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Abstract. We study the problem of assigning agents to the vertices of a graph such that no pair of
neighbors can benefit from swapping assignments – a property we term neighborhood stability. We
further assume that agents’ utilities are based solely on their preferences over the assignees of ad-
jacent vertices and that those preferences are binary. Having shown that even this very restricted
setting does not guarantee neighborhood stable assignments, we focus on special cases that provide
such guarantees. We show that when the graph is a cycle or a path, a neighborhood stable assign-
ment always exists for any preference profile. Furthermore, we give a general condition under which
neighborhood stable assignments always exist. For each of these results, we give a polynomial-time
algorithm to compute a neighborhood stable assignment.
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1 Introduction

An organization has drawn up a number of roles and decided which projects each role
will work on a priori. Due to their passion for their organization’s cause, the members
of the organization are indifferent towards which projects they work on. However, this
indifference does not also apply to their feelings about their fellow team members:
Each member is fond of some of their colleagues, but not all. Furthermore, each mem-
ber prefers roles in which they will work with more members they like. How can the
organization assign its members to the roles it has designed while avoiding the general
chaos that may ensue if some pair of members prefer to swap roles?

The problem described above was first formalized by Bodlaender et al. [5]. Moti-
vated by an analogous scenario in which a host must decide where to place each guest
in a seating arrangement, they investigate the problem of assigning agents to a seat
graph in a manner that is stable in the sense that no two agents would prefer to exchange
assignments, i.e., no two agents form a blocking pair. The model has attracted follow-up
work, resulting in a number of recent papers (see, e.g., Ceylan et al. [12], Berriaud et al.
[2], Wilczynski [23]). Besides the examples of assigning roles or seats, the problem can
be summarized more broadly by its connection to hedonic games (see, e.g., Aziz and
Savani [1], Cechlárová [9]), in which agents are to be partitioned into disjoint coalitions
according to their preferences over agents in their coalition. The literature on stability
in hedonic games mostly focuses on complexity results, since stable outcomes are often
not guaranteed to exist. Indeed, Berriaud et al. [3] recently investigated whether paths
and/or cycles always admit a stable assignment in the seating arrangement model,
and encountered numerous non-existence results, even under various preference re-
strictions.
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Investigating the related topic of equilibria in Schelling games [21, 22], Bilò et al. [4]
found that restricting agents to local swaps may significantly enlarge the set of equilib-
ria, implying equilibria existence for some graph classes which do not admit equilibria
when allowing for arbitrary swaps. In a similar vein, we focus in this work on a prop-
erty we term neighborhood stability, under which no two agents assigned to adjacent
vertices form a blocking pair. Neighborhood stability is quite natural in the seating ar-
rangement and role assignment motivating settings. Just as agents only derive utility
from their neighbors in the seat graph because those are the individuals with which
they can interact, it is intuitive to assume that swaps would only occur between neigh-
boring agents due to the baseline level of interaction required to agree on a swap. For
instance, in a seating arrangement two agents that can communicate sufficiently to or-
ganize a swap must be seated close enough to enjoy each other’s company (and thus
must share an edge in the assignment). In our role assignment motivating example, it
may be that agents are only able to learn of others’ roles by communicating with the
other members they work with, and thus swaps can only happen between colleagues.
In general, we note that neighborhood stability is especially well-motivated when the
agents’ information about the selected assignment is limited.

Searching for classes of instances for which stable assignments are guaranteed to ex-
ist, Berriaud et al. [3] parameterize the problem by (1) the number of values an agent’s
utility for another agent can take on and (2) the number of classes of agents, where each
agent belonging to the same class has identical preferences and is indifferent between
any pair of agents belonging to the same class.

They show that even for the case of two-valued preferences and at least five classes,
there are instances both for cycles and for paths that do not admit any stable assign-
ments.3

In this work, we allow for arbitrarily many classes of agents, and focus on exis-
tence of neighborhood stability rather than stability without restrictions on the loca-
tion of the blocking pairs. Repurposing an argument used by Berriaud et al. [3], it can
be shown that there exist three-valued non-negative preferences for four agents such
that no assignment is neighborhood stable on a cycle.4 Given this, we restrict our fo-
cus to binary preferences.5 Binary (sometimes referred to as dichotomous) preferences can
be interpreted naturally as characterizing each agent’s preferences by a set of agents
they ‘approve’, and have been studied in various domains including committee voting
[18], matching (see, e.g., Bogomolnaia and Moulin [6]), and item allocation (see, e.g.,
Halpern et al. [15]). Binary preferences allow us to represent agents’ preferences simply
as a directed graph, and as a result, our problem takes on the character of a seemingly

3 We note that the only positive stability result for an unrestricted number of agent classes due to Berriaud et al.
[3] comes as a result of weakening stability to only account for blocking pairs separated by a distance of at most
two. Thus, neighborhood stability’s approach to relaxing stability has precedent in our problem of interest.

4 See the proof of Theorem 8 from Berriaud et al. [3]. For n = 4, every swap mentioned in the proof is between
adjacent agents, and thus this instance fails neighborhood stability.

5 It is without loss of generality to restrict two-valued non-negative preferences to binary preferences. And if we
allow preferences that can take on negative values, it is easy to construct a counterexample of neighborhood
stability on a path of length three. Specifically, let agents’ utilities be either 1 or -1 and let the friendship graph be
a cycle.
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Fig. 1: A preference (left) and seat graph (right) with n = 6 which admits no neighborhood stable assignment.
Theorem 1 generalizes this example to obtain a counterexample of arbitrary size.

fundamental graph theoretic problem. As we will show, restricting to binary prefer-
ences still does not guarantee existence of neighborhood stability (see Figure 1 for an
example with six agents). Thus, in this paper, we investigate the following question:

For which classes of seat graphs is a neighborhood stable assignment guaranteed to
exist under binary preferences?

Contributions When the seat graph is a cycle and agents have binary preferences, Berri-
aud et al. [2] gave an instance with five agents for which no assignment is stable, even
if only blocking pairs at distance at most two from each other are considered. In our
central result, we show that if we marginally weaken this requirement to neighbor-
hood stability, stable assignments are guaranteed to exist on cycles of arbitrary length.
Furthermore, we give a polynomial-time algorithm to compute such assignments. Our
algorithm introduces a novel technique using path partitions of the preference profile,
and may be of independent interest. When the seat graph is a path and agents have
binary preferences, Berriaud et al. [2] showed that swap dynamics are guaranteed to
converge to an assignment in which no blocking pair is within distance at most two of
each other. However, they gave evidence that there may be instances for which conver-
gence requires exponential time, and left open whether an assignment satisfying this
property can be computed in polynomial time. We answer this question affirmatively,
giving a polynomial-time algorithm for such an assignment on path seat graphs.

We complement these results with a general counterexample which shows that
neighborhood stable assignments are not always guaranteed to exist, even for instances
with as few as six agents. Despite this negative result, we give a positive result for
a general family of seat graphs. We give a polynomial-time algorithm to compute a
neighborhood stable assignment provided the size of a directed feedback vertex set of
the preference graph is upper bounded by the number of leaf nodes in the seat graph.
To give one example, this means that when the preference graph is planar, our algo-
rithm computes a neighborhood stable assignment for any seat graph with at least 60%
leaf nodes.

Related Work

The paper most relevant to our work is from Berriaud et al. [2]. On a related note,
Bullinger and Suksompong [8] studied stability of assignments in which agents’ utili-
ties depend on the distance to other agents. They focus on jump stability, wherein no



4 Aziz, Lisowski, Suzuki, and Vollen

agent benefits from moving to an unassigned vertex. In this setting, they show that
a jump stable assignment always exists under acyclic preferences, or when they are
symmetric. We note that symmetric preferences also guarantee neighborhood stability,
which can be shown analogously to the reasoning by Bullinger and Suksompong [8].

We note that several studies that are closely related to our investigation focused
on computational complexity aspects of assignments. For instance, Bodlaender et al.
[5] investigated the problem of computing stable seat arrangements, focusing on the
(parametrized) complexity angle. Furthermore, recently Ceylan et al. [12] provided a
parametrized complexity study of stable seat assignments when agents’ preferences
are cardinal. It is also worth noting that in their investigation of computational aspects
of hedonic seat arrangements, Wilczynski [23] focused on simple structures similar to
those that we study, such as cycles or paths.

Next, we mention some other settings that have connections with our problem.
First, we note that allocating seats to agents is closely connected to the well-studied
problem of allocating indivisible items (see, e.g., [19]). In particular, within the vast
literature on this problem, emphasis has been put on agents’ envy and existence of
blocking pairs (see, e.g., Massand and Simon [20]). Another important area related to
exchange stability of allocations is the Schelling segregation model [21, 22]. There, a num-
ber of agents, assigned different types, is placed on a graph. Their utility is dependent
on the proportion of their neighbors of the same type. Then, the designer’s goal is to
ensure that no pair has an incentive to exchange their assignments. We note that, in
contrast to the Schelling model, in our case the agents are not assigned types and the
preferences depend only on the number of approved neighbors. Notably, similarly to
our approach, Bilò et al. [4] explored the case in which agents can only swap with their
neighbors within the context of the Schelling model.

Furthermore, the model we consider is also a special case of the land allocation with
friends problem studied by Elkind et al. [13]. There, seats correspond to land plots.
However, their paper focuses on the complexity of computing welfare maximizing al-
locations and on achieving truthfulness, rather than preventing exchanges of assigned
plots.

Another such topic concerns one of the classical problems related to stability is the
stable marriage problem, in which men and women are matched to each other so that
no man and woman pair would prefer to leave their matching to be with each other
(see, e.g., [14], [17]). In a variation of this problem, the stable roommate problem (see [16]),
where any pair of agents can be matched together, [10], as well as [11] considered the
concept of exchange stability, showing that it is NP-complete to check if an exchange-
stable matching exists. We note that this fact directly implies hardness of checking
whether a stable assignment exists in our setting.

2 Preliminaries

Let A = {1, ..., n} be a set of n agents which need to be assigned to vertices in an
undirected seat graph G = (V, E) where edges (vi, vj) indicate if seats vi and vj are
adjacent. We assume that |V| = n. For convenience, we denote [t] = {1, 2, . . . , t} for
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any positive integer t. We consider agents with binary preferences, wherein each agent
i approves of some subset of the other agents inA. This preference structure is expressed
by a directed preference graph P on A, where (i, j) is an arc in P if and only if agent i
approves agent j. For notational convenience, for each pair of agents i, j ∈ A, we write
i→ j if (i, j) is an arc in P . It is often convenient to represent non-arcs explicitly in our
model. So, if (i, j) is not an arc in P , we write i ↛ j (sometimes we also write j ↚ i ).
Given a directed path P in the preference graph, denote head(P) as the initial vertex
and tail(P) as the terminal vertex of the path. Directed path P is maximal if it cannot
be extended while remaining a path.

Definition 1. A path partition of a directed graph D is a collection {Pj}k
j=1, where each Pi is

a directed path and each vertex of D belongs to exactly one path.

A path partition {Pj}k
j=1 is minimal if tail(Pi) ↛ head(Pj) for any i, j ∈ [k], i ̸= j. Note

that any path partition can be made minimal by simply combining paths whenever
tail(Pi)→ head(Pj) for some i, j ∈ [k].

Let us now define an assignment, which is a bijection π : A → V assigning each
agent to a vertex on the seat graph. For convenience, given an agent i and an assign-
ment π we will denote as Nπ(i) the set of agents neighboring i in π. For a given as-
signment π, the utility of an agent is as follows:

ui(π) = ∑
j∈Nπ(i)

I[i→ j]

where I is an indicator function. In other words, agent i’s utility under π is the number
of i’s approved neighbors.

Denote πi↔j as the assignment π with π(i) and π(j) switched. πi↔j represents the
result of what we will call a swap between i and j. We say an agent i envies agent j if
ui(π) < ui(π

i↔j). In other words, i strictly improves her utility by exchanging seats
with j. We say that agents i and j form a blocking pair if both i envies j and j envies
i. Then, an assignment π is stable if it contains no blocking pairs. In this paper we are
interested in the restricted variant of stability, in which agents are only allowed to swap
if they are assigned to adjacent vertices.

Definition 2 (Neighborhood Stability). An assignment π is neighborhood stable if there
is no blocking pair assigned to adjacent vertices under π.

Note that any blocking pair must first agree to swap, which requires that the two
agents in the blocking pair interact. Thus, neighborhood stability is well-motivated in
any setting in which edges in the seat graph characterize potential interactions (e.g.,
the seating arrangement application).

We now illustrate our setting by way of an example.

Example 1. Consider the instance shown in Figure 2. The preference graph shows that
agents a and c approve each other, as do b and d. Moreover, d approves c while b
approves a. The seat graph is a path with four vertices.
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Fig. 2: Example of a preference graph and an assignment.

a b
c
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Fig. 3: Example of an instance for which any assignment fails stability, but satisfies neighborhood stability.

Consider now the assignment π shown in the right side of Figure 2. Notice that
ub(π) = ud(π) = 1. However, in the assignment πb↔d, we have that both b and d
improve their utility to two. Hence, b and d form a blocking pair under π. Since π(b)
and π(d) are adjacent in the seat graph, this means π is not neighborhood stable. On
the other hand, observe that πb↔d is stable, and thus also neighborhood stable.

3 Non-Existence Results

As stable assignments are not guaranteed to exist, and we are studying a weakening of
stability, a natural first question is whether neighborhood stable assignments always
exist. Toward this end, one promising observation is that there are instances admitting
neighborhood stable assignment for which every possible assignment is not stable, as
shown by the following example.

Example 2. Take the seat graph consisting of two disjoint triangles, as depicted in Fig-
ure 3. Also, let A = {1, 2, . . . , 6}, with the preference graph forming a directed cycle.
As shown in, e.g., Example 2 in Massand and Simon [20], this instance does not admit
a stable assignment. To see why, note that any pair of agents assigned to distinct tri-
angles who both have zero utility constitute a blocking pair, and in every assignment
at least one such pair must exist. Nevertheless, one can check that every assignment in
this instance is neighborhood stable. This holds because any blocking pair must be ad-
jacent and thus belong to the same triangle, but a swap will not change either agent’s
neighborhood, leaving their utilities unchanged.

Despite the positive message of Example 2, in the following result, we show that
this is not always the case. In particular, there are instances for which every assignment
does not satisfy neighborhood stability. To show that, we give a general counterexam-
ple using balanced complete bipartite seat graphs to construct a family of instances on
which neighborhood stable assignments do not exist. Figure 1 depicts an instance from
this family with only six agents.
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Theorem 1. For every n = 2t, where t ≥ 3 is an odd integer, there is an instance with n
agents for which no neighborhood stable assignment exists.

Proof. We consider an instance in which the seat graph is a complete bipartite graph
with t vertices in each partition, i.e., Kt,t. For convenience, we label the agents by sij for
each i ∈ {1, 2} and each j ∈ [t]. Note that, for the purposes of this proof, si(t+1) should
be interpreted as si1 for i ∈ {1, 2}. The preference graph P has the following arcs:

– (sij, skj) for all j ∈ [t] and i, k ∈ {1, 2}, i ̸= k
– For each i ∈ {1, 2}, (sij, si(j+1)) for all j ∈ [t]

Thus, P can be thought of as t disjoint directed two-cycles and two disjoint directed
t-cycles. The seat graph for six agents (K3,3) and its associated preference graph, as
described above, are pictured in Figure 1.

We point out that each agent i’s utility depends only on the set of agents assigned
to the partition they are not assigned to. Thus, we can describe every assignment π by
the agents making up each partition, which we will denote L and R. We will also use
N′π(i) = A \ {Nπ(i) ∪ {i}} to denote the other agents in i’s partition under π. We also
make note of the fact that every vertex has an out-degree of two in P and thus each
agent’s maximum utility is two under any π. Consider two sufficient conditions for an
agent i to envy agent j:

(C1) Agent i approves two agents from N′π(i) and j ∈ Nπ(i). Agent i envies agent j because
their out-degree in P is two, and thus they approve none of their neighbors under
π. This means ui(π

i↔j) = 2 > 0 = ui(π).
(C2) Agent i approves one of the agents in N′π(i), j ∈ Nπ(i), and (i, j) is an arc in P . Agent

i envies agent j since |Nπi↔j(i)| = |N′π(i) ∪ {j}| = 2 > 1 = ui(π).

We now show that, under any assignment, there always exists a pair of agents in
opposite partitions who form a blocking pair. We begin with the case in which a parti-
tion contains a pair of agents forming a 2-cycle in the preference graph.

Case 1 : s1j′ and s2j′ are assigned to the same partition under π for some j′ ∈ [t].

First observe that each partition must contain an equal number of directed 2-cycles
from P . This fact holds since each directed 2-cycle which is not entirely contained in
a partition is split evenly between the partitions, and thus the remaining directed 2-
cycles must also be evenly distributed between partitions to ensure the partitions are
of equal size. Since t is odd, this implies the existence of a 2-cycle which is split between
the partitions, i.e., s1k ∈ Nπ(s2k) for some k ∈ [t].

Since there is at least one 2-cycle assigned to the same partition and there is at least
one 2-cycle split between partitions, there exists an index j ∈ [t] such that s1j and s2j
are assigned to the same partition and s1(j+1), s2(j+1) are assigned to opposite partitions.
Assume without loss of generality that s1j, s2j, s1(j+1) ∈ L and s2(j+1) ∈ R. Note that,
because s2j, s1(j+1) ∈ N′π(s1j), it stands that agent s1j envies every agent assigned to R
under π due to (C1).
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We can assume henceforth that every agent i assigned to R under π approves at
least one agent in the opposite partition, i.e., |Nπ(i)| ≥ 1. This holds since otherwise i
would envy s1j by (C1) and thus the two agents would form a blocking pair. Let s1l, s2l
be some 2-cycle in P assigned to R under π (which we know must exist as there is an
equal number of 2-cycles assigned to each partition). It is clear that both s1(l+1) and
s2(l+1) must be assigned to L under π since otherwise |Nπ(sil)| = 0 for some i ∈ {1, 2}.
In words, this means each 2-cycle assigned to R under π must be followed by a 2-cycle
which is assigned to L under π as we increase our index.

Since this holds for any 2-cycle assigned to R under π, and each partition includes
an equal number of 2-cycles, it must be that s1(j−1), s2(j−1) ∈ R. But this means s1(j−1)
envies s1j by (C2) since s2(j−1) ∈ N′π(s1(j−1)) and (s1(j−1), s1j) is an arc inP . Thus, s1(j−1)
and s1j form a blocking pair.

Case 2 : s1j and s2j are assigned to opposite partitions under π for all j ∈ [t].

We will refer to agents of the form s1j as top agents and agents of the form s2j as
bottom agents. Since each agent is either top or bottom and a partition is composed of
t agents, it holds that in any partition there must be at least ⌈t/2⌉ agents from the same
category. Also, since these agents belong to a directed t-cycle in P , it must be that they
induce at least one arc in P . This holds since the largest independent set of a t-cycle is
of size ⌊t/2⌋ and ⌈t/2⌉ > ⌊t/2⌋ since t is odd. Assume, without loss of generality, that
s11, s12 ∈ L. By our case assumption, s21, s22 ∈ R. It is immediate by (C2) that s11 and
s21 envy each other. ⊓⊔

4 Neighborhood Stability on Cycles and Paths

Having shown that neighborhood stable assignments do not always exist, we turn
next to the natural restricted cases studied extensively by Berriaud et al. [2] in the
seat arrangement setting: cycle and path seat graphs. A natural approach to proving
existence of a neighborhood stable assignment is to use a potential function argument.
We begin by showing that this approach cannot work when the seat graph is a cycle.

We refer to swap dynamics as a procedure which begins with an arbitrary assignment
and allows adjacent blocking pairs to swap until no such pairs remain. We show next
that this approach cannot work when the seat graph is a cycle. The proof is deferred to
the the appendix.

Proposition 1. There exists an instance and an assignment on that instance from which no
swap dynamics converge, even when the seat graph is a cycle of length 4.

We note that even though the instance used to prove Proposition 1 does not con-
verge to a neighborhood stable assignment through swap dynamics, it does admit
a neighborhood stable assignment. In the next section we address the problem of
whether this is the case for all instances where the seat graph is a cycle.6

6 For example, consider any assignment under which agent a neighbors b and c, i.e., N(a) = {b, c}.
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Fig. 4: Illustration of Φ(P1, . . . , Pk), an assignment which maps a path partition to the vertices of the seat graph, in
order. This assignment is used in line 12 of Algorithm 1.

4.1 Cycle Seat Graphs

In what constitutes our central result, we will establish that a neighborhood stable
assignment always exists when the seat graph is a cycle.

Theorem 2. A neighborhood stable assignment always exists and can be computed in polyno-
mial time O(n3) when the seat graph is a cycle.

We point out that Theorem 2 is a surprising result given the findings of Berriaud
et al. [2]. In particular, if we additionally consider blocking pairs distance two from
each other, even in an instance with five agents, a stable assignment may not exist on
a cycle. Furthermore, as mentioned in the introduction, if we consider cardinal pref-
erences, even with as few as four agents, a neighborhood stable assignment may not
exist.

We first give some intuition behind Algorithm 1, which is used to prove Theorem 2.
At a high level, our algorithm finds a minimal path partition and uses it to assign
agents to the seat graph. If the resulting assignment is not neighborhood stable, we
show that there is a different minimal path partition whose corresponding assignment
has a strictly higher number of agents who approve an agent assigned immediately to
their right. As the number of such agents is at most n (which only happens when the
friendship graph contains a directed cycle as a subgraph), the algorithm is guaranteed
to terminate on a neighborhood stable assignment.

We now define some useful notation. We will denote a seat graph with n ver-
ties that is a cycle as Cn. Further, given a path partition {Pj}k

j=1, denote Φ(P1, ..., Pk)

as the assignment that maps agents in P1 to nodes v1, ..., v|P1|, agents in P2 to nodes
v|P1|+1, ..., v|P1|+|P2|, and so forth. Refer to Figure 4 for an illustration of assignment
Φ(P1, . . . , Pk). Before proceeding with the proof of Theorem 2, we make the following
observations, which give sufficient conditions for blocking pairs.

Observation 1 For every assignment π on Cn, if a pair of agents assigned at adjacent nodes
(vi, vi+1) satisfy either of the following two conditions:

(P1) π−1(vi+1) ↛ π−1(vi−1)
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Algorithm 1: Neighborhood Stable Assignment on Cycles
Input: Preference graph P and seat graph Cn
Output: Neighborhood stable assignment π

1 if ∃s, t, w ∈ A with s→ w← t, s ↚ t, s ↛ t then
2 Set π(s) = v1, π(w) = v2, π(t) = v3
3 for i = 4 to n do
4 Set Wi−1 =

⋃i−1
r=1 π−1(vr)

5 Let Q = {ℓ ∈ A \Wi−1 | ℓ→ π−1(vi−1)}
6 if Q ̸= ∅ then
7 Set π−1(vi) = q where q ∈ Q

8 else
9 Let π−1(vi) be any element in A \Wi−1

10 else
11 Let {Pj}k

j=1 be a minimal path partition of P
12 Set π = Φ(P1, ..., Pk)
13 while π contains an adjacent blocking pair do
14 Update π according to Lemma 1

15 return π

(P2) π−1(vi) ↛ π−1(vi+2)

then π−1(vi) and π−1(vi+1) cannot form a blocking pair.

Observation 2 For any assignment π on Cn, if π−1(vi) approves π−1(vi−1) (resp.
π−1(vi+1) ), then π−1(vi) does not envy π−1(vi+1) (resp. π−1(vi−1)).

Proof of Theorem 2. We begin our proof focusing on a particular preference structure that
admits a simple argument.

Case 1: ∃s, t, w ∈ A with s→ w← t, s ↚ t, s ↛ t

We first set π(s) = v1, π(w) = v2, and π(t) = v3, and sequentially define an
assignment for 4 ≤ i ≤ n as described by the for loop in Algorithm 1. We now prove
that π is neighborhood stable.

Observe that s does not envy π−1(vn) and t does not envy π−1(v4) by Observa-
tion 2. Note that the agent pairs s, w and w, t cannot form blocking pairs by Obser-
vation 1. Thus, we only need to check whether there is an adjacent blocking pair in
{π−1(v4), ..., π−1(vn)}. Take any agent pair π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) and observe that one of
the following two must hold:

– π−1(vi)→ π−1(vi−1)
– π−1(vi+1) ↛ π−1(vi−1)

To see this, note that if π−1(vi) ↛ π−1(vi−1), then it must hold that π−1(vi+1) ↛
π−1(vi−1). This is because π−1(vi+1) ∈ A \W i−1 and if π−1(vi+1) → π−1(vi−1), then
the agent π−1(vi+1) would have been selected in place of π−1(vi).
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In either case (π−1(vi) → π−1(vi−1) or π−1(vi+1) ↛ π−1(vi−1)), the agent pair
π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) cannot form a blocking pair by Observation 2 and Observation 1,
respectively. Therefore, π is neighborhood stable.

Case 2 : For each w ∈ A, and for any s, t ∈ N−(w,A) either s→ t or t→ s or both

We start by constructing a path partition as follows: compute a maximal path P1 in
P , remove the vertices of P1, and then compute maximal paths in the subgraph of P
induced by the remaining vertices. This procedure is iterated until no vertices are left,
at which point we are left with the path partition {Pj}k

j=1. Note that for this assignment
tail(Pi) ↛ head(Pj) for any i, j ∈ [k] as otherwise this would contradict maximality of
Pi or Pj in a given iteration. Hence {Pj}k

j=1 is a minimal path partition.

Claim 1 For instances satisfying Case 2, given a directed path P = s1 → s2 → · · · → sr, if
there exists an agent s ̸∈ P with s→ sr then either s→ s1 or there exists an index j ∈ [r− 1]
such that sj → s→ sj+1 .

Proof of Claim. First, note that if |P| = 1, we can trivially extend P since s → s1 by
assumption. We proceed by induction on the size of the directed path. Suppose the
statement is true for |P| = r− 1. Now, we prove that the statement holds for all directed
paths of length r. Let P be s1 → s2 → · · · → sr, and consider the subpath P′ = s2 →
· · · → sr of length r− 1.

By the induction hypothesis, either s → s2, or there is an index 2 ≤ j ≤ r− 1 such
that sj → s→ sj+1. In the latter case, the statement immediately holds.

Consider the former scenario, s→ s2. Since s1 → s2, we have that s1, s ∈ N−(s2,A).
By the case distinction, there must be an arc s1 → s or s → s1. In the case of s1 → s,
we observe that s1 → s → s2. Similarly, if s → s1, then s → s1 → s2. Consequently, the
induction step is satisfied. ⊓⊔

We now present the main technical lemma, which states that under Case 2, if there
is an adjacent blocking pair, then there exists another assignment with a strictly higher
number of agents who approve their right neighbor.

Lemma 1. Let π be an assignment Φ(P1, . . . , Pk) corresponding to a minimal path partition
{Pj}k

j=1. If there is an adjacent blocking pair for π, then there is another minimal path partition

{P′j}k′
j=1 whose corresponding assignment ρ = Φ(P′1, . . . , P′k′) satisfies

|{vj ∈ V | ρ−1(vj)→ ρ−1(vj+1) }| ≥ |{vj ∈ V | π−1(vj)→ π−1(vj+1) }|+ 1.

Proof. Suppose π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) form a blocking pair. First, observe that adjacent
blocking pairs come in only two possible types: either they belong to the same directed
path in the path partition, or π−1(vi) ∈ Pr and π−1(vi+1) ∈ Pr+1 for some r ∈ [k].7 In
what follows, we treat these cases separately.

7 For notational convenience, we interpret Pk+1 as P1.
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Type I : π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) ∈ Pr for some r ∈ [k]

By Observation 2, it must be the case that π−1(vi+1) ↛ π−1(vi+2) since
π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) form a blocking pair. It follows that, π−1(vi+1) = tail(Pr) and
π−1(vi+2) = head(Pr+1). Since π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) form a blocking pair, we know that
π−1(vi)→ π−1(vi+2) and π−1(vi+1)→ π−1(vi−1) by Observation 1.

Consider the case when |Pr| = 2 which means π−1(vi) = head(Pr) and
π−1(vi−1) = tail(Pr−1). Recalling that π−1(vi+1) → π−1(vi−1) and applying
Claim 1, we see that π−1(vi+1) can be inserted into Pr−1 to form a new path
P′r−1. Also, since π−1(vi) → π−1(vi+2) = head(Pr+1), we can construct a new di-
rected path where P′r+1 = π−1(vi) → Pr+1. Consider a new path partition P′ =
{P1, . . . , Pr−2, P′r−1, P′r+1, Pr+2, . . . , Pk}. We can make this path partition minimal by con-
necting tails of the new directed paths to the heads of the new directed path whenever
possible. Consider now an assignment ρ = Φ(P′1, ..., P′k′) corresponding to the new
minimal path partition {P′j}k′

j=1. Noting that k′ ≤ k− 1, we see that

|{vj ∈ V | ρ−1(vj)→ ρ−1(vj+1) }| ≥ n− k′

≥ n− (k− 1)

= |{vj ∈ V | π−1(vj)→ π−1(vj+1) }|+ 1.

Now consider the case where |Pr| ≥ 3. Recall that π−1(vi+1) = tail(Pr) and
π−1(vi+2) = head(Pr+1). Also, because |Pr| ≥ 3, we have that π−1(vi−1) ∈ Pr.
Since π−1(vi+1) → π−1(vi−1), it follows from Claim 1 that the directed path Pr \
{π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1)} can be extended by inserting π−1(vi+1). This gives us a new path
P̃ with tail(P̃) = π−1(vi−1) and with π−1(vi+1) ∈ P̃.

Now note that π−1(vi) → π−1(vi+2) = head(Pr+1). Hence, we can combine di-
rected paths Pr and Pr+1 to a single directed path P′r+1 = P̃ → π−1(vi) → Pr+1.
This process of combining two paths is illustrated in Figure 5. Observe that P′r+1 is
indeed a directed path since we have tail(P̃) = π−1(vi−1) → π−1(vi) → π−1(vi+2) =
head(Pr+1). Finally, consider a new path partition P′ = {P1, . . . , Pr−1, P′r+1, . . . , Pk}. We
make this path partition minimal by connecting tails of the new directed paths to
the heads of the new directed paths whenever possible. Consider now an assignment
ρ = Φ(P′1, ..., P′k′) corresponding to the new minimal path partition {P′j}k′

j=1. Noting
that k′ ≤ k− 1, we can show by the same argument that the inequality holds.

Type II: π−1(vi) ∈ Pr, π−1(vi+1) ∈ Pr+1 for some r ∈ [k]

Note that Type II implies π−1(vi) = tail(Pr) and π−1(vi+1) = head(Pr+1). Observe
that for Type II to occur, it must be the case that |Pr+1| = 1. To see this, suppose, on the
contrary, that |Pr+1| ≥ 2. It follows that π−1(vi+1) → π−1(vi+2) and thus, by Obser-
vation 2, π−1(vi+1) does not envy π−1(vi). This contradicts our initial assumption that
π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) form a blocking pair.
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Fig. 5: Demonstration of how directed paths Pr and Pr+1 are combined to create a new path P′r+1 when |Pr| ≥ 3 and
π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) form a blocking pair of Type I.

Since we have that |Pr+1| = 1, it follows that π−1(vi+2) = head(Pr+2). But since
π−1(vi) = tail(Pr) and π−1(vi) → π−1(vi+2), we see that tail(Pr) → head(Pr+2). This
contradicts the minimality of the path partition. ⊓⊔

If we repeatedly apply Lemma 1 to the assignment π corresponding to the ini-
tial minimal path partition {Pj}k

j=1, we are guaranteed to terminate with a neigh-
borhood stable assignment. To see this, observe that for any assignment ρ, we have
|{vj ∈ V | ρ−1(vj) → ρ−1(vj+1) }| ≤ n, and thus Lemma 1 is applied at most n times.
The assignment resulting from the last application of Lemma 1 cannot have an adjacent
blocking pair (otherwise Lemma 1 could be applied again) and is thus neighborhood
stable.

Analysis of running time
Lastly, we analyze the running time of Algorithm 1. Note that the first step, checking
which of the two cases the preference graph P belongs to, can be done in O(n3) time
by examining every triplet. In Case 1, the assignment can be computed in at most
O(n2) time. In Case 2, the initial minimal path partition can be found in O(n2) time
and finding assignment ρ in Lemma 1 takes O(n2) time. Since Lemma 1 is applied at
most n times, the total running time is O(n3). ⊓⊔

4.2 Path Seat Graphs

Although computation of a neighborhood stable assignment on a path can be achieved
by a straightforward reduction from our algorithm for the cycle case (Algorithm 1),
we will give a polynomial-time algorithm with stronger guarantees. Specifically, our
algorithm outputs an assignment with no blocking pairs at distance less than or equal
to two from each other. This answers a question left by Berriaud et al. [2], who gave a
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potential function argument for the same result on paths, but left open whether such
an assignment could be computed with an explicit, polynomial-time algorithm.

Theorem 3. An assignment in which no blocking pair are assigned at most distance two from
each other always exists and can be computed in polynomial time O(n3) when the seat graph is
a path.

Proof. We first set π(v1) as an arbitrary agent s ∈ A and sequentially define an as-
signment for k ≥ 2 as follows. First, set Wk−1 =

⋃k−1
i=1 π−1(vi). Then, let Q = {ℓ ∈

A \Wk−1 | ℓ → π−1(vk−1)}. If Q ̸= ∅, we assign an arbitrary agent from Q to vertex
vk. On the other hand, if Q = ∅, we assign any agent from the set A \Wk−1 to vertex
vk. Let π be the resulting assignment.

We will now rule out blocking pairs of the form π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) and
π−1(vi), π−1(vi+2) for all i ∈ [n − 2]. When i = 1, it is clear that neither π−1(v2)
nor π−1(v3) envies π−1(v1) since their neighborhood under a swap is a subset of their
neighborhood under π.

Otherwise, for any i ≥ 2, there are two cases. First, suppose π−1(vi) → π−1(vi−1).
Assume for a contradiction that either π−1(vi), π−1(vi+1) or π−1(vi), π−1(vi+2) forms
a blocking pair. This means that π−1(vi) gets utility of two by swapping with either
π−1(vi+1) or π−1(vi+2). Since π−1(vi+1) is a neighbor under either such swap, it must
be the case that π−1(vi) approves π−1(vi+1), and thus already has utility of two under
π. This is a contradiction since the maximum achievable utility is two.

Now suppose π−1(vi) ↛ π−1(vi−1). By the construction of the assignment, neither
π−1(vi+1) nor π−1(vi+2) approves π−1(vi−1). We can conclude that neither π−1(vi+1)
nor π−1(vi+2) envies π−1(vi). This holds because they do not approve their only new
neighbor (i.e., π−1(vi−1)) under a swap with π−1(vi). ⊓⊔

5 A Sufficient Condition for General Graphs

In this section, we give a quite general, sufficient condition under which neighbor-
hood stable assignments are guaranteed to exist. Our condition constrains the relation
between a measure of acyclicity on the preference graph and the number of leaves (i.e.,
degree-one vertices) in the seat graph. The directed feedback vertex set number, a well-
studied directed graph property which we define here in the context of our problem,
gives a measure of how close a directed graph is to being acyclic.

Definition 3. The set X ⊆ A is a directed feedback vertex set (DFVS) if the subgraph of P
induced by A \ X is acyclic. The DFVS number is the size of the smallest such set.

In what follows, we will prove the existence of a neighborhood stable assignment
for every instance in which the DFVS number is upper bounded by the number of
leaves in the seat graph. The proof yields a polynomial-time algorithm for a stable as-
signment in the case that the DFVS number is zero, and P is thus a DAG. The proof is
similar to that of Theorem 4.2 from Bullinger and Suksompong [8], however our state-
ment captures a broader class of instances and concerns a different form of stability.
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Theorem 4. For any instance in which the number of leaves of the seat graph G exceeds the
DFVS number γ of the preference graph P , there exists a neighborhood stable assignment on
G. When γ = 0, i.e., P is a DAG, a stable assignment can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. Let X be the smallest DFVS in P , and L be the set of leaf nodes in the seat graph
G. We first assign agents in X to vertices in L. Since |X| ≤ |L| by the assumption of the
theorem such a partial assignment is possible.

Note that the remaining agents A \ X induce an acyclic subgraph of P . We denote
sink(D) as the sink node in an acyclic preference graph D. We also let P [S] be the
subgraph induced in P by S ⊆ A.

We will now describe the assignments of the remaining agents who have not
yet been assigned seats. Let s1 = sink(P [A \ X]), and recursively set sℓ+1 =

sink
(
P

[
A \

(
X ∪⋃ℓ

i=1 si

)])
. We now let agents s1, ..., sn−γ pick their favorite seats

in order, breaking ties arbitrarily. Let π denote the corresponding assignment, and for
S ⊆ A we denote π(S) as the set of vertices that agents in S are assigned to under π.

Consider any pair of agents si, sj ∈ A \ X with i < j. We now argue that si does
not envy sj. The vertex π(sj) was available when it was agent si’s turn to choose. Since

si = sink
(
P

[
A \

(
X ∪⋃i−1

r=1 sr

)])
, we have that the set of agents Hi that si approves

satisfies Hi ⊆ X ∪ {s1, ..., si−1} and

π(si) = arg max
v∈V\π(X∪{s1,...,si−1})

|N(v) ∩ π(Hi)|.

Finally, it follows that

usi(π) = |N(π(si)) ∩ π(Hi)|
≥ |N(π(sj)) ∩ π(Hi)|
= usi(π

si↔sj).

This means that any blocking pair must contain at least one agent from X. When
γ = 0 (i.e., P is a DAG), we have that X = ∅ and thus there are no blocking pairs,
regardless of the distance between agents. Since we can check for acyclicity in directed
graphs in polynomial time, it follows that our algorithm yields a stable assignment in
polynomial time.

Suppose xi, xj form a blocking pair that is adjacent in the seat graph under π. At
least one of the two must be in X, say xi. Since π(xi) is a leaf in G, we have that xj
cannot envy xi since by swapping, xj’s only neighbor becomes xi. ⊓⊔

As an example of how Theorem 4 can be applied, consider planar preference
graphs. Since planar directed graphs have a DFVS number of at most 3

5 n [7], Theo-
rem 4 implies that any seat graph where at least 3

5 of the nodes are leaves will admit a
neighborhood stable assignment. An example of such a seat graph is a full, m-ary tree
with m ≥ 3, which is guaranteed to have at least m−1

m n leaves. Though we have given
a very specific application of Theorem 4, we note that the theorem provides a general
condition that can be applied across broad graph classes.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have initiated the study of neighborhood stability in problems where
we assign agents to vertices of graphs. We prove that for cycle and path seat graphs,
a neighborhood stable assignment can be computed in polynomial time. En route, we
demonstrate a connection between path partitions and neighborhood stable assign-
ments.

A natural next step is to identify other seat graph restrictions for which existence
of a neighborhood stable assignment is guaranteed for all preference graphs, such as
seat graphs which are grids or trees. More generally, results in the style of Theorem 4
will help illuminate the structure of instances that always admit a neighborhood stable
assignment.

Another interesting direction is to establish how neighborhood stability affects ef-
ficiency concepts. In this vein, future work could bound the price of neighborhood
stability, or alternatively, compute outcomes which maximize social welfare subject to
neighborhood stability. Lastly, while the results in this paper pertain to binary prefer-
ences, it remains to be seen whether they extend to more general preferences. In the
case of the cycle, an impossibility arises when extending to non-negative cardinal pref-
erences, but this question remains open for the path seat graph.
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A Proofs from Section 4

Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Consider an instance with four agents {a, b, c, d} and a seat graph and preference
graph as depicted in Figure 6. Let us now consider the assignment π shown in the right
side of Figure 6 and demonstrate that swap dynamics cannot converge starting from
π.

a

b

c

d

a

d

b

c

Fig. 6: Example of a preference graph and an assignment from which swap dynamics never converge.

First, observe that Nπ(c) = {b, d}, while Nπ(b) = {c, a}. Let now π1 = πb↔c. Then,
Nπ1(c) = {b, a}, while Nπ1(b) = {c, d}. It follows that uc(π) = 0 while uc(π1) = 1,
and ub(π) = 0 while ub(π1) = 1. So, b and c form a blocking pair.

Now, let π2 = πa↔d
1 . Notice now that Nπ1(a) = {c, d}, while Nπ1(d) = {a, b}. Also,

Nπ2(a) = {b, d}, while Nπ2(d) = {a, c}. It follows that ua(π1) = 1 while ua(π2) = 2,
and ud(π1) = 0 while ud(π2) = 1. So, a and d form a blocking pair.

Now, let π3 = πb↔c
2 . Notice now that Nπ2(c) = {b, d}, while Nπ3(c) = {b, a}. Also,

Nπ2(b) = {c, a}, while Nπ3(b) = {c, d}. It follows that uc(π2) = 0 while uc(π3) = 1,
and ub(π2) = 0 while ub(π3) = 1. So, b and c form a blocking pair.

Observe now that πa↔d
3 = π. Notice now that Nπ3(a) = {c, d}, while Nπ(a) =

{b, d}. Also, Nπ3(d) = {a, b}, while Nπ(d) = {a, c}. It follows that ua(π3) = 1 while
ua(π) = 2, and ud(π3) = 0 while ud(π) = 1. So, a and d form a blocking pair.

This implies, however, that the swap dynamics from π will cycle and thus do not
converge. This result is regardless of which swap is selected throughout the swap dy-
namics, since it can be confirmed that each blocking pair identified above was the
unique blocking pair in its respective assignment. ⊓⊔

Proof of Observation 1
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Proof. Let i + 1 be the agent assigned to vi+1 under π. If property (P1) holds, then

ui+1(π) = I[π−1(vi+1)→ π−1(vi+2)]+

+ I[π−1(vi+1)→ π−1(vi)]

≥ I[π−1(vi+1)→ π−1(vi−1)] + I[π−1(vi+1)→ π−1(vi)]

= ui+1(π
i↔i+1).

Using a similar argument, we can show that if (P2) holds, then π−1(vi) does not envy
π−1(vi+1). Thus, if either (P1) or (P2) holds, then π−1(vi) and π−1(vi+1) cannot form a
blocking pair. ⊓⊔

Proof of Observation 2

Proof. Let i be the agent assigned to vi under π. Then,

ui(π
i↔i+1) = I[π−1(vi)→ π−1(vi+1)]+

+ I[π−1(vi)→ π−1(vi+2)]

≤ I[π−1(vi)→ π−1(vi+1)] + 1

= I[π−1(vi)→ π−1(vi+1)] + I[π−1(vi)→ π−1(vi−1)]

= ui(π).

Hence, π−1(vi) does not envy π−1(vi+1). A similar argument can be used to prove
π−1(vi) does not envy π−1(vi−1) if π−1(vi) approves π−1(vi+1). ⊓⊔


	Neighborhood Stability in Assignments on Graphs

