, (M) for any o, € N in O(|N|) time. It follows that
Ly can be constructed in O(|N|?) time by iterating through M and computing
Uay,, (M),uah2 (M), Uay,, (M) for each {ap,, an,,an, } € M. Since |[M| = O(|N|)
in total this step takes O(|N|?) time. It follows that we can use L; to look up
Uq, (M) for any oy, € N in constant time. Each entry in Ly contains either the
label of some agent or L. Construct L such that for any a,, € N, the p'" entry
either contains some oy € N \ {a;} where val,,(ag) = 1 and uq, (M) = 0 if
it exists and otherwise L. The algorithm will use Lo primarily in the body of
the loop to identify a,,,, if it exists, using Ss.. The lookup table Ly can be con-
structed in O(|N|?) time, as follows. For each oy, € N, look up uq, (M) in L.
If wq, (M) = 0 then consider each oy € N where vala,(og) = 1 and oy # . If
the ¢'* entry of Ly is currently L then set that entry to Q.

The list S can be stored using a linked list or any data structure in which a
new element can be appended to the end of S in constant time and the iteration
through S takes O(|N|) time. The list S will be supplemented with a lookup
table Lg. For any oy, € N, the table Lg can be used to test membership in S
and look up the position of any agent in S in constant time. This is possible
because the only modification that the algorithm makes to S is appending a
single agent to the end of S in each iteration. As noted in Lemmal[d any agent is
added to S at most than once. Like the tables L1 and Lo, the table Lg contains
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exactly | V| entries and is indexed by each «, € N. Each entry in Lg contains
some integer position less than or equal to |S|. Before the algorithm appends an
element o, € N to the end of S, it can maintain Lg in constant time by setting
the p™ entry to |S|.

The first step in the algorithm involves identifying agents «;,,a;, where
{ai, a5, } blocks M in (N, V) and uq, (M) = 1 as follows. Given any
ajy, @, € N where uy, (M) =1, uq,;, (M) =0 and vala, (o), ) = vala,(aj,) =1,
the triple {ay, o)y, a, } blocks M in (N, V). It follows that some «j,,a;, € N
can be found in O(|N]) time, as follows. Consider each agent «, for which
valy, (op) = 1, and look up uq, (M) in Ly. If ua, (M) = 1 then look up the
p*™ entry of Ly. By the construction of Lo, if this entry is not equal to L then it
contains some ag € N\ {a;} where valy, (o) = 1 and uq, (M) = 0. In this case
let aj, = ap and v, = . Since M is not stable in (N, V), by the condition of
M there must exist some such o, , .

The second step in the algorithm involves identifying agents a;,, a;, where
Qjy, v, € M(aj,) \ {ay, } and uq;, (M) = 2. This can be done in O(|N|) time,
as follows. Consider each triple in M until M (o, ) is found. This takes O(|N|)
time. Use L; to identify o, and «;,.

The initialisation of S, ¢, a.,, 0z, ay,, 0y, and oy, in the algorithm takes
constant time.

Consider the while loop. By Lemma [0 there are at most |(|N]| —2) /3] =
O(|N]) iterations. Setting up the lookup tables allows us to ensure that each
iteration takes O(|N|) time. It follows that the loop terminates in O(|N|?) time.

To identify «,, as described, first identify Ss._1, in constant time. Consider
each o, € N for which valg,, ,(a,) = 1. This takes O(|N|) time. For each
such oy, if a, = a; then continue. If oy, # a; then look up uq, (M) in Ly. If
Uq, (M) = 0 then set o, = a,. If no such a, is found then no such a, exists
so set a,, = L.

Similarly, to identify some «,, as described, first identify Ss.. Consider each
oy, € N for which walg,, (a;,;) = 1. This takes O(|N|) time. For each such
iy, if i, = a; or ay, = aj, then continue. If not, look up uq,, (M) in Ly. If
Uq,, (M) = 0 then set ., = ay,. If no such «,, is found then no such «., exists
so set a, = L.

To identify «, as described, test if valg,, (o;) = 1. This takes O(|N|) time. If
vals,, (;) = 0 then no such «,, exists. If valg,, (a;) = 1 then consider each «,, €
N for which val,,(a,) = 1. Note that a;, # «;, since otherwise valy,, (a;) = 1,
from which it follows that {c, o, , a, } is a triangle in (N, V'). Look up wq, (M)
in Ly. If uq, (M) = 0 then set oy, = . If no such ay, where u,, (M) = 0 is
found then no such o, exists so set a,, = L. The identification of a,, if it
exists, can be performed similarly in O(|N|) time.

To compute 1 < b < ¢ as described, if there exists some such Ss3;, where
vals,, (@j,) = valg,, (Ssp) = 1, consider each oy, € N for which valg,, (o) = 1.
This takes O(|N|) time. For each such «,, determine its position b’ in S if it
belongs to S. If v, belongs to S and b’ is divisible by three and less than ¢ then
set b =b'. Otherwise, no such S, exists so set b = 0.
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To identify some a,,, as described, first identify Ss. in constant time. Con-
sider each «y, € N for which vals,, (o) = 1. This takes O(|N|) time. For each
such oy, test if a;, belongs to S using Lg. If so, then continue. If not, then
look up the p* entry in L. If this entry is L then continue. If not, then sup-
pose this entry is «,. By the construction of Lo, it follows that oy € N \ {a;},
vala,(ag) = 1 and ue, (M) = 0. Accordingly, set ., to a, since the algorithm
has identified a., = oy € N\ {a;} for which val,,, (a.;) =1 and u,,, (M) = 0.

Evaluating the break condition in the loop can be performed in constant
time. If the break condition is true then «,,, exists. The identification of o,
and a,,, can be accomplished in O(|N|) time, using the same process as for a,
and «a;,. From above, adding three elements to S requires constant time.

Now consider the final if/else statement and the seven possible construc-
tions of M’. In each of the seven cases, M’ contains each triple in {r € M|rNS =
@ }. This set can be constructed in O(]N|) time by considering each triple in M
and the three corresponding entries in Lg. In Cases 3 and 6, the agents «, and
o, can each be identified in O(|N|) time, using a similar process as for a,, in the
loop body as described above. The remaining triples in M’ can be constructed
after one scan of S in O(|N|) time. O

Lemma 16. Algorithm repair returns a stable P-matching in O(|N|?) time.

Proof. By Lemmas [I4] and O

4.3 Finding a stable P-matching in a triangle-free instance

In the previous section we supposed that (N,V) was a triangle-free instance
of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN and considered a P-matching M that was repairable (Sec-
tion L2]). We presented Algorithm repair, which can be used to construct a
stable P-matching M’ in O(|N|?) time (Lemma [I6]). In this section we present
Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree (Algorithm [2]), which, given a triangle-
free instance (N, V'), constructs a P-matching M’ that is stable in (N, V). Al-
gorithm findStableInTriangleFree is recursive. The algorithm first removes
an arbitrary agent «; to construct a smaller instance (N/, V'). It then uses a rec
ursive call to construct a P-matching M that is stable in (N’,V’). By Lemmal/[I]
any triple that blocks M in the larger instance (N, V) must contain a; or block
M in (N',V"). There are then three cases involving types of triple that block M
in (N, V'). In two out of three cases, M’ can be constructed by adding to M a
new triple containing a; and two players unmatched in M. In the third case, M
is not stable in (N, V) but, by design, is repairable (see Section 2. It follows
that Algorithm repair can be used to construct a P-matching that is stable
in (N,V) (Lemmal[I@). It is relatively straightforward to show that the running
time of Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree is O(|N|?).

Lemma 17. Given a triangle-free instance (N,V), Algorithm findStableIn-
TriangleFree returns a stable P-matching in (N,V).
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Proof. The proof is by induction on |[N|. When |N| = 2, the returned matching
& is trivially stable in (N, V). Suppose then that Algorithm findStableInTri-
angleFree returns a stable P-matching M given (N, V') where |N'| < |N]|. It
follows that the recursive call to Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree returns
a P-matching M that is stable in (N, V).

Consider the first branch of the if/else statement. By construction, u,, (M)
= 2 and uq,, (M') = uq,, (M’) = 1. Since M is a P-matching, it follows that M’
is also a P-matching. Suppose for a contradiction that some triple blocks the
returned P-matching M’ in (N, V). Since uq,(M') = 2, such a triple does not
contain ;. By construction, ua,(M’) > uqa, (M) for any a,, € N, so it follows
that such a triple also blocks M in (N’, V'), a contradiction.

Consider the second branch of the if/else statement. By construction,
Ua,, (M') = 2 and uq,; (M') = uq,, (M') = 1. Since M is a P-matching, it fol-
lows that M’ is also a P-matching. Suppose for a contradiction that some triple
blocks M’ in (N,V). By construction, uq,(M’) > uq, (M) for any o), € N.
It follows that any such triple that blocks M’ in (N,V) contains «;, other-
wise that triple blocks M in (N’,V’), a contradiction. Suppose that some triple
{as, ag,, ar, } blocks M’ in (N, V). By construction, uq,(M’) =1 so it must be
that ua,; ({ak,, ok, }) = 2 and hence valy, (ag,) = valy, (ak,) = 1. Since (N, V)
is triangle-free, it follows that wa,, ({vi, ak,}) = ta,, ({as, ax, }) = 1. It follows
that ua, (M) = uq,, (M') = 0. Since uqa, (M) > uq, (M) for any a;, € N, it
must be that ua, (M) = ua,, (M) = 0. This contradicts the condition of the

Algorithm 2 Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree

Input: an instance (N, V) of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN
Output: stable P-matching M’ in (N, V)

if |[N| = 2 then return @

a; < an arbitrary agent in N

(N, V") = (N \{ai}, V\ {vala })

M < findStableInTriangleFree((N', V"))

if some au,, i, € N exist where uq, (M) = uaq,, (M) =0
and vala, (aq, ) = vala, (cu,) = 1 then
return M U {{o;, au,, au, }}

else if some ay,,;, € N exist where ua,, (M) = uq,, (M) =0
and vala, (auy) = vala,, (ou,) =1 then
return M U {{a;, auy, au, }}

else if some ay;, ai; € N exist where ua, (M) =1, uq, (M) =0
and vala, (au;) = vala,, (ous) =1 then
> M is repairable in (N, V) (see Section [.2)). Note that o, = ay; and oy, = ayq.
return repair((N,V), M, a;)

else

return M
end if
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first branch of the if/else statement, since two agents oy, , aq,, namely ag, , Qg,,
exist where uq,, (M) = uq,, (M) =0 and vala, (o, ) = vala, (au,) = 1.

Consider the third branch of the if/else statement. It must be that the
conditional expressions in the first and second branches of the 1f/else statement
do not hold. It follows from this that every triple that blocks M in (N', V")
comprises {a;, auy, ais} where ai, aqy € N, ug, (M) = 1, uq, (M) = 0, and
valq, (i) = vala, (cuis) = 1. Note that uq, (M) = 0 and hence this is exactly
the condition required by Algorithm repair (see Section [£.2)). By Lemma [I6]
Algorithm repair returns a P-matching M’ that is stable in (N, V).

Consider the fourth branch of the if/else statement. It must be that the
conditional expressions in the first, second, and third branches of the if/else
statement do not hold. Suppose for a contradiction that some triple blocks M’ =
M in (N,V). By construction, uq,(M') = wuq, (M) for any a, € N. It follows
that any such triple that blocks M’ in (N, V') contains «;, otherwise that triple
blocks M in (N’ V'), a contradiction. Suppose that some triple {o;, g, , ok, }
blocks M’ in (N, V).

Suppose first that ue, ({ag,, ok, }) = 2. Since (N, V) is triangle-free, it fol-
lows that ua, ({ai, ok, }) = ta,, {ai,ar, }) = 1. It follows that uq,, (M') =
Uay, (M') = 0. Since uq,(M') > uq, (M) for any o, € N, it must be that
Uqy,, (M) = uq,, (M) = 0. This contradicts the condition of the first branch of
the if/else statement.

Suppose then that ua, ({ak, , ak, }) = 1. It must be that either ua, ({a;, ax, }) =
2 01 Uq,, ({ai, ak, }) = 2. Suppose without loss of generality that ua,, ({vi, ak, }) =
2. It follows that vala,, () = vala,, (ok,) = 1. There are two possibilities: either
Uq,, (M) =1 or ua, (M) = 0. The first possibility implies that the conditional
expression of the second if/else branch holds, a contradiction. The second
possibility implies that the conditional expression of the third if/else branch
holds, also a contradiction. It follows that no such triple {o;, ag,, ok, } blocks
M’ in (N, V). O

Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree is recursive. We consider its asymp-
totic time complexity and prove that it has running time O(|N|?).

Lemma 18. Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree has running time O(|N|3).

Proof. The pseudocode for Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree gives an out-
line of the algorithm at a high level. As before, to analyse the worst-case time
complexity we provide a more detailed description of certain steps in terms of the
unit cost of operations in standard data structures. This description suffices to
show that the running time of the algorithm is O(|N|3). Let T'(|N|) be the run-
ning time of the algorithm given an instance (N, V). We will prove inductively
that T(|N]) = O(|NJ?).

Suppose that the input (N, V') is given such that, for a given o, € N, the
algorithm can iterate through the set {oy € N : valy,(aq) = 1} in O(|NJ)
time. For example, (N, V') could be stored graphically using adjacency lists. It
follows that, given three agents ap,, an,,an, € N the algorithm can compute
Uary,, ({ah27 Qhgy })7 Uay, ({ahl » Xhg })7 and Uarp, ({ahl ) ah2}) in O(|N|) time. In any
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case, algorithm will return a P-matching M’ stored as a linked list or similar
data structure that allows a triple to be appended to the end of list in constant
time.

By inspection, when |N| = 2 the algorithm returns immediately and hence
T(2) = O(1). In this case the algorithm will return an empty linked list or similar
data structure.

The constructed instance (N, V') can be stored using adjacency lists or an
equivalent data structure. A straightforward procedure to select «; and construct
(N', V") takes O(|N]) time. By assumption, the recursive call to construct M’
takes T'(|N| — 1) time.

After this call, the algorithm constructs a supplementary lookup table L,
with exactly |N| — 1 entries indexed by each «, € N’. Each entry will con-
tain either zero, one, or two. For each agent a, € N, the algorithm con-
structs L; so that the p'" entry contains Uq, (M). By assumption, the algo-
rithm can compute wuq, (M) for any a, € N in O(|NJ) time. It follows that
Ly can be constructed in O(|N|?) time by iterating through M and computing
Uay, (M), uq,,, (M), ta,,, (M) for each {an,, an,, an,} € M. Since |M| = O(|N|)
in total this step takes O(|N|?) time. It follows that we can use L; to look up
Uq, (M) for any o, € N in constant time.

The construction of L; allows the algorithm to identify some oy, aq, € N
exist where uq, (M) = uq,, (M) = 0 and vala, (au,) = vala, (ar,) = 1, if two
such agents exist, in O(|N|?) time. One way to do this is to consider each pair
(ar,,a1,) € N? and look up ug, (M) and ug,, (M) in Ly. Since M is stored
using a linked list or similar data structure, if such ay,, o, € N exist then M’
can be constructed by adding the triple {«;, oy, ,} to M in constant time.
Similarly, the identification of ay,,y, € N where uq,, (M) = uq,, (M) = 0 and
vala, (auy) = valy,, (ar,) = 1 can be performed in O(|N|?) time and the corre-
sponding construction of M’ in constant time. In the third branch of the if/else
statement, the identification of ay,, i, € N where uq,, (M) =1, uq, (M) =0
and vala, (o1,) = vala,, (a,) = 1 can be similarly performed in O(|N|?) time.
By Lemma 5] the call to Algorithm repair also takes O(|N|?) time. It fol-
lows that the overall running time of Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree is
O(INP?). O

Lemma 19. Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree returns a stable P-matching
in (N,V) in O(|N|?) time.

Proof. By Lemmas [[7] and I8 O

4.4 Finding a stable P-matching in an arbitrary instance

In the previous section we considered instances of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN that are
triangle-free. We showed that, given such an instance, Algorithm findStableIn-
TriangleFree can be used to find a stable P-matching in O(|N|?) time (Lemmal[I9).
In Section 1] we showed that an arbitrary instance can be reduced in O(|N|?)
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time to construct a corresponding triangle-free instance (Lemma ). We define
a subroutine, eliminateTriangles, which reduces an arbitrary instance in this
way, and returns a pair containing the reduced instance and a set of triangles
M. Algorithm findStable therefore comprises two steps. First, the instance is
reduced with a call to eliminateTriangles. Then, Algorithm findStableIn-
TriangleFree is called to construct a P-matching M’ that is stable in the
reduced, triangle-free instance.

Algorithm 3 Algorithm findStable
Input: an instance (N, V) of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN
Output: stable P-matching M’ in (N, V)
(N, V"), Ma < eliminateTriangles((N,V))
M’ + findStableInTriangleFree((N',V’))
return M’ U Ma

Lemma 20. Given an instance (N,V) of 8D-SR-SAS-BIN, Algorithm find-

Stable returns a stable P-matching.

Proof. A suitable implementation of the subroutine eliminateTriangles re-
turns a pair ((N', V'), Ma) where |N'| < |N| and if M is a stable P-matching
in (N, V') then M’ = M U Mp is a stable P-matching in (N,V) (Lemma [g]).
By Lemma[I9, Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree returns P-matching M’
that is stable in in (N’,V’). Tt follows that M’ U Ma is a P-matching that is
stable in (N, V). O

Lemma 21. Algorithm findStable has running time O(|N|?).

Proof. By definition, Algorithm eliminateTriangles has running time O(|N|?)
(Lemma []). By Lemma [I8 Algorithm findStableInTriangleFree also has
running time O(|N|?). It follows that Algorithm findStable has total running
time O(|N|?). O

Theorem 2. Given an instance (N, V) of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN, a stable P-matching,
and hence a stable matching, must exist and can be found in O(|N|*) time. More-

over, if |N| is a multiple of three then, if required, every agent can be matched

in the returned stable matching.

Proof. By Lemmas and 211 If |N| is a multiple of three, then if required
the agents unmatched in M’ U M can be arbitrarily matched into triples. By
Lemma [T}, the resulting matching is still stable in (N, V). O
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4.5 Stability and utilitarian welfare

Given an instance (N, V') of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN and matching M, let the utilitarian
welfare A1) of a set S C N, denoted us(M), be > uq,(M). Let u(M) be
a; €S

short for uy(M). Given a matching M in an arbitrary instance (N, V) of 3D-
SR-SAS-BIN, it follows that 0 < w(M) < 2|N]|. It is natural to then consider
the optimisation problem of finding a stable matching with maximum utilitarian
welfare, which we refer to as 3D-SR-SAS-BIN-MAXUW. This problem is closely
related to Partition Into Triangles (PIT, defined in Section B]), which we reduce
from in the proof that 3D-SR-SAS-BIN-MAXUW is NP-hard.

Theorem 3. 3D-SR-SAS-BIN-MAXUW is NP-hard.

Proof. A trivial reduction exists from Partition Into Triangles (defined in Sec-
tion[3]) to the problem of deciding if a given instance of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN-MAXUW
contains a stable matching M with u(M) = 2|N]|. O

We note that the reduction from PIT to 3D-SR-SAS-BIN-MAXUW also
shows that the problem of finding a (not-necessarily stable) matching with max-
imum utilitarian welfare, given an instance of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN, is also NP-hard.

In Section [£.4] we showed that, given an arbitrary instance (N, V') of 3D-SR-~
SAS-BIN, a stable P-matching exists and can be found in O(|N|?) time. We now
present Algorithm findStableUW (Algorithm M) as an approximation algorithm
for 3D-SR-SAS-BIN-MAXUW. This algorithm first calls Algorithm findStable
to construct a stable P-matching. It then orders the unmatched agents into
triples such that the produced matching is still stable in (V, V') (by LemmalIl) but
is not necessarily a P-matching. The pseudocode description of Algorithm find-
StableUW includes a call to maximum2DMatching. Given an instance (N, V) and
some set U C N, this subroutine returns a (two-dimensional) mazimum cardi-
nality matching Y in the subgraph of G, the underlying graph of (N, V'), induced
by U. From Y, Algorithm findStableUW constructs a set X of pairs with car-
dinality ||U|/3]. It also constructs a set Z from the remaining agents, also with
cardinality ||U|/3]. Finally, it constructs the matching Ms such that each triple
in M> is union of a pair of agents in X and a single agent in Z.

We consider Algorithm findStableUW with an arbitrary input instance (N, V).
The goal is to show that 2u(Ma) > u(Mop), where My is the stable matching
returned by the algorithm, and My, is a stable matching in (N, V') with maxi-
mum utilitarian welfare. Recall that |N| = 3k + [ for some k > 0 and 0 < < 3
and by Proposition [[l we assume that |Mop| = k.

The proof is broken down into two cases. The first case is proved in Lemma [24]
In this case, the utilitarian welfare of any triple in My is at least two. The second
case, in which some triple in M4 has utilitarian welfare zero, is considered in
Lemmas — and BIl At a high level, the proof in both cases is similar, and
involves placing a lower bound on the welfare in M of the agents in each triple
in Mopt-
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Algorithm 4 Algorithm findStableUW

Input: an instance (N, V) of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN
Output: stable matching M4 in (N,V)
M, < findStable((N,V))
U < agents in N unmatched in M;
Y + maximum2DMatching((NV, V), U)
if |Y| > [|U|/3] then
X < any ||U|/3] elements of Y’
else

> Note that since Y is a set of disjoint pairs, it follows that
[U\NUY|=U|=2)Y| = [|U|/3] = Y].
W < an arbitrary set of ||U|/3]| — |Y| pairs of elements in U \ JY
X+~Yuw
end if
Z+—U\UX

> Suppose X = {5017$27 N 7‘r|.\U\/3J} and Z = {2:17 22y e 7Z|_\U\/3J}'

> Note that z; is a pair of agents and z; is a single agent for each 1 <14 < [|U|/3].
My + {z; U{z;} for each 1 <i < ||U|/3]}

return M; U M

Let Ty, and T be the set of triples each with utilitarian welfare y in Moyt
and M respectively. Recall that since the valuation functions are symmetric,
us(M) € {0,2,4,6} for any triple ¢ in an arbitrary matching M. It follows that

Mope = T9 UTo UTo UTo, (1)
My=T§5 UTy UT: UTY (2)
and hence
U(Mom) = 6|T06pt| + 4|T(§lpt| + 2|Tgpt| (3)
u(Ma) = 6|TS| + 4|Tx| +2|T3| . (4)

Lemma [22] shows that, by design, there are exactly | agents in N that are
unmatched in M.

Lemma 22. |My| = k.

Proof. Recall that [N| =3k +1 for k > 1 and 0 < < 3. Since U contains the
agents unmatched in | M|,
[U| = |N| = 3| M|
=3k +1—3[My| . (5)
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It then follows that

LIU|/3] = |(B8k + 1 — 3|M4])/3] by Equation [{
= [k+1/3—|Ml]
=k+ [1/3] — |M]
=k — | M| since [ < 3 by definition. (6)

Now consider |My|. By construction, My = M7 U Ms so it follows that

[Ma| = | M| + | Ms]

= [My| + [|U|/3] by construction
= |M;|+ k — | M| by Equation [d
=k .

Lemma 23] demonstrates a relationship between T and T

Lemma 23. [T§| > |T7,|/3.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary triple {ap,, an,, @p,} € Toﬁpt. This triple is a tri-
angle, meaning vala,, (an,) = vala,, (any) = vala,, (an,) = 1. Recall that the
first step of Algorithm findStable involved selecting a maximal set of trian-
gles. In the pseudocode description of Algorithm findStable, we described this
operation using Algorithm eliminateTriangles, which we refer to here. Since
{@hy, Qhy, aps b is a triangle in (N, V), either Algorithm eliminateTriangles
selected this triple, and {ap,,an,,an,} € T, or at least one of ap,,an,,an,
was added to a different triple in 7. In either case, any triple in TS,; contains
at least one agent that belongs to some triple in 7. Triples in 7§ are disjoint,

hence the number of agents in triples in T is at least |Tfpt|. It follows that
TR = TS0l /3. O

In Lemma 24 we consider the case when T = &.
Lemma 24. If T = @ then 2u(My) > u(Mopt).

Proof. We start by presenting an upper bound on |Tiy| + [T2,;| in terms of k
and |TS,|. Recall that | M| = k by Proposition [l

|Tc?pt| + |T§pt| + |Tgpt| + |T00pt| = |Mopt| = k by Equation ]
|Tc?pt| + |T§pt| + |Tfpt| S k
|T<;1pt| + |T02pt| < k— |T06pt . (7)
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We now place an upper bound on u(Mep) only in terms of |T)9 | and &.

u(Mopt) = 6|T06pt| + 4|Tépc| + 2|Tfpt|
< 6| Tgpe| + 4(| Tope| + [Tone )
< 6] Tope| +4(k — [Toy)
< 6|70y | + 4k — 4TS |
< 2|T(?pt| + 4k .

Considering My, the following equalities hold:

ITR] + |TAl + | TR] + |TR] = | Ma]
ITR] + ITA] + |TR| = [Mal
|TR| + ITA| + |TX] = k
| TAl + [TR] =k — |TR] -

Placing a lower bound on u(My),

u(Ma) = 6|TS| + 4|Tx| + 2|T3|
> 6|78 + 2(|TA| + |TR])
> 6|TR| +2(k — |TR))
> 6|TS| + 2k — 2|T5|
> 4|TS| + 2k .

(Equation B])

by Inequality [7

(8)
by Equation
since [T| = @
by Lemma
(9)
(Equation H])
by Equation
(10)

By Lemma 23] and Inequality [0l we obtain the following lower bound for u(May)

in terms of |79, | and k:

u(Mp) > 4|TS| + 2k
> 4(|Tgpel/3) + 2k
> 4|TS1/3+ 2k .

Thus, by Inequality [Tk

2u(Ma) > 8T, /3 + 4k
> 2|TS | + 4k
> U(Mopt)

We now consider the case when [T| > 0.

Lemma 25. If [T$| > 0 then |Y| < [|U|/3].

(Inequality [I0)
by Lemma 23]
(11)
by Inequality 8l
O
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Proof. We prove the contrapositive. Suppose |Y| > [|U|/3]. By construction,
X C Y is a set of pairs where valy, (o) = 1 for each pair {a,,aq} € X. It
follows that each triple in M, contains two agents oy, oq for which {a,, aq} € X
and hence val,,(eg) = 1. We thus obtain u;(Ma) > 2 for any triple ¢t € Ms.
Since M; is a P-matching, it also holds that u;(Ma) > 2 for any ¢ € M;. This
shows that |T§| = @. O

Lemma 26. If |T3| > 0 then uq,(Ma) > 1 for any o, € JY.

Proof. Suppose |T5| > 0. Consider an arbitrary a, € [JY. It follows that some
ag € N exists where {a,,aq} € Y and hence valy, (o) = 1, by the definition of
Y.

By Lemma 28] |Y| < [|U|/3]. It follows that {a,,aq} € X. It follows that
there exists some ¢ where 1 < ¢ < ||U|/3] for which X; = {a;, a4} and hence, by
construction of Ms, the triple 2;U{z;} belongs to Ms. It follows that aiy € Ma(cvp)
and hence uq, (Ma) > 1. O

Lemma 27. Suppose |TY| > 0. For any a,,as € N, if vals, (as) = 1 then
u{amas}(MA) > 1.

Proof. Suppose |T5| > 0.

Suppose for a contradiction that some a,., as; € N exist where val,, (o) =1
and u{q, a,1(Ma) = 0. It follows that ua, (Ma) = ua,(Ma) = 0. It follows,
by the definition of a P-matching, that «,., a5 are unmatched in M; and hence
ar, a5 € U. By Lemma[26]it follows that o, ¢ [JY and a,s ¢ [JY'. It follows that
Y’ =Y U{ay,as} is a disjoint set of pairs of agents in U where valy, (o) = 1
for each pair {ap,aq} € Y. Since |Y’| > |V, this contradicts the maximality
of Y returned by Algorithm maximum2DMatching. It follows that no such «;., as
exist where valy, (as) = 1 and ugq, o3 (Ma) = 0. O

Lemma 28. If [T}] > 0 then u,(Ma) >3 for any t € TS,,.

Proof. Suppose |T}| > 0. Consider an arbitrary {an,, @y, s} € Toy. By def-
inition, vala,, (an,) = vala,,(an,) = vala,, (an,) = 1. Since My is a stable
matching, the triple {ap,, ap,, an, } does not block My. It follows that at least
one of the following holds: uq, (Ma) = 2, Uq,,(Ma) = 2, 0r uq,, (Ma) = 2.
Suppose without loss of generality that uq, (Ma) = 2. By Lemma 27, it must
be that u{ah2,ah3}(MA) > 1. In total, U{ahl)ahz)ahg}(MA) > 3. o

Lemma 29. If [T3| > 0 then uy(Ma) > 2 for any t € Ty,

Proof. Suppose |T}| > 0. Consider an arbitrary {on,, an,, an,} € To,, where
vala,, (an,) = vala,, (any) = 1 and valy, (an,) = 0. Suppose for a contradiction
that U{ahl)ah27ah3}(MA) < 2.

I ufa,, an, an, } (Ma) = 0, then {an,, oy, g } blocks M in (NN, V). It must
be that u(a, ay, 101}13}(MA) = 1. By Lemma27] it must be that Ufay, 70¢h,2}(MA) >
1 and also that u{q,_ a,,}1(Ma) > 1. It follows that ua, (Ma) = ta,, (Ma) =0
and uy,,, (Ma) = 1. In this case, {an,, an,, any} blocks My in (N, V), which is
a contradiction. It follows that u{ahl)ahya}%}(MA) > 2. O
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Lemma 30. If [T}] > 0 then u,(Ma) > 1 for any t € T2,

Proof. Suppose |T3| > 0. Consider an arbitrary {an,,an,,an,} € T2, where
vala,, (an,) = 1 and valy, (an,) = vala,, () = 0. By Lemma 27, it must be
that u{a, a,,}(Ma) =1 and hence u(a, o, 0n, 3 (Ma) = 1. O

Lemma 31. If [T4| > 0 then 2w(Ma) > w(Mpt).

Proof. Suppose that [T§| > 0. Intuitively, in this lemma the utilitarian welfare
in M, is apportioned by considering the utilitarian welfare in M4 of each triple
in Mope. By definition,

u(Ma) = Y u(Ma)

teMopt
= Z ut(MA)+ Z ut(MA)+ Z ut(MA)
teTS . teTy,, teTZ,,
+ Z us(Mp) by Equation ]
teTd,
> 3 w(Ma)+ Y u(Ma)+ > u(My)
teTS . teTs,, teTZ,,
2 3|T06pt| + 2|T§pt| + |Tfpt| by Lemmas DEL

29 andB0 (12)
Thus, by Inequality
2u(Ma) > 6|T06pt| + 4|T§pt| + 2|T02pt
> u(Mopt) by Equation
(]
Lemma 32. Algorithm £indStableUW has running time O(|N|?).

Proof. Since the time complexity of Algorithm findStable is O(|N|?) and the
time complexity of Algorithm maximum2DMatching is O(|N|?). O

Theorem 4. Algorithm £indStableUW is a 2-approrimation algorithm for 3D-
SR-SAS-BIN-MAXUW.

Proof. The absolute approximation ratio is shown in Lemmas 24] and 31l The
running time is shown in Lemma O

In the instance of 3D-SR-SAS-BIN shown in Figure [[I Algorithm find-
StableUW always returns Ma = {{as,as,a6}} while Moy = {{a1, a2, as},
{au, a5, as}, {ag, a7, a9} }. Since u(Ma) = 6 and u(Mqpy) = 12 it follows that
u(Mopt) = 2u(My). This shows that the analysis of Algorithm findStableUW
is tight. Moreover, this particular instance shows that any approximation al-
gorithm with a better performance ratio than 2 should not always begin, like
Algorithm findStableUW does, by selecting a maximal set of triangles.
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Fig. 11. An instance in which u(Mopt) = 2u(Ma).

Open questions

In this paper we have considered the three-dimensional stable roommates prob-
lem with additively separable preferences. We considered the special cases in
which preferences are binary but not necessarily symmetric, and both binary
and symmetric. There are several interesting directions for future research.

e Does there exist an approximation algorithm for 3D-SR-SAS-BIN-MAXUW

(Section L)) with a better performance guarantee than 27

e In 3D-SR-AS, there are numerous possible restrictions besides symmetric and

binary preferences. Do any other restrictions ensure that a stable matching
exists? For example, we could consider the restriction in which preferences
are symmetric and val,, € {0,1,2} for each o; € N.

Additively separable preferences are one possible structure of agents’ pref-
erences that can be applied in a model of three-dimensional SR. Are there
other systems of preferences that result in new models in which a stable
matching can be found in polynomial time?

The 3D-SR-AS problem model can be generalised to higher dimensions. It
would be natural to ask if the algorithm for 3D-SR-SAS-BIN can be gener-
alised to the same problem in k£ > 3 dimensions, in which a k-set of agents S
is blocking if, for each of the k£ agents in S, the utility of S is strictly greater
than that agent’s utility in the matching. We conjecture that when k£ > 4, a
stable matching need not exist, and that the associated decision problem is
NP-complete, even when preferences are both binary and symmetric.
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