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Abstract. We consider the problem of finding a maximum popular matching in a many-to-many
matching setting with two-sided preferences and matroid constraints. This problem was proposed
by Kamiyama [Theoret. Comput. Sci., 809 (2020), pp. 265-276] and solved in the special case where
matroids are base orderable. Utilizing a newly shown matroid exchange property, we show that the
problem is tractable for arbitrary matroids. We further investigate a different notion of popularity,
where the agents vote with respect to lexicographic preferences, and show that both existence and
verification problems become coNP-hard even in the b-matching case.
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1. Introduction. The notion of popular matching is a natural adaptation of
the notion of weak Condorcet winner [7] to the marriage model of Gale and Shapley
[11], where agents of a two-sided market have strict preference orders on admissible
agents on the other side. A matching is called popular if it does not lose a head-to-
head election against any other matching, i.e., it is a weak Condorcet winner in the
election among matchings. It is a well-known fact (sometimes called the Condorcet
paradox) that a weak Condorcet winner does not always exist in the general voting
setting. Remarkably, existence is guaranteed in the marriage model: Gérdenfors [12]
showed that every stable matching is popular. In fact, stable matchings are the
smallest popular matchings, so the notion of popular matching can be considered as a
relaxation of stable matching, where we sacrifice pairwise stability in order to achieve
larger size.

Several years after the results of Gardenfors, popular matchings came into focus
again in the 2000s due to their interesting algorithmic properties. Huang and Kavitha
[15] showed that a maximum size popular matching in the marriage model can be
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found in polynomial time. In contrast, recently it was shown by Faenza et al. [8] and
Gupta et al. [13, 14] (simultaneously and independently) that deciding the existence
of a popular matching in the roommates (i.e., nonbipartite) model is NP-complete.

Just as in the case of the stable marriage problem, the results have been extended
to many-to-many matchings. The concept of Condorcet winner is not so straightfor-
ward in this setting, because there are several different ways in which an agent can
compare two matchings based on the sets of partners. Nonetheless, remarkable find-
ings by Brandl and Kavitha [2, 3] show that popular many-to-many matchings exist
under a rather restrictive definition of popularity, and furthermore, the largest such
matching has the maximum size even among matchings satisfying a much less restric-
tive notion of popularity.

Nasre and Rawat [18] introduced a many-to-many model where agents can have
classifications in their preference lists, and classes can have upper quotas. Kamiyama
[16] proposed a far-reaching generalization of this model, by extending the laminar
nested classification of Nasre and Rawat to a model involving arbitrary matroids.
He gave an algorithm that returns a popular matching, based on Fleiner’s algorithm
for finding a matroid kernel [9, 10], which is a generalization of the notion of stable
matching to matroid intersection. For the maximum size popular matching problem,
however, Kamiyama could only prove the correctness of his algorithm for the special
case of weakly base orderable matroids. This includes the problem of Nasre and
Rawat, but does not include graphic matroids, for example. He left open the question
of whether there is a polynomial-time algorithm for arbitrary matroids.

In this paper, we give an affirmative answer to this question. We show that the
mazximum popular matching problem with two-sided preferences and arbitrary matroid
constraints can be solved in polynomial time, by essentially the same algorithm as in
[16]. The key tool in extending the proof from weakly base orderable matroids to
arbitrary matroids is a new matroid exchange property that can be formulated in
terms of voting between two independent sets in a matroid with a given linear order
on the elements (an ordered matroid). We will describe this exchange property in
Theorem 3.1. Since it may potentially be useful in other areas of matroid theory
too, we include an equivalent form of the result here that can be easily understood in
purely matroid theoretic terms.

THEOREM 1.1. Let M = (S,T) be a matroid, let = be a linear order on S, and let A
and B be disjoint bases of M. For each ab€ Ax B, let w(ab) =1 if a <b and w(ab) =0
ifa>b. Let EaA={abe AxB: A—a+becZ} and Ep={abe AxB: B+a—beTl}.
Then,

max{w(N): N is a perfect matching in Ex}
>min{w(N"): N’ is a perfect matching in Ep}.

This theorem states a relation between the two graphs which are determined by
the structure of exchanges for two different bases, which is not really well understood
in the literature. In the proof (i.e., in the proof of Theorem 3.1), we take a dual
optimal solution of a maximum-weight perfect matching problem in the graph with
FE 4 and utilize it to analyze perfect matchings in Fz. We note that the special case
when A is an optimal base with respect to the ordering > was proved previously in
[6] by the present authors, but the duality argument was not required there and it is
introduced in the present work.

The precise definitions for various notions of popularity will be given in section 3;
here we only give a high-level idea. We present our results in the framework of matroid
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intersection, which is equivalent to Kamiyama’s model, but allows us to better describe
the difference between the more restrictive and less restrictive popularity notions. It
is also closer to the original matroid kernel problem defined by Fleiner [9]. In our
framework, two ordered matroids are given on the same ground set S, both as direct
sums: My = M{® M; EB-~-EBM,%] and My = M12€9M22€9--~69M,32. Agents correspond
to the summands in the direct sums, so there are ki + ko agents, each corresponding
to a matroid M = (S},Z}).

To get a pairwise comparison of two common independent sets X and Y, the
agent corresponding to MJZ compares X N S; and Y N Sji. based on the ordering of
the elements of S7. The details of this are described in section 3; here we just note
that an agent may cast multiple votes based on how the elements of (X'\Y)N .S} and
(Y \ X)N S} can be paired to each other. The votes of all agents are added to obtain
the total vote between X and Y.

The common independent set X is popular if there is no common independent
set Y that gets more votes in such a pairwise comparison. We show that a maximum
size popular common independent set can be found efficiently. Furthermore, we prove
a property similar to the one by Brandl and Kavitha mentioned above: there always
exists a common independent set satisfying a remarkably restrictive definition of pop-
ularity that has the maximum size among all common independent sets satisfying
weaker popularity properties. This kind of property has not been shown previously
in the setting with matroids [16].

We also investigate another notion of popularity, called lexicographic popularity.
Here, each agent has only one vote, and the agents compare common independent
sets in a lexicographic way. Lexicographic preferences have been of considerable in-
terest recently, as they arise in many applications. Cechldrovd et al. [5] studied
Pareto-optimal matchings in the many-to-many matching problem with lexicographic
one-sided preferences. Bird and Csaji [1] investigated the strong core and Pareto op-
timality with two-sided lexicographic preferences. Closest to our work is the paper of
Paluch [19], which studied popular and clan-popular matchings in the many-to-one
matching problem with one-sided lexicographic preferences. We show that, in contrast
to the previous notion of popularity, a lexicographically popular common independent
set does not always exist and both the search and verification questions regarding lex-
icographic popularity are coNP-hard, even in the restricted case of b-matchings with
constant degrees and capacities.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In section 2, we describe the
matroid kernel problem and the relationship between matroid kernels and two-sided
stable matching with matroid constraints. In section 3, we define the various notions
of voting and popularity that we consider in the popular matroid intersection problem,
and we describe their relationship to the popularity notions used in the literature on
many-to-many matchings. We also present our new result on matroid exchanges,
which is proved in section 4. In section 5, we describe the algorithm for the maximum
size popular matroid intersection problem and the proof of its correctness. Finally,
in section 6 we define lexicographic popularity and provide hardness results for the
related search and verification problems.

2. Ordered matroids and matroid kernels. A matroid is a pair (S,Z) of
a finite set S and a nonempty family Z C 2° satisfying the following two axioms:
(i) AC B € 7 implies A € Z, and (ii) for any A, B € Z with |A| < |B|, there is
v € B\ A with A+v e€Z. Axiom (ii) is called the augmentation axiom. A set in Z
is called an independent set, and an inclusionwise maximal one is called a base. By

Copyright (©) by STAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.



Downloaded 03/24/26 to 134.95.7.248 . Redistribution subject to SIAM license or copyright; see https.//epubs.siam.org/terms-privacy

MAXIMUM POPULAR MATCHING WITH MATROID CONSTRAINTS 2229

the augmentation axiom, all bases have the same size, which is called the rank of the
matroid.

A circuit of a matroid is an inclusionwise minimal dependent set. The fundamental
circuit of an element x € S\ B for a base B is the unique circuit in B + z. We will
use the following well-known property.

PROPOSITION 2.1 (strong circuit axiom). If C,C’ are circuits, x € C'\ C’', and
yeCNC’, then there is a circuit C"”" CCUC" such that x € C" and y ¢ C".

In our proofs in section 4, we will use the fact that matroids are closed under
operations such as direct sum, restriction, contraction, and truncation. For these
operations and other basics on matroids, we refer the reader to [20].

An ordered matroid is a triple (S,Z,>) such that (S,Z) is a matroid and > is
a linear order on S. The linear order determines an optimal base in the following
sense: for any weight vector w € R® which satisfies w, > wy < >y, the unique
maximum weight base is the same. We call this base A the optimal base of (S,Z,>);
it is characterized by the property that u > v for every u € A and v € S\ A for which
A—u+vel.

Let My = (S,Z1,>1) and My = (5,Z2,>2) be ordered matroids on the same
ground set S, and let I € 73 NZ; be a common independent set. We say that an
element v € S\ I is dominated by I in M; if I +v ¢ Z; and u >; v for every u € I for
which I —u+v € Z;. We call a common independent set I € 7y NZy an (M7, Ms)-kernel
if every v € S\ I is dominated by I in My or M. If an element v € S\ I is dominated
in neither M7 nor M, we say that v blocks I.

It was shown by Fleiner [9, 10] that matroid kernels always exist and have the same
size—in fact, they have the same span in both matroids. He also gave a matroidal
version of the Gale-Shapley algorithm that finds an (M, Ms)-kernel efficiently, in
O(|S)?) time.

To understand the relation between our problem formulation and the formula-
tion of Kamiyama [16], it is instructive to see the equivalence of the matroid kernel
model above and the model of stable matchings with matroid constraints, as described
below. Let G = (V1,V5; E) be a bipartite graph, and for each v € V; U Vs, let
M, = (0¢(v),Z,,>,) be an ordered matroid, where dg(v) denotes the set of edges
incident to v. An edge set I C E is called a matching if I Ndg(v) € Z, holds for every
v € V1 UVa. A matching I is stable if for any e = vjvy € E'\ I the following holds for
some ¢ € {1,2}: (INdg(v;)) +e &Ly, and f >=,, e for every f € I Ndg(v;) for which
(INdg(vi)) — f+e€e,,.

We show that this is actually equivalent to the matroid kernel model. To formulate
stable matchings with matroid constraints as a matroid kernel problem, let M be the
matroid on the ground set F obtained as the direct sum of the matroids M, (v € V;),
and let >1 be obtained by arbitrarily extending the linear orders >, (v € V;) into
a linear order on E. We define My and >5 similarly using V5. It is easy to see
that (Mj, Ms)-kernels are exactly the stable matchings. Conversely, a matroid kernel
problem can be written as a stable matching problem with matroid constraints, where
G consists of two vertices and |S| parallel edges between them.

3. Voting and popularity in matroid intersection.

3.1. Voting in ordered matroids. For clarity of presentation, we use the word
“pairing” instead of “matching” for a family of disjoint pairs of elements from two
given disjoint subsets A and B. Thus, a pairing between A and B is a matching in
the complete bipartite graph with vertex classes A and B, while a perfect pairing is a
perfect matching in the same graph.
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Consider an ordered matroid M = (S,Z,>), where M is given as a direct sum
M =M & M, & --- & M, for some positive integer k and matroids M; = (S;,Z;)
(j € [k]). Given an ordered pair of independent sets (I,.J), let N be a pairing between
I\ Jand J\ I and consider the following four conditions:

(1) I —u+veZ for every uv € N, where ue I\ J and ve J\ I.

(2) Any element v € J\ I that is uncovered by N satisfies I + v €.

(3) Every uv € N satisfies u,v € S; for some j € [k].

(4) The number of pairs of N induced by S; is min{|S; N (I \ J)|[,|S; N (J\ I)|}

for every j € [k].
Intuitively, conditions (1), (3), and (4) mean that the agent corresponding to M;
compares I and J by pairing the elements of S; N (I'\ J) to elements of S; N (J\ I)
with which they can be exchanged, and comparing each pair. When |S; N (J\ I)| is
larger than |S; N (I\ J)|, some elements v € S; N (J \ I) must be left unpaired. We
regard such an element v as being paired with (). Condition (2) requires that this kind
of pair should also be exchangeable, i.e.,  —0+v=1+veZ.

We say that N is a feasible pairing for (I,J) if (1)—(4) hold. It was shown by
Kamiyama [16, Lemma 2] that, for any ordered pair of independent sets (I, .J), there
exists at least one feasible pairing for (I, J).!

For two independent sets I and J and a feasible pairing N for (I,J), we define

vote(I, JN)={weN:u=v}|—|{weN:u<v}|+|I|-|J],

where v € I\ J and v € J \ I. Considering the most adversarial feasible pairing, we
define

vote(I,J) =min{vote(I, J,N) : N is a feasible pairing for (I,J) }.

It turns out that the following property is crucial for proving the main results.
THEOREM 3.1. vote(!,J) + vote(J, I) <0.

We present the proof in the next section. Here, we make two remarks about the
theorem.

Remark 3.2. The definition of vote(, J) involves feasible pairings for (I, J), while
that of vote(J, I) involves feasible pairings for (J,I). For a general matroid, feasible
pairings for (I,J) can be quite different from those for (J,I). Note that Theorem
3.1 can be shown easily if the matroid (S,Z) is weakly base orderable. Indeed, the
definition of weak base orderability implies the existence of a pairing IV that is feasible
for both (I, J) and (J, I), from which we obtain vote(I, J)+vote(J, I) < vote(I,J,N)+
vote(J,I, N) = 0. For a general matroid, however, such a pairing N may not exist,
which makes it difficult to extend the proof arguments in previous works [16, 17] to
general matroids. We use Theorem 3.1 to overcome this difficulty.

Remark 3.3. 1t is easy to see that Theorem 1.1 corresponds to the case of Theo-
rem 3.1 where [ = A and J = B are disjoint bases. Indeed, in this case, the perfect
matchings in F 4 are exactly the feasible pairings for (A, B), while the perfect match-
ings in Fp are exactly the feasible pairings for (B, A). We will also see in the proof

LActually, Kamiyama [16, Lemma 2] proved the existence of a feasible pairing satisfying the
following additional condition: (5) Any element w € I\ J that is uncovered by N satisfies J +u € Z.
Our Theorem 3.1 remains valid even if we modify the definition of vote(,-) to take the minimum
over only feasible pairings satisfying (5), which makes the statement stronger. This follows from
observing that Claim 4.1 in the proof of Theorem 3.1 holds even if condition (5) is added.

Copyright (©) by STAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.



Downloaded 03/24/26 to 134.95.7.248 . Redistribution subject to SIAM license or copyright; see https.//epubs.siam.org/terms-privacy

MAXIMUM POPULAR MATCHING WITH MATROID CONSTRAINTS 2231

of Theorem 3.1 that the general case can be reduced to the case where I and J are
disjoint bases, so the two theorems are in fact equivalent.

We also use a more restrictive notion of popularity, whose definition uses a broader
class of pairings. The idea is that we can consider M as a trivial direct sum M = M,
i.e., we regard the k agents as a single “aggregate agent.” We say that N is a weakly
feasible pairing for (I,J) if (1) and (2) hold. For two independent sets I and J and a
weakly feasible pairing N for (I,J), we can define vote(I, J, N) the same way as for
feasible pairings. Considering the most adversarial weakly feasible pairing, we define

vote® (I, J) = min{vote(I, J,N): N is a weakly feasible pairing for (I,J) }.

The following is an immediate corollary of Theorem 3.1.

COROLLARY 3.4. The following sequence of inequalities holds for any pair of
independent sets I and J: vote®(I,J) <vote(l,J) < —vote(J,I) < —vote®(J,I).

3.2. Popularity in matroid intersection. Let M; = (S,Z;,>1) and My =
(8,Z3,>2) be ordered matroids, given as direct sums M; = M} & My & --- & M.
and Mo =MZOMID--- @ M,fz. For an ordered pair (I,.J) of common independent
sets and i € {1,2}, we define vote;(I,J) as vote(l, J) with respect to M;. We call a
common independent set I € Z; N Zy popular if vote; (I, .J) + votex(I,J) > 0 for every
J €T1NT,. Also, we call I € Ty NZy defendable if vote (J, I)+votes(J,I) <0 for every
JeTliNl,.

Remark 3.5. Tt is important to remember that feasible pairings for (I,.J) are not
the same as feasible pairings for (J,I). When considering popularity of I, we compare
it to J by taking a feasible pairing for (I,J) that is worst possible for I. In contrast,
defendability of I is determined by considering a feasible pairing for (J, I) that is best
possible for I.

By using vote? instead of vote;, we can define a stronger version of popularity and a
weaker version of defendability, which we call super popularity and weak defendability,
respectively. Note that these do not depend on the given decompositions of M;
and M5 into direct sums. The relation between these notions can be derived from
Theorem 3.1.

COROLLARY 3.6. The following implications hold for any I € Ty NZy:
1 is super popular=-1 is popular=-1 is defendable = I is weakly defendable
Proof. Tt follows from Corollary 3.4 that

vote? (I, J) + vote3 (I, J) < vote; (I, J) + votea (I, J)
< —votey (J,I) — votea(J, I) < —vote] (J,I) — vote3(J, I)

for any J € 7y NZ,. This gives the required implications. 0

In section 4, we prove Theorem 3.1. In section 5, we show that an abstract ver-
sion of Kamiyama’s algorithm [16] outputs a common independent set that is super
popular, and the largest among all weakly defendable common independent sets. This
generalizes several results in previous works. Our definition of popularity is the same
as Kamiyama’s one. Then, our result shows that the algorithm’s output is a largest
popular common independent set for general matroids. In the partition matroid
case (i.e., b-matching case) studied by Brandl and Kavitha [2], our popularity notion
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coincides with their popularity and our defendability coincides with their weak pop-
ularity. Therefore, our result generalizes the result of Brandl and Kavitha [2] that we
can efficiently find a popular matching that is the largest among all weakly popular
matchings.

4. Proof of Theorem 3.1. Recall that M = (S,Z,>) is an ordered matroid,
given as a direct sum M = M ®My®- - -d My, for some positive integer k and matroids
M; =(S;,Z;) (j € [k]). Let I € Z and J € T be arbitrary independent sets. Our aim
is to prove that vote(1, J) + vote(J, I) <O0.

To simplify the analysis, we first transform the sets I,J to I',J’ such that I’
and J' are disjoint bases in a modified matroid M’ and perfect matchings in the
exchangeability graph on I’ U J' for I’ (resp., J') correspond to feasible pairings for
(I,J) (resp., for (J,I)).

For j e [k], let I; := S; NI and J; :=S; N J. If |I;| <|J;|, then obtain a subset
A; CJ;\I; such that I;UA; € Z; and |A;| = |J;| — |I;| by applying the augmentation
axiom repeatedly and set [} := I; \ J; and Jj := J; \ ([; U A;). If [[;| > |J;], then
define I} and J; similarly by exchanging the roles of I; and .J;. In any case, we have
|G| = |J;| = min{|S; N (I\ J)[,[S; N (J\I)|}. Let M} be the matroid obtained by
restricting M; to I; UJ;, contracting (I;NJ;) U A;, and truncating to the size of |I7].
The ground set of M] is partitioned into two bases I} and Ji. Let M’ = (S',Z') be
the direct sum M{ & --- @ Mj. The ground set S’ of M’ is partitioned into two bases
I''=I1U---UI; and J' :=J{U---UJ].

Let Gy = (I',J'; Er) be the bipartite graph with E; ={wv:uel' ve J I' —u+
veTl'},and let Gy =(I',J;E;) where Ey ={w:uel'veJ J+u—vel}.
Since I’ and J' are bases of M’ each of G; and G; admits a perfect matching (see
Brualdi [4] and also [20, Corollary 39.12al).

Cramm 4.1. Any perfect matching of Gy is a feasible pairing for (I,J), and any
perfect matching of G is a feasible pairing for (J,I).

Proof. By symmetry, it is enough to prove the first statement. Let N be a perfect
matching in G;. By definition, N is a pairing between I\ J and J \ I. We show that
N satisfies (1)—(4).

To see (1), consider uv € N such that v € I} and v € J}. Then uv € Er implies
that I} —u+ v is independent in M}, so (I NS;) —u+ v is independent in M; by the
construction of M. Since this holds for any j € [k], I —u+v€Z.

To show (2), consider an element v € J \ I not covered by N. Then v € A; for
some j such that |J;| > |I;|. By definition, A;UI; is independent in M}, so I; +v € Z;.
By the definition of direct sum, we then have I +v € Z.

Conditions (3) and (4) are satisfied because N gives a perfect pairing between I
and J; for every j € [k]. O

For wv € Ep, let w(uv) = 1 if u < v, and w(uwv) = 0 if w > v, and let k be
the maximum weight of a perfect matching in Ej, denoted by N;. Then [{uv €
N;:u <v}| =k, and hence vote(I,J) <vote(I,J,N;) = (|[I'| = k) =k +|I| - |J| =
|[I'| = 2k 4+ |I| — |J|. By duality (between maximum weight perfect matching and
minimum cover), there exists an integer function 7 on S such that ) g 7(v) =k
and 7(u) + 7(v) > w(uv) for every uv € Ej.

We now consider the same weight function on Ej: let w(uv) =1 if v < v, and
w(uv) =0 if u > v. Let E consist of the edges uv € E; which satisfy n(u) + 7 (v) >
w(uv).
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LEMMA 4.2. The bipartite graph G = (I',J'; E) has a perfect matching.

Proof. In the proof, we work with the matroid M’, so the term “circuit” refers to
circuits of M’. Suppose for contradiction that G does not admit a perfect matching.
Then, Hall’s condition must be violated, i.e., there exists a subset X of I’ such that
the set of its neighbors in G, that we denote by Y, is smaller than X. We introduce
a new ordering > on the elements of S’: a >'b if either 7w(a) < w(b), or 7(a) = 7(b)
and a > b (we will only compare pairs inside I’ or inside J’). The following claim is
the main ingredient of the proof.

CrLAIM 4.3. Let C be a circuit of M’ such that CNI' C X, and let v be the worst
element of CNJ' according to ='. ThenveY.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that v ¢ Y. We first claim that there exists a
vertex u € C'N X such that uwv € E;. Indeed, otherwise we could get a contradiction
in the following way. Let C N X = {uq,...,u:} and let C; be the fundamental circuit
of u; for J'. Note that w;v € E;y means v € C;. Let C' = C initially and repeat the
following for i = 1,...,¢: by the strong circuit axiom, there is a circuit in (C;UC") —u;
that contains v; update C’ to this circuit. After the tth iteration, we have C’ C .J',
a contradiction. Thus, we can conclude that there is a vertex v € C'N X such that
uv € Fj.

Let us call a vertex v' € J' bad if either 7(u) + 7w (v") <0, or w(u) + 7w (v') =0 and
u <v'. The vertex v is bad because uv € E; and v ¢ Y. Since v is the worst element
of C N J" according to =', we have that every v € C'NJ’ is bad. Thus, wv' ¢ E;
holds for every v' € C'NJ’ (since 7(u) + 7(v') > w(wv') if wv’ € Er). In other words,
u is not in the fundamental circuit of v’ for I’ for any v’ € C'NJ’. But then, by
a similar argument as above, we could eliminate the elements of C' N J' one by one
using the strong circuit axiom with the fundamental circuits for I’, while retaining
the property that wu is in the circuit; in the end we would obtain a circuit inside I’,
which is impossible. This contradiction proves the claim. 0

We now complete the proof of Lemma 4.2 by getting a contradiction. For each
u € X, let Cy be a circuit such that C NI’ C X, u is the worst element of C N X
according to =, and subject to that, the worst element in C' N'Y according to =’
is best possible. Note that C, exists, because the fundamental circuit of u for J’
is a candidate, and each candidate circuit has an element in C'NY by the previous
claim.

Let y(u) denote the worst element in C,, N'Y according to >='. Since we have
|Y| < |X|, there exist u; € X and ug € X such that y(u1) = y(uz2); we may assume
uy <" ug. Let y = y(u1) = y(uz); notice that y € Cy, N C,,, and u; € Cy, \ Cy,. By
the strong circuit axiom, we can obtain a circuit C' such that C' C C,, UC,, —y, and
u1 € C. The existence of this circuit contradicts the choice of C,, . a0

To complete the proof of Theorem 3.1, consider the perfect matching N C E;
given by Lemma 4.2. Then w(N) <} .o m(v) =k, so N has at most k edges uv for
which v < v. This means that vote(J,I) <k—(|I'|—k)+|J|—|I| = —|I'|+2k+]|J|—]|I].
As we have vote(I, J) < |I'|—2k+]|I|—|J| (as shown before Lemma 4.2), the inequality
vote(I,J) 4 vote(J,I) <0 follows. Thus, the theorem is proved.

5. Algorithm. Here we describe Kamiyama’s algorithm [16] in a generalized
form. Given a pair of ordered matroids M; = (S,Z;,>;) (i € {1,2}), we construct an
extended instance M} = (S*,Z,>7) (i € {1,2}) obtained by replacing each element

with two parallel copies. Let the extended ground set be S* = Uyes{z(u),y(u)}.
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The elements z(u) and y(u) are respectively called z-copy of u and y-copy of u. The
independent set families are defined by

T =" C 8" r(I") €T, 11" N {a(u),y(w)} <1 (Fue $)},

where m(I*)={ue S: I*N{x(u),y(u)} #0}.

The linear order >} on S* is defined as follows. In >}, the z-copy of any element
is preferred over the y-copy of any element, and the original preferences are preserved
for the copies of the same type (e.g., u 1 v < z(u) =] z(v), y(u) =F y(v)). In =35,
the roles of  and y are exchanged; the y-copies are preferred over the x-copies, and
the original preferences are preserved for the copies of the same type. Kamiyama’s
algorithm is described as follows:

1. Find an (M7, M3)-kernel I*.

2. Output I :=7(I*).
Note that we can find a matroid kernel I* in the first step in O(|S|?) by Fleiner’s
algorithm [9, 10].

Let I be the output of the algorithm. We show that [ is super popular and
largest among all weakly defendable common independent sets, which implies that I
is a maximum popular common independent set by Corollary 3.6. To this end, we
provide the following lemma.

LEMMA 5.1. For any J € Iy NIy and any weakly feasible pairings N1 and No
for (I,J) with respect to matroids My and Ms, respectively, we have votey (I, J, Ny) +
votes (I, J, Nao) > 0. Moreover, if |J| > |I|, then votey (I, J, N1) + votes(I,.J, No) > 0.

Before providing the proof of this lemma, we show that it easily implies the
following theorems, which are our main results.

THEOREM 5.2. The output I of the algorithm is super popular and is largest
among all weakly defendable common independent sets.

Proof. The first claim of Lemma 5.1 implies vote}(I,J) + vote$(I,J) > 0 for
any J € 7y N7y, and hence [ is super popular. By Corollary 3.6, then I is weakly
defendable. By the second claim of Lemma 5.1, any common independent set J €
Ty NI, larger than I satisfies vote$ (I, J) + vote$(I,J) > 0, and hence J is not weakly
defendable. Thus, I is a largest weakly defendable common independent set. 0

Since we have Corollary 3.6 and the algorithm runs in polynomial time, the fol-
lowing theorem holds.

THEOREM 5.3. Given two ordered matroids My = (S,Z1,>1) and My = (S, Zs,
>=2), one can find a mazimum popular common independent set in polynomial time.

We now provide the proof of Lemma 5.1. It uses arguments similar to those used
in Kavitha [17] and Kamiyama [16].

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Since each N; is a weakly feasible pairing, I —u 4+ v € Z;
for any uv € N; and I +v € Z; for any v € J \ I not covered by N;. By the stability
of I*, any element in J \ I is covered by N; or Ny. Consider the bipartite graph
G = (I\J,J\I;N;UN,), which is decomposed into alternating paths, cycles, and
isolated vertices in I\ J. For each path/cycle P, define its score as

score(P) =+ |[{uwv € P: uwv € N;, u>; v for some i € {1,2} }
—H{uw € P: uveN;, u=;v for some i € {1,2} }|
+2(lPn (N D) =[P\,
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where we assume u € T\ J and v € I\ J and identify P with its edge set (resp.,
its vertex set) in the first and second terms (resp., in the third term). Note that
vote; (I, J, N1) + votea (I, J, No) equals the sum of the scores of all cycles/paths in G
plus 2 - #{isolated vertices of I\ J in G}. Therefore, showing score(P) > 0 for any
path/cycle P completes the proof of the first claim of Lemma 5.1.

Let ugviuivaus . .. vyug be the elements on P appearing in this order where u, €
I\ J and v, € J\ I for each ¢, and we set ug =0 if P starts at J \ I, we set uy =0 if
P ends at J\ I, and let ug =wuy, if P is a cycle. Without loss of generality, we assume
up_1v¢ € N1 and ugvy € Ny for each /.

Consider the triple us—jvpu, for £ =1,2,...,k. Since I* is stable, each of z(vy)
and y(vg) should be dominated by I* in M or My. Note that any z-copy (resp.,
y-copy) is preferred to any y-copy (resp., z-copy) in >3 (resp., >=3) and that we have
ug—1ve € N1 and wevy € No. Note also that ug_1 = 0 (resp., ug = @) implies that v,
is uncovered in Nj (resp., in Ns), and hence I'* + y(vy) € Iy (resp., I* + z(vy) € Is).
From these, we obtain the following conditions. Here, an element v is called x-type
(vesp., y-type) if u e I and I* N{x(u),y(u)} =z(u) (resp., y(u)).

(a) If ug—1 and wuy are both a-type, then wp_1 =1 vp Or up >=2 vy.

(b) If ug—q and wy are both y-type, then wg_1 =1 vy or ug =2 vy.

(¢) If ug—y and wuy are y-type and a-type, respectively, then wy_; >=1 vy and

Up 2 Vy.

(d) If ug—q =0, then up =2 vy and wuy is y-type.

(e) If ug =0, then up_q =1 vy and uy_; is z-type.

The amount of votes obtained by the comparisons on the pairs uy,_1vy € N7 and
ugvy € No (on the pair upvy € Na in case (d) and on wp_1vy € Ny in case (e)) is
nonnegative in all of the above cases, and in particular, it is 2 in case (c). This
amount can be —2 only in the unlisted case, i.e., when uy_1 and uy are z-type and
y-type, respectively. Consider calculating the sum of the first two terms of score(P)
by counting votes along P from ug to ug. The value increases by 2 when u, turns from
y-type to z-type, does not decrease when its type does not change, and decreases at
most by 2 when u, turns from z-type to y-type. If P is a cycle, we can immediately
obtain score(P) > 0.

We then assume that P is a path. By the above arguments, the sum of the first
two terms of score(P) is at least

2+ (#{uy turns from y-type to z-type} — #{uy turns from z-type to y-type}),

which is either —2, 0, or 2. In the case where this value is —2, the first I element in P
is of z-type and the last I element in P is of y-type, and hence (d) and (e) imply that
neither ug nor uy is 0. In the case where the value is 0, the first and last I elements
in P are of the same type, and hence at most one of ug and uy is § by (d) and (e).

Note that the third term of score(P), i.e., 2(|[PN(I\ J)|—|PN(J\I)|), takes the
value of —2, 0, or 2 depending on whether both, either, or neither of ug and uy are
(. With the above arguments, this implies score(P) > 0. Thus, the proof of the first
claim of the lemma is completed.

Finally, we prove the second claim of the lemma. Suppose |J| > |I]. As we
observed before, all elements in J \ I are covered by Ny U Ny. Since |1\ J| < |J\ I],
there exists a path P = ugujujvaus...vpu, in G that starts and ends at J \ I, i.e.,
ug = ug, = . Then, the third term of score(P) is —2. By (d) and (e), we have uy >3 v1
and ug_1 >1 vk, from which we obtain 2 votes. From (d) and (e), we also obtain that
uy is y-type while ug_1 is z-type, and hence on the sequence ujvous ... vg_1ur—_1, the
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number of times uy turns from y-type to z-type is strictly larger than the number
of times uy turns from z-type to y-type. These imply that the sum of the first two
terms of score(P) is at least 4. Thus, score(P) > 2 > 0, and hence vote; (I, J, Ny) +
votea (1, J, N3) > 0. d

6. Lexicographic preferences. In the previous sections, we showed that find-
ing a maximum popular matching in two-sided markets can be done in polynomial
time, even if the two sides have arbitrary matroid constraints. However, our definition
of popularity is not the only possible definition, and we may conceive other natural
definitions of popularity for many-to-many settings. In this section we take a different
approach and define popularity with respect to a much simpler voting rule, where the
agents compare the two matchings/independent sets lexicographically. This means
that they care mostly about their best element being as good as possible and with
regard to that, their second best element being as good as possible, etc. This also
implies that each agent has only one vote in the sense that they must choose a vote
from the set {—1,0,4+1} depending on which independent set they like better, similar
to the one-to-one matching case. Note that in this model a smaller independent set
can be better for an agent than a much larger one, if the best element the agent
obtains in the smaller one is better.

To make our proofs easier to follow, in this section we consider only partition
matroids (with arbitrary upper bounds on the partition classes). As all our results
are hardness results, they naturally extend to arbitrary matroids. In the case of
partition matroids, where the voters correspond to the partition classes of the two
matroids, we can model the instance with a bipartite graph G = (U, W; E), where the
vertices of U UW correspond to the agents who vote and the edge set corresponds to
the common ground set of the two matroids. We assume that each agent v € U U W
has a capacity b(v) and a strict order =" over their adjacent edges, which we denote
by E(v).

Next, we define lexicographic popularity formally, for the case of the above b-
matching problem. We call an edge set p C E a b-matching if |u N E(v)| < b(v) for
all v € UUW. Given two b-matchings u and u/ in G and a vertex v € UU W, we
say that p is lexicographically better than (' for v, denoted by p >~{, ', if (E(v) N
(pUp))\ (N ') is nonempty and the best element of this set according to the
order =" is in p. (In the context of arbitrary matroids, this would be generalized by
saying that common independent set I is lexicographically better than I’ for the agent
corresponding to S%, i € {1,2}, if the best element of (S; NIUI))\{INI") according
to the order >; is in I.) Let vote}, (u,p') € {—1,0,+1} denote the vote of agent v
when comparing u’ to u, that is, it is +1 if v lexicographically prefers u to p/, —1 if v
lexicographically prefers p’ to p, and 0 otherwise. (Note that a vote can only be zero
if E(v)Nu=E@)Nu, ie., vobtains the same set of edges in both b-matchings.) Let
voteex (11, 1) = D cyuw Votel,, (i, 1) denote the sum of votes of all agents. We say
that a b-matching u is lezicographically popular if for any b-matching p’ C E it holds
that votejex(u, 1) > 0. Otherwise, if voteyex(p, ') < 0, we say that u/ dominates p.
Clearly, it holds that votejex (i, pt') = —votejex (1, 1) as exchangeability is symmetric
for partition matroids.

In the standard one-to-one popular matching problem, lexicographic popularity
and popularity coincide. However, when capacities can be larger, lexicographic popu-
larity and popularity differ. First, we observe that in contrast to popular matchings,
a lexicographically popular matching does not always exist.
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FiG. 6.1. The instance given in Example 6.1. The numbers on the edges correspond to the
preferences of the agents (smaller numbers are better).

Ezample 6.1. We give an example with no popular matching with respect to
lexicographic preferences. We will also use this example as a gadget later and exploit
its properties.

We have seven agents, x,uq,...,us on one side of the graph and vi,vs on the
other. The capacities of agents u; and uy are 1, the capacities of us,us,v1,ve are
2, and the capacity of x is some number ¢ > 1. (We do not fix ¢, because later in
the hardness proofs we will use that no popular matching exists for any ¢ > 1 in this
example.) Next, we describe the preferences.

x: V1>V | V1 U3>Ug UL > T > U
Up: V1>V | V2! U UL >T>Ug ™ U3
Ug: V1 > Vg
us: Vg U1
Ug: Vo >V1

The instance is illustrated in Figure 6.1.

Suppose that there is a lexicographically popular matching p. Then, the edges
(ug,v2) and (ug,v1) must be in pu. Indeed, if one of them, say, (us,vs), is not in pu,
then ug is not saturated, so both ve and ug can improve by adding (usg,vs2) to u, and
at most one agent gets worse (if vo is saturated and has to drop an edge).

Agent uy must be matched in p, because otherwise vy either is unsaturated or
has a worse partner. So, by adding (u4,v1) to p and deleting the worse edge of vy
if v1 was saturated, we obtain a matching where v1,u4 both improve, and at most
one agent gets worse. If uy is matched to ve, then one of {z,u;} has to be totally
unmatched in u. So, if agent vy drops uy and takes the free one of {x,u;}, then only
uy gets worse and two agents improve, contradicting the lexicographic popularity of
p. So we have that (ug,v1) € .

We can see that u; must be matched by replacing us by w; and v; by vy in
the above argument. As we have already seen that vy is saturated by uz and uy,
(u1,v2) must be in . We obtained that p = {(u1,v2), (u2,v2), (ug,v1), (u4,v1)}. How-
ever, 1 is dominated by the matching p' = {(u1,v1), (ug,v1), (uz,v2), (ug,v2) }, because
u1,Us,us, Uy all improve, and only v; and v get worse.

Hence, we have shown that no lexicographically popular matching exists in this
instance if  has capacity at least 1. However, if we add ¢ dummy agents di,da, ..., d,
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who are only adjacent to x and x considers them the best, then there will be a unique
lexicographically popular matching, namely u = {(u1,v1), (u2,v2), (us,v1), (ug,v2)} U
{(@,d;) |i € q]}-

First we show that there can be no other lexicographically popular matching. By
the same reasoning as before, (u2,vs), (us,v1) must be in u. Also, both u; and u4 have
to be matched. Therefore, the only other possibility for a lexicographically popular
matching is the matching {(u1,v2), (u2,v2), (us,v1), (ug,v1)} U{(x,d;) | i € [¢]}, but it
is dominated by {(u1,v1), (uz,v1), (us,va), (ua,v2)} U{(z,d;) |7 € [q]}-

Next we show that p is a lexicographically popular matching. All agents other
than wus,us,v1,ve are saturated and matched to their best partners, hence only these
four can improve. As v is maximal, for any matching ' to dominate p there has to be
an agent not from {us, us, v, va} who gets worse, so the difference between the number
of improving agents and the number of agents getting worse among us, u3, v1, v must
be at least 2. Let p/ be a matching that dominates . Agents us or uz could only
improve if v; or vy gets worse respectively. So, v; and vy must both improve, while
uo and w3 must not be worse off. This is only possible if v, gets us and vo gets uy.
But then u; and u4 both get worse, so votejex (1, 1) > 0, a contradiction.

With a counterexample in hand, we can show that deciding whether a lexico-
graphically popular b-matching exists and verifying whether a b-matching is lexico-
graphically popular are both hard. The proof uses a reduction from the NP-complete
Exact 3-Cover problem (x3¢). Given an instance I of X3¢, we can construct an
instance I’ of the b-matching problem such that I’ has a unique candidate for lexi-
cographically popular b-matching, and this candidate is lexicographically popular if
and only if instance I does not have an exact 3-cover.

THEOREM 6.2. It is coNP-hard to decide if a given instance (G;>=;b) admits a
lezicographically popular b-matching. It is also coNP-complete to verify whether a
given b-matching p is lexicographically popular. These hold even if each agent has
capacity at most 3.

Proof. We reduce from X3C. An instance I of X3C consists of a set of elements
X ={1,2,...,3n} and a family of three-element subsets of X', S ={S51,...,S55,}. The
question is whether there exists a subset S C S such that each element is contained
in exactly one member of S. We use the fact that X3¢ remains NP-hard even if each
element appears in exactly three sets, hence the number of sets is also 3n.
We create an instance I’ of our problem as follows.
— For each element i € [3n], we create six agents a;, b;, ¢;, d;, s}, s? with capacities
b(ai) = b(b;) = b(c;) =3, b(d;) =2, b(s}) = b(s}) = 1.

— For each set S; € S we create three gadgets G, G?, G5. Each is just a copy of
Example 6.1. For each gadget Gé. (I €{a,b,c}), we assign the corresponding
x agent, called xé—, capacity 3. zj is connected to the three a; agents corre-

sponding to the elements in 5j, a:?— is connected to the three corresponding b;
agents, and z7 is connected to the three corresponding ¢; agents.
— We add a special agent ¢ with b(¢) = 3.

We describe the preferences (which define the edges of the graph too).

a;: b > {E?I - xfz - 1'?3 —di_q1 | bi: ¢ .’E?I — x?z — xi?s - a;
Gt di>x§1>m§2>x§3>bi d; : ai+1>_811>'312>‘ci
14

st di-t t: st=s?-sl-s3mms8l =82
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a3n

dsy,

Fic. 6.2. An illustration of the base of the construction of Theorem 6.2, with the three corre-
sponding gadgets of a set S1={1,2,3n}.

where i € [3n], £ € [2] and for an element ¢ € X, iy < iy < i3 are the indices of the
three sets containing ¢. The preferences of the agents in the G§ gadgets are inherited
from Example 6.1, with the addition that for I € {a,b,c}, j € [3n] we add the three I;
agents corresponding to the elements in \S; to the beginning of xé’s preference list (so
they are considered best). The construction is illustrated in Figure 6.2.

First we show that there is only one possible candidate to be a popular b-matching
in I'. By the observations in Example 6.1, we get that all a;,b;,c; agents must be
saturated by being matched to all three of their xé neighbors, as otherwise there
would be a matching p’ that only differs from p on a gadget Gé (where z! is not
matched to all three of their best partners) that dominates u. So, the agents d;,
i € [3n], can only be matched to their s},s? partners. Next, observe that ¢ cannot
get any of the s{ agents, as otherwise the corresponding d; would be unsaturated in p
and sf could switch to d;, improving both of them and only worsening ¢. As p must
also be maximal, all (d;, s}), (d;, s?) edges must be in p. Finally, by the observation in
Example 6.1, the restriction of i to a gadget Gg- must be the unique popular matching
inside.

Therefore, we have shown that I’ admits a popular matching if and only if the
above described b-matching p is popular. Hence, by showing that there is a matching
1 that dominates u if and only if there is an exact 3-cover, we prove the hardness of
both the existence and verification problems simultaneously.

CLAIM 6.3. If there is an exact 3-cover, then u is not popular.

Proof. Let the 3-cover be Sj,,...,S;,. Let i’ be the following b-matching: p’ is
the same as p on the graphs induced by the gadgets Gé. We add to p’ all edges of
the form (a;,b;), (bi,¢;i), (¢i,d;i), (diyait1), i+ 1 taken modulo 3n. Then, we add the
edge (t,s1) to p/. Finally, for each of a;/b;/c; agent, we add to u’ the edge going to
g /x;’ /x§ agent which corresponds to the index of the set that covers i in the exact
3-cover.

So, all a;,b;,c;,d; agents and ¢ improve and all s;,s; agents get worse. Finally,
only 2n +2n+ 2n z! agents get worse. Hence, votejey (1, 1) =3n+3n+3n+3n+1—

j
6n —2n —2n —2n =1, so p’ dominates u. O

1 .2
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CLAIM 6.4. For any matching p/ and any gadget Gé-, it holds that if 1’ does not
contain all three of 1:2 ’s best edges, then Zvecg vote}, (u', ) < —1.

Proof. As x lost one of the best partners, they will vote with —1 anyway. Since
1 restricted to Gg is popular, if there is a matching p" with ) .. vote] (¢, p) >0,
then someone must improve by getting x. But only one agent, vg,Jcan improve their
position by getting x, and can only do this by dropping only u4 and keeping us, so uy
must be worse off then, as v was their best option. There is only one agent, vi, who
could improve now that uy is free, but only by keeping us and leaving u;, who must be
worse off then. Now that u; is free, vo could improve even more, but it does not add
another +1 to the vote. Hence, the number of worsening agents always remains more
than the number of improving ones, so Zue@ vote] (4, 1) must be at most —1. 0O

CLAIM 6.5. If there is a matching dominating p, then there is an exact 3-cover.

Proof. Suppose there is a matching p’ that dominates p. By Claim 6.4 and the
fact that p is lexicographically popular inside the gadgets, we obtain an inequality
Zvecg vote{, (i, ) <0, and ZveGg. vote] (1, ) < —1 whenever xé loses an edge.

Also, all sf agents have their best partner, so they cannot improve. Therefore, only
the a;,b;,c;,d; agents and ¢ can improve.

First suppose that not all a;,b;,c;,d; agents improve. Let k,f,m,p denote the
number of improving a;,b;,c;, and d; agents, respectively. Let C be the cycle con-
sisting of edges of the form (a;,b;), (b, ¢;), (¢i,d;), (di,a;41) and let ¢ be the number
of components of u' restricted to C' with at least one edge. Then, votepex(u/, 1) <

k+p _ k+£ _ 4m

E+l4+m+p+1— P — 5= — =0 — (m+p) —c. This is because, even if ¢ improves,

the number of agents who improve is at most k& + ¢+ m + p + 1, while the a; agents

must drop at least % of their mé neighbors together, the b; agents must drop %

of their neighbors together, the ¢; agents have to drop %, and finally the d; agents
must lose m+p of their s}, s? partners. Also, the last vertex of each component of size
at least 2 (restricted to the cycle C') must also get worse, because they do not get their
best partner, but must lose some partners to be able to be matched to their worst
one (the previous in the cycle). It is easy to see that in each such a component, the
number of improving a;, b; agents is at most two more than the number of improving
ci,d; agents. Also, if any of a;,b;,c;,d; improves in ', then they get the next agent
in the cycle, hence all k + ¢ + m + p improving agents are inside components with
at least one edge. Hence, ¢/ +k < m + p + 2¢. Putting it all together, we get that
votejex (1, 1) < % — mT‘W +1—-c<1-5<1. Asvotex(p, 1) is integer, we get that
votejex (11, 1) <0, contradiction.

Now suppose that all a;,b;,c;,d; agents improve in u/, so all edges of the cycle
C must be in i/. As only ¢ can improve and all 6n s{ agents get worse, the sum of
vote], (1, 1) outside the gadgets is at most 12n + 1 — 6n = 6n + 1. Each a;,b;,¢;,d;
must drop at least two original edges. Hence, the number of gadgets whose xé is not
matched to the best three edges is at least %” + %” + %” = 6n. As p/ dominates p
and we have Claim 6.4, this equality should hold. Equality is only possible if each a;
agent is able to keep one :cé partner, such that there are n xé agents who get to keep
all their partners from p. This means that the corresponding sets must form an exact
3-cover. ]

Theorem 6.2 follows from the above claims.
Proportional voting. One might argue that agents should have voting weights
proportional to their capacities in order to make the voting more fair. However, we
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can show that both the existence and verification problems remain hard even if all
capacities are the same, using the following lemma.

LEMMA 6.6. For any instance I = (G;>;b) with mazimum capacity q, we can
create an instance I', where every capacity is q, and there is a lexicographically popular
b-matching in I' if and only if there is one in I. Furthermore, a b-matching i is
lezicographically popular in I, if and only if by adding some fixed edges, the obtained
b-matching i’ is lexicographically popular in I'.

Proof. If every capacity in I is g, then I’ = I suffices. Otherwise, for each agent v
with capacity ¢ < ¢, we create ¢ — ¢ dummy agents d7,...,d;_. with capacity ¢, who
only find v acceptable, and v considers them as best.

If a b-matching ' in I’ does not contain all (v,d}) edges, then p’ cannot be
lexicographically popular. Indeed, if v drops the worst edge if needed and goes to d,
then two agents improve and 1 gets worse, so we get a b-matching that dominates p'.

In I', if a b-matching ' containing all (v,dY) edges is not lexicographically popu-
lar, then there is a b-matching that includes all (v,d?) edges that dominates p’. This
is because otherwise, if the dominating b-matching p”” does not include an edge (v, dY),
then deleting the worst edge from v if v was saturated and adding (v,dY), we get a
b-matching, where the situation of v improves (but can still be worse off than in p'),
the vote of d changes from —1 to 1, and at most one agent’s vote becomes worse, so it
still dominates p'. By iterating this, we can obtain such a b-matching that dominates
w' too.

Therefore, if there is a lexicographically popular b-matching p in I, then by adding
to p all (v,dY) edges, the obtained b-matching p’ is lexicographically popular in I,
because if it is not, then there is a b-matching p” containing all (v,d}) edges that
dominates it. But, deleting the (v,d?) edges from p”, we get a b-matching p'” that
dominates p in I, contradiction.

If there is a lexicographically popular b-matching p’ in I’, then it contains all
(v,d?) edges, and by dropping them, we get a b-matching p that is lexicographically
popular in I. This is because if there was a b-matching dominating p, then adding all
(v,dY) edges to it we would get a matching that dominates ', contradiction. 0

7. Conclusion. In this paper, we have shown that algorithmic results on two-
sided many-to-many popular matching problems can be generalized to two-sided pop-
ular matching problems with matroid constraints involving arbitrary matroids. The
main tool that allows the extension to arbitrary matroids (not just weakly base order-
able ones) is a new result on exchanges between two bases I and J that establishes a
previously unknown relation between perfect matchings of exchanges from I to J and
perfect matchings of exchanges from J to I. This seems to be an interesting matroid
property that may have applications in other areas involving ordered matroids, too.

Although the definition of popularity for matroid intersection is somewhat cum-
bersome, our results show that there is always a special maximum size popular solution
that satisfies the stronger and more elegant property of super popularity and has max-
imum size among all solutions satisfying a weaker and more elegant property, weak
defendability. This is a remarkable phenomenon that shows a certain robustness of
the definition of popularity.

We have also considered a different kind of natural voting method for many-to-
many matchings with preferences, which results in the notion of lexicographic pop-
ularity. We have shown that, in contrast to popularity, both the existence problem
and the verification problem are hard to decide. This raises the question whether
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the verification problem is efficiently solvable for popularity (or for the other notions
that we have introduced: super popularity, defendability, weak defendability). We
could not settle these questions, so we pose it as an open problem: can we decide in
polynomial time whether a given common independent set is popular?
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