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—— Abstract

Inspired by the famous TARGET SET SELECTION problem, we propose a new discrete model for
simultaneously spreading several opinions within a social network and perform an initial study of
its complexity. Here, we are given a social network, a seed-set of agents for each opinion, and two
thresholds for each agent. The first threshold represents willingness of an agent to adopt an opinion
if the agent has no opinion at all, while the second threshold states for willingness to acquire second
opinion. The goal is to add as few agents as possible to the initial seed-sets such that, once the
process started with these seed-sets stabilizes, each agent has either both opinions or none.

We show that the problem is NP-hard. Further, we investigate the complexity from the parameter-
ized point-of-view. The problem is W[1]-hard with respect to the solution size. The problem remains
WI(1]-hard even for the combination of parameters the solution size and treewidth of the network
even if all thresholds are at most 3, or the activation process stabilizes within 4 rounds. On the other
hand, the problem is FPT when parameterized by the number of rounds, maximum threshold, and
treewidth. This algorithm applies also for combined parameter treedepth and maximum threshold.
Finally, we show that the problem is FPT when parameterized by vertex cover number of the input
network alone. Our results also implies that the original TARGET SET SELECTION problem is FPT
when parameterized by 3-PVC.

2012 ACM Subject Classification Theory of computation — Parameterized complexity and exact
algorithms; Mathematics of computing — Graph algorithms

Keywords and phrases parameterized complexity, target set selection, fixed-parameter tractability,
social networks, spreading multiple opinions

Digital Object Identifier |10.4230/LIPIcs.CVIT.2016.23

1 Introduction

Our work is motivated by the recently proposed stochastic models in opinion diffusion [I8] 1],
where an extension of the TARGET SET SELECTION (T'SS for short) problem is proposed.
TSS was introduced by Domingos and Richardson [I4] in order to study influence of direct
marketing on a social network (see, e.g., the monographs [4] 6] 23] and references therein) and
is defined as follows. We are given a (social) network (i.e., an undirected graph G = (V, E))
and a threshold value f(v) € N for every agent v € V. The task is to select a set of
agents T' C V so that when the following activation process

P'=T and PT' =P U{veV\P ||PNN@W)I|=>flv)}

stabilizes with the set P7 (i.e., PT = P7*1) the size of P7 is maximized; an important
setting being we want P7 = V. It is worth mentioning that this problem is closely related
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to the model of cascades [I6, Chapter 16]. Later, Garimella et al. [I8] extended this model
to capture diffusion of two opinions and recently Becker et al. [I] studied three and more
opinions. These works are mainly motivated by diffusion in social network where it is
desirable for the considered opinions to spread roughly equally and thus preventing unwanted
behavior of the social network such as, e.g., echo bubbles or strengthening of extreme agents
(see, e.g., [10, Figure 1]). That is, the most desired outcome is that every agent, in the case
for two opinions, either has no opinion or both using a similar activation process as above.
Before we formally define the model we propose in this work (the 2-OPINION TARGET SET
SELECTION problem; 20TSS for short), let us briefly mention that in the two and more
opinion setting the motivation is to balance the spread and not to maximize one opinion
spread. Then we discuss the differences to the model of Garimella et al. [I8] in more detail.

Balancing Two Opinions One might ask why to balance the spread of the two opinions
already present in a social network. Suppose there are two (rather antagonistic) opinions in
a social network—if one knows which of these is the truthful one, they might, e.g., block the
other. What can we do if we can’t tell which one is truthful? If many agents receive only the
opinion which later turns out to be deceptive, then these agents might feel deceived by the
network. Instead, we decide to help both the opinions to spread evenly. The agents receiving
two different opinions can take adequate meassures to react to the situation. Real world
examples of this kind of information spread include, e.g., two experts having different opinions
on covid-19 vaccination and both claiming having data supporting their opinion—how can
an Al or even a human agent tell which of the two is trustworthy?

Two-Opinion Target Set Selection We are given a graph G = (V, E), seed sets S,, Sy CV,
threshold functions fi, fo: V' — N, positive integer 7 € N, and a positive integer B € N.
The task is to select two additional seed sets T,,T, C V with |T,| + |Tp| < B such that the
following selection process terminates with PJ = P7+! = P7 = PJ ™', The initialization is
by setting

PY=S,UT, and P)=S,UT,
and the process continues with
P ={veV\(PLUR) | [PINN(@)| > fi(v)} U{v e PL | |[PINN(v)| > fo(v)} U P

for ¢ > 0 and ¢ € {a, b}, where —c is the element in the set {a, b} \ {c}. Le., an agent v gains
opinion c if she has no opinion and the number of her neighbors already having opinion c is
at least f1(v) or if she already has the other opinion and the number of her neighbors already
having opinion c is at least fa(v). It is not hard to see that the above process terminates in
at most 2n steps, where n = |V, since in each nonterminal step we add at least one vertex
to PLUP; (le., |Pi\ Pit|+ |Pi\ Py~"| = 1). Thus, letting 7 = 2n corresponds to putting
no restriction on the length of the process.

Note that we model the network as an undirected graph. Furthermore, unlike previous
works, we do not have opinion-specific threshold values but we rather distinguish the order
in which the agent is exposed to the opinions in question. We believe that this is an
interesting setting as it can capture different agent’s mindsets. First, an agent v might be
tougher towards the second opinion (by setting, e.g., fo(v) = 3f1(v)) for which we can see
an application in modeling of, e.g., following political leaders. Second, an agent v might

1

infer the second opinion easily (by setting, e.g., f2(v) = 7 fi(v)) for which we can see an

application in modeling of, e.g., spread of different viruses in a population, since the first
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virus in a human body decreases its ability to resist other viruses. It is worth pointing out
that (even in the first mindset) if both opinions are strong enough at the same time, then
the agent receives both the opinions (and evaluates the number of neighboring agents having
a certain opinion only against the threshold value fi(v)). For a running example of the
selection process we refer the reader to Figure [2| (in the appendix).

It is easy to note that we can always assume S, NS, = 0 (unless f; is defined as some
function of deg(v)); see Reduction Rule |1} Furthermore, without loss of generality, we can
assume that B < |S,| + |Ss| as otherwise T,, = S, and T, = S, is a solution.

Finally, TSS can be modelled by 20TSS by taking the same network, an empty S, and
adding each vertex to Sy and treating its f as f;. The task is then to select minimum T,
such that the process covers the whole vertex set with opinion a. Therefore many known
lower bounds for T'SS apply also to 20TSS.

1.1 Related Work

As already mentioned, our work builds on foundations from the study of TARGET SET
SELECTION. This problem itself was introduced in the context of direct marketing in social
networks [I4]; followed by more results and applications (see, e.g., the works Kempe et al. [21]
or Richardson and Domingos [33] for the relation to viral marketing). The initial research
direction focused on studying the stochastic setting where the threshold values are selected at
random and we try to maximize the expected spread of information [2T], 22] 23] [29]. It is not
surprising that T'SS is NP-hard (the “static” variant where threshold values are part of the
input), moreover, both its natural optimization variants (either maximize the size of P7 or
minimize the size of T' so that P7 is the whole vertex set) are hard to approximate. In fact,
for the minimization variant Chen [5] gave a polylogarithmic approximation lower bound
which holds even if the input graph is bipartite and has bounded degree and all threshold
values are either 1 or 2.

It is not hard to see that TSS itself captures, e.g., VERTEX COVER. It follows from
Mathieson [28] that from the parameterized perspective TSS is W[P]-complete (which implies
it is W[1]-hard) for the natural parameter (size of the solution set T); see Luo et al. [25]

for the relation of the r~-DEGENERATE EDITING problem studied by Mathieson to TSS.

Given all of this it is not surprising that some special variants were introduced—such as
when all threshold values are bounded by a constant or the majority variant in which all
threshold values are set to half of the neighborhood size. Cicalese et al. [9] [§] considered a
variant in which the number of rounds of the activation process is bounded. Later Ben-Zwi
et al. [2] initiated a systematic study of TSS for structural parameters. Together with sequel
works [3], [7} [15], 19, [3T] this yields fairly complete understanding of tractability for structural
parameters:

TSS is FPT when parameterized by the vertex cover number, bandwidth, or feedback

edge number,

the majority variant is FPT for parameters neighborhood diversity or twin-cover number,

the majority variant is W[1]-hard for parameter treedepth or modularwidth, and

TSS is FPT when parameterized by cliquewidth if all threshold values are bounded by a

parameter (or constant).

As we have already mentioned, the study of related problems concerning more than one
opinion has been initiated rather recently [I8]. Both Garimella et al. [I8] and Becker et
al. [I] study related problem in stochastic setting, i.e., they assume the input is a directed
graph and there is certain probability that an opinion is passed along an arc.
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thresholds fiax Table 1 A table summarizing our res-
ults for the 20TSS problem parameter-
ized by treewidth. The green (light-gray)
cells represent FPT results while the red
(dark gray) ones represent W[1]-h results.

1.2 OQOur Contribution

In this work we propose a new discrete model for spreading information with at least two
opinions—via the related computation problem 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION—and
perform initial study of its (parameterized) complexity. It should be pointed out that
our model is (probably) the simplest and most natural combination of the deterministic
model of [2I] and the probabilistic model of [I8] for spreading two (more) opinions. It
is worth pointing out that the model we propose is the first allowing a certain level of
interaction between the two opinions spreading in the network. In the previously proposed
probabilistic model each agent has opinion-specific thresholds. Thus, our model enables the
study of spreading opinions where if an agent receives one of them, this directly affects their
ability /willingness to acquire the other.

The two most natural parameters for this problem are the sizes of the seed-sets (i.e.,
|Sa] 4 |Sp|) and the solution size (i.e., the budget B). The 20TSS problem is W[1]-hard with
respect to both these parameters (Theorem and thus, following the approach for single
opinion, we focus on studying its complexity for structural parameters of the input graph.
Limiting the structure of the input is further motivated by the recent study of Maniu et
al. [26] who showed that many real-world networks exhibit bounded treewidth. However, we
show (Theorem that the 20TSS problem is W[1]-hard for the combination of parameters
|Sa|+ |Ss| and the treewidth of the input graph even if we assume that fi(v) < fa(v) < 3 for
all v € V(G). Tt is worth pointing out that the activation process is quite long in this case;
thus one may ask what happens if we limit its length. The 20TSS problem is W[1]-hard for
the combination of parameters |S,| + |Sp| and the treewidth of the input graph even if we
assume that any activation process stabilizes within 4 rounds (Theorem 1)) and f;(v) < fa(v)
for all v € V(G). In order to more precisely understand the complexity of the problem, we
use more fine grained structural parameters such as pathwidth, feedback vertex number, or
4-path vertex cover number; which we defer to the appendix.

An algorithmic counterpart to the two hardness results is then the following. We show
that 20TSS is fixed-parameter tractable when parameterized by the number of rounds of the
activation process, maximum threshold, and the treewidth of the input graph (Theorem .
The same algorithm applies for the combined parameter treedepth of the input graph and
the maximum threshold. Note that we do not assume anything about the relation of f;(v)
and fo(v). We summarize our complexity results in Table

Furthermore, 20TSS is in FPT for the parameter vertex cover number (Theorem [2|) and
3-path vertex cover (Theorem . We note that the second algorithm applies also to the
original TSS and was previously not known.

1.3 Preliminaries

Since we model the social network of agents as a graph, we rely on basic graph notions. A graph
is a pair G = (V, E), where the elements of V are vertices (representing agents) and £ C (%)
is the set of edges. The neighborhood of a vertez v is the set N(v) = {u € V' | {u,v} € E}.
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For a set of vertices U the subgraph induced by U is the graph (U, E N (g)) For a set of
vertices S the graph G — S is the subgraph induced by the set V' \ S. For further notions
from graph theory we refer the reader to the monograph of Diestel [13].

A tree decomposition of a graph G is a triple (T, 8, r), where T is a tree rooted at node r
and 3: V(T) — 2V(%) is a mapping satisfying:  (7) Usev(r) B(z) = V(G); (ii) For every
{u,v} € E(G) there exists a node « € V(T), such that u,v € 8(x); (i) For every u € V(G)
the nodes {z € V(T) | v € B(x)} form a connected subtree of T. The width of a tree
decomposition (7', 3,7) is max,cy (r) |B(x)| — 1. Treewidth of a graph G (denoted tw(G)) is
the minimum width of a tree decomposition of G over all such decompositions.

» Definition 1. A tree decomposition of a graph G is nice if degp(r) =1, B(r) = 0, and
each node x € V(T) is of one of the following five types:
Leaf node—=x has no children and 3(z) = 0;
Introduce vertex node—=x has exactly one child y and B(x) = B(y) U {u} for some
weV(G)\ Bly);
Introduce edge node—=x has ezactly one child y, 5(x) = B(y), and an edge {u,v} € E(G)
for u,v € B(x) is introduced;
Forget node—=x has exactly one child y and B(x) = B(y) \ {u} for some u € B(y);
Join node—zx has ezactly two children y,z and B(x) = B(y) = B(z).
Every edge e € E(Q) is introduced exactly once.

For a tree decomposition (T, 8,r) and a node = € V(T'), we denote by V. the union of
vertices in S(z) and in B(y) for all descendants y of x in T. By E,, we denote the set of
edges introduced in the subtree of T rooted at x. Altogether, we denote by G, the graph
(Vi, Ey). We also denote by a(x) the set V, \ f(z). See Cygan et al. [I2] for more thorough
introduction to treewidth.

Let G = (V, E) be a graph. The treedepth of a graph, denoted td(G), is 1 if G has only
a single vertex, 1 4+ min,cy(g) td(G — v) if G is connected, and otherwise it is maximum
treedepth of connected components of G.

Let G = (V, E) be a graph and let k be a positive integer. A set U C V is a k-path vertex
cover (k-pve) if G — U does not contain path with k vertices as a subgraph. The k-path
vertex cover number (k-pven) of G is the minimum size of a k-pvc of G. We observe that
2-pve of G is in fact a vertex cover of the graph G.

N-fold Integer Programming N-fold integer programming (N-fold IP) is the problem of
minimizing a separable convex objective (for us it suffices to minimize a linear objective) over
the following set of constraints. Note that 2(*) is a set of ¢; variables (the so-called brick).

Dz 4 Dyz® ... 4+ Dya™) = by (1)
Az = b, Vi € [N] (2)
0 <2 <y, Vi € [N] (3)

Where we have D; € Z"™% and A; € Z%*%; let us denote s = max;cn] $; and let the
dimension be n, i.e., n = Zie[N] t;. The constraints are the so-called linking constraints
and the rest are the local constraints. The current best algorithm solving the N-fold IP in
(rsA)O0*s)p1+o) time is by Cslovjecsek et al. [L1], where A = max;e [y (max (]| Dyl| oo, [|Ail0))-

Parameterized Complexity An instance of a parameterized problem is (z, k), where x is
the problem input and k£ € N is the value of the parameter. A parameterized problem L

CVIT 2016
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is fixed-parameter tractable (is in FPT) if it is possible to decide whether (z,k) € L in
f(E) - 2% time, where f: N — N is a computable function. The class W[1] contains both
all problems in FPT and also problems believed not to be in FPT. Hence, if a problem is
proven W[1]-hard, then it is presumably not in FPT. For more comprehensive overview of
parameterized complexity theory we refer the reader to the monograph of Cygan et al. [12].

Our hardness reductions start from the PARTITIONED SUBGRAPH ISOMORPHISM (PST)
problem. Here, given two undirected graphs G and H with |V(H)| < |[V(G)| and a mapping
Y: V(G) — V(H), the task is to determine whether H is isomorphic to a subgraph of G.
Since PARTITIONED CLIQUE, which is W[1]-complete [32] with respect to the size of the
clique, is a special case of PSI where H is a complete graph, it follows that PSI is W[1]-hard
with respect to |E(H)|.

2 Positive Results

We begin with an easy reduction rule. It is easy to check that it is safe, i.e., the new instance
is equivalent to the original one.

» Reduction Rule 1. Let (G, S,, Sy, f1, f2, T, B) be an instance of 20TSS. Suppose that

there exists a vertex v € S, NSy. We remove v from G and define new instance
(G = 0,8\ {v}, S\ {v}, fr, ]2. T, B),

where for i = 1,2 we have ﬁ(u) _ {fz(u) -1 ifueN()
fi(u) otherwise.

2.1 Vertex Cover

In this section we show that 20TSS is FPT with respect to the vertex cover number of the
underlying graph.

Let C be a minimum size vertex cover in G and let k = |C|. We first define a couple
of reduction rules. We apply the rules as much as possible which bounds the remaining
budget B by 2k. We always apply the first applicable rule. Safeness deferred to appendix.

» Reduction Rule 2. Let (G, S,, Sy, f1, f2, T, B) be an instance of 20TSS. Suppose that
there exists a vertex v € S. for ¢ € {a,b} with fo(v) > deg(v). We return instance
(Ga Sa U {U}, Sb U {U},fl,fQ,T,B - 1)

» Reduction Rule 3. Let (G, Sq, Sp, f1, f2, T, B) be an instance of 20TSS and suppose
that there exists a vertex v € V with f;(v) > deg(v) + 1 for any i € {1,2}. Then we
return new instance (G, Sq, Sp, fl, ]?2, T, B), where for i = 1,2 and for every v € V we have
fi(v) = min {f;(v), deg(v) + 1}.

» Reduction Rule 4. Let I = (G, Sa, Sp, f1, f2, T, B) be an instance of 20TSS. If B >
|C\ S| + |C\ S|, then output a trivial yes-instance.

» Theorem 2. 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION is FPT when parameterized by the
minimum size k of a vertex cover C of the underlying graph.

Proof. Let (G, S, Sy, f1, f2, T, B) be an instance of 20TSS. We assume the input instance
to be reduced with respect to the presented reduction rules. If B > 2k, then Reduction
Rule [4] applies. Hence we assume B < 2k.
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We define an equivalence relation ~ on V' \ C such that for u,v € V' \ C we have u ~ v
if and only if N(u) = N(v), and for ¢ = 1,2 it holds that f;(u) = f;(v). The cardinality of
the quotient set (V '\ C')/ ~ is at most 2% - (k4 1) - (k + 1) and together with the vertices of
vertex cover C' we have k + 2% - (k+ 1) - (k + 1) different kinds of vertices from which we

have to select at most min{B, k} vertices into the seed set T, and at most min{B, k} into T5.

Le., at most 2k vertices with at most k + 2% - (k +1)2 +1 < 2% . (k + 2)2 options each which

gives us at most (2" (k + 2)2)2k = 92k*+0(klogk) options in total that can all be checked in
92k*+0(klogk) . n2 time. |

2.2 Treewidth

» Theorem 3. 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION with maximum threshold of fuax can
be solved in (T + fmax + 1)0(“’) -m time on graphs of treewidth w.

To prove Theorem [3] we describe a dynamic programming algorithm working on a nice
tree decomposition of G. The idea is as follows. To keep track of the whole process for both
opinions from the somewhat limited viewpoint of only vertices in f(z) we slightly alter the
activation process and, more importantly, work with thresholds for specific opinion.

For a node z of the decomposition we want to know for every vertex v € f(x)

in exactly which round the vertex v gains the opinion a (if it gains the opinion) and

b—a value rq(v), 7 (v) € {0,..., T} U{oo}, respectively, (the value co corresponds to not

gaining the opinion at all)

at least how many neighbors of v in graph G, are already active in opinion a (b) in the

round r, — 1 (rp — 1), if applicable—a value g, (v), gp(v) € {0, ..., fimax}, respectively, and

at most how many neighbors of v in the graph G, are active in opinion a (b) in the round
re — 2 (rp — 2), if applicable—a value hq(v), hy(v) € {0, ..., fmax}, T€SP.
We say that the tuple (rq, 76, ga, g, Pa, o) is a solution pattern for G,. In the algorithm
we only use valid patterns. Fix a node z and a vertex v € 8(x). We say, that a solution
pattern (rq, 7y, ga, g, Pa, he) is valid for v if

rq(v) = o0 if and only if 74(v) = oo,

v € S, implies r.(v) = 0 for ¢ € {a,b},

rc(v) € {0, 00} implies g.(v) = 0 and r.(v) € {0,1} implies h.(v) =0 for ¢ € {a,b} (these

values are ignored, but we want the pattern to be always a sextuple).
A solution pattern is valid for x if it is valid for all v € S(x).

Now we define the modified activation process. Let x be a node, let (74,75, ga, gbs Ras M)
be a valid solution pattern for z, and let 72, T C V, with v 1(0) = (S. UT*) N B(x) for
¢ € {a,b}. By a modified activation process 75(:167 Ta, Ty, 15, T;7) we mean the following process
starting from the sets P? = T* U (S, N V,) for ¢ € {a,b}. For i > 1 and ¢ € {a,b} we sct

Pi={veal)\ (P UP™) | |Ng, (v) NP > fi(v)}
U{vealz) NP |Ng, (0) NP > fo(v)} Ufv e Bla) | i =ro(v)} UPTL.

It is worth pointing out that, unlike in the usual activation process, in 7/5(33, ra, 76, T, T{)
we treat vertices in () in a different way (by taking into account r,(v) and r4(v)).

The modified activation process 73(33, Ta,Tv, Tor, Ti) is viable, roughly speaking, if it corres-
ponds to an activation process for G in which we treat g,, g, as threshold values (lowerbounds)
and hg, hy as upperbounds for vertices in (). More formally, 73(33, Ta, b, T, ;) is viable
for a solution pattern (ra, 7y, ga, g, Na, hp) if
1. BT = P71 = pT — pT+.
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2. for all v € B(x) with 1 < r.(v) < co we have g.(v) < | ( n Prc(v ‘ and |Ng, (v
1356(”>*2| < he(v) for ¢ € {a,b} where we set P, ! = =0, a

3. for all v € B(z) with r.(v) = co we have |Ng, (v) N PCT‘ < he( ) for c € {a,b}.

A solution T7, TF C V,, complies with a solution pattern (rq, 7, ga, b ha, hy) if r71(0) =
(S. UT=) N B(x) for ¢ € {a,b} and the modified activation process P(z,rq,7y, T JIY) s
viable for (74,75, ga, gb, Ra, h). The size of the solution T.7, T C V, is simply |T77| + |T7|.
The dynamic programming table DP, (for a node z) stores for each valid solution pattern
the size of a smallest solution complying with the pattern (or oo if no such solution exists).

It is easy to observe that sets Ty, T, C V form a solution if and only if they comply with
the solution pattern (0,0, @, 0,0, 0) at root node r. Hence, the answer is found by simply
comparing value DP,.[0,0,0,0,0, 0] computed to B.

It remains to show how to compute the values of DP,.

Leaf Node The dynamic programming table of a leaf node x has only a single entry
DP,.[0,0,0,0,0,0] = 0. Clearly, the graph G, is an empty graph, the solution (@, #) complies
with the pattern (0,0,0,0,0,0), and is of size 0.

Introduce Vertex Node Let z be a node introducing a vertex v with the child node y.
Recall that the newly introduced vertex v is isolated in G,. Let p = (74, 7'b, Gas Gb, Pa, o) be
a valid solution pattern for . We use p|g(,) to denote the restriction of the pattern p to
vertices in S(y).

If g.(v) > 1 or gp(v) > 1, then we let DP,[p] = oo, as no solution exists.

Otherwise we let DP,[p] = DP,[p|(,)] + cost(a, p,v) + cost(b, p,v), where

1 ifr.(v)=0andv ¢ S,

0 otherwise.

cost(c,p,v) = { (4)

Introduce Edge Node Let x be a node introducing an edge {u,v} with the child node y.
Let p = (74,76, Ya, 9oy hay hy) be a valid solution pattern for z. Based on this pattern we
compute a solution pattern p’ = (rq, b, 9, gp, Py, hy,) which we then use for the lookup in
the table DP,. We let p’|3(2)\{u,v} = Pl8(2)\{u,v} and P’|fy 1 be created using the following
for ¢ € {a,b}. We only describe the cases for r.(v) < r.(u), the others are symmetric. In
this case we set g.(v) = g.(v) and h.(v) = h.(v).

If ro(v) = re(u), then we set g.(u) = go(u) and A (u) = h(u).

If ro(v) + 1 =rc.(u) < T, then we set ¢/.(u) = max(0, g.(u) — 1) and h.(u) = he(u).
If re(v) + 1 < re(u) < T, then we set ¢/ (u) = max(0, g.(u) — 1) and h.(u) = h.(u) —
- 1.

If ro(v) < T and r.(u) = oo, then we set g.(u) = g.(u) =0 and h.(u) = h o (u)
If p’ contains a —1, then we let DP,[p] = co. Otherwise, we let DP,[p] = DP,[p’].
Forget (Vertex) Node Let x be a node forgetting a vertex v with the child node y and let p
be a valid solution pattern for x. For r,, 7, € [T] we define q,, r, = (Fa, T, Gg» Gps Pas Pb) as
(we only list those with r, < 1y, the others being symmetric)

0,0,0,0,0,0) ifr,=7,=0,
0,1,0 f2( ) ) ifra:(),?”b:].,
0,75,0, f2(v),0, fa(v) — 1) ifr, =0,7p > 1,

(v) =1, filv) = 1) ifra =1 >0,
(v)—1, filv)=1) f0<r,=1p—1,
1) if0<ry<r,—1,

(

(

(

(Tas o, f1(0), f1
(Tas Ty f1(v), f
( (

TasTh, fl

4
S—
o
(4
=
g
(4
s
|
—_
o
—~
(4
s
|
S~—



D. Knop, S. Schierreich, O. Suchy 239

and QJoo,00 = (OO, 00,0,07f1(1)) - 17f1(v) - 1) Let

{q0,0} ifveS, NS
o = {qO,Tb | € [T]} ifveS,\ Sy
{qra,70 |ra € [T]} ifveSy\ S,

{qra,rb | TayTb S [7—]} U {QOo,oo} ifo ¢ Sa U Sb

and let Q be obtained from Q' by removing all sextuples containing —1. Set DP,[p] =
infqeo(DPy[p U (v = q)]), where the pattern p’ = p U (v = q) is such that p’|g,) = Plg()
and the values for v are given by q.

Join Node Let x be a join node with children y and z and let p = (74, 7, ga, 9b, Pa, hp) be a
valid solution pattern for z. Set DP,[p] = inf(DPy[py]—l—DPz[pz})—zce{a’b} Eveﬁ(m) cost(c, p,v),
where cost is as in Equation and the infimum is taken over all pairs of valid patterns p, =
(r¥,r!, g%, 97,0y, hy) and p. = (rZ,7F, 9%, 9¢, hZ, hi) such that for every v € () and every
¢ € {a,b} we have r¥(v) = rZ(v) = r.(v), g¢(v) + g% (v) = g.(v), and h¥(v) + hZ(v) = h(v).

2.3 Treedepth

In this section we show that the algorithm from Theorem [3| also applies for the combined
parameter treedepth of the input graph and the maximum threshold; in fact, we show that if
treedepth is bounded, then so is the length of any successful activation process (which might
be of independent interest).

» Lemma 4. Lett > 1 and G be a graph and suppose that there exist sets P2, and Py such that
the activation process in G from these sets takes at least t rounds, i.e., PLUP} # P:-tUPi~!,
Then td(G) > logs(t + 2).

It is well known that if a graph contains a path of length h, then its treedepth is at least
logy(h + 2) (see, e.g., [30, pp. 117]). For the proof of Lemma [4| we need the following
generalization of this result.

» Lemma 5. Let G be a graph and w be a walk of length h in G with a loop added to each
vertex such that each vertex of G appears at most r times on w. Then td(G) > log, ., (h+2).

It is not hard to see, that a vertex can gain an opinion ¢ in round k£ > 1 only if in round
k — 1 either it gained the opinion —c or some of its neighbors gained the opinion ¢. Repeating
this argument and going from round ¢ to round 0 we obtain a walk of length ¢ in G with a
loop added to each vertex. Hence, Lemma [4] follows from Lemma [5| (full proof in appendix).

» Corollary 6. 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION with mazimum threshold of fmax can
be solved in (3° - fuax + 1)0(5) -m time on graphs of treedepth at most 0.

2.4 Three-Path Vertex Cover

Suppose now that the input graph has a 3-pvc U with size bounded by the parameter k.
Then, by a similar argument to Lemma 4l we get that T € O(k). Note that the proof of
Lemma [4] implies that if the activation process takes ¢ rounds, then there is a walk of length ¢
in G with loops added to each vertex on which each vertex appears at most twice.

» Lemma 7. Suppose the input graph G has a 3-pvc of size k. Then T can be reduced to
10-k + 3.
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This allows us to first guess for every uw € U and an opinion ¢ € {a,b} the round r.(u) in
which u receives ¢ (or oo if this never happens). Furthermore, we observe that Reduction
Rule [3] yields for v € X (where X = V(G) \ U) that f;(v) < deg(v) +1 < k + 2, since
every component of G \ U has size at most two. Now, we design an N-fold IP with binary
variables 2t for t € {0,..., 7,7 +1},c € {a,b}, and v € V (later we will add some auxiliary
variables). We stress here that values of these variables for vertices in U are already fixed
by our guess above. First we describe the linking constraints. For a vertex u € U we set
the values g.(u), h.(u) according to their meaning in the previous section, i.e., h.(u) is the
upperbound on the number of neighbors of u having an opinion ¢ in the round r.(u) — 2
and g.(u) is the lowerbound on this number for the round r.(u) — 1. Now, we require

S a2 <) and Y S > g (). (%)

vEN (u) vEN (u)

Note that the number of these constraints is O(k), that is, the parameter r of the N-fold IP
fulfills r € O(k).

Before we move to the local constraints we define for a vertex v € V' \ U the value ¢%*
expressing the number of vertices u € N(v) N U for which we have guessed that r.(u) < t.
Now, for a value f € N we add an auxiliary binary variable z&!(f) with the constraint

c,t

] a5 bt > ] N\ U = {w)

()= {[gpc’tl > f] otherwise (6)

v -

Where the notation [expr] evaluates to 1 if expr holds and evaluates to 0 if it does not hold.
Note that this constraint is only needed when f — ¢St~ € {0,1} (otherwise, we can directly
set 25 (f)). Consequently, we only need (6)) when it translates to [z$'~']; in any case this is

a linear constraint. Now, we require the following.

25t > (1 (0) - [as 4 bt = 0 U
at > 25! (fa(v)) - [y ] (8)
ot > got=1 (9)
oyt < 2PN (fi(0) - [ept T+ a2l T = 0] 4 250 (fa(v)) - [0 et (10)

It is not hard to see that these constraints can be made linear using O(1) additional constraints
and auxiliary variables (while keeping the largest coefficient two)—see appendix. Finally, we
have to require

@7 = g0 T+l = gbT — b T+1 Yve X. (11)

Note that the local constraints are independent for any nonadjacent vertices, that is, the
parameter s of the N-fold IP fulfills s € O(k). It is not hard to verify that the parameter ¢
of the N-fold IP fulfills ¢ € O(k). Note that if we now minimize Y, (250 + 250) , we get
the size of a smallest solution which is compatible with our initial guess. Thus, we may verify
if the minimum overall value is at most the budget B.

» Theorem 8. Let G be a graph with 3-pvc number k. There is a EOKY . plto() ime
algorithm solving 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION and TARGET SET SELECTION.

3 Hardness Results

Selection Gadget: Selection of an Element in a Set. We first describe a gadget for
selection of a single element in a set W; let ny = |W|. In what follows please refer to
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Figure 1 An overview
of the vertex selection gad-
get. Red vertices are in the
set So. Individual values of
thresholds fi, fo are above
guard path vertices. All se-
lection vertices have the same
thresholds.

Figure[I] This gadget consists of ny selection vertices which are in one-to-one correspondence
to the elements of W and two copies of a path on three vertices (guard paths). The central
vertex of each guard path is connected to every selection vertex and one leaf (of each guard
path) is in the set S,. We stress that only selection vertices might be connected to other
vertices in our hardness reductions.

» Lemma 9. Let X and I be the vertex set and the set of selection vertices of a selection
gadget. Any target set for the selection gadget fulfills |T, N X| > 1. Moreover, if [T,NX| =1
for a wvalid target set Ty, then T, N X = Ty, N I and all vertices of guard paths receive both
opinions in the activation process.

3.1 Constant Maximum Threshold

In this section we show that 20TSS is W[1]-hard with respect to the budget and the treewidth
of the input graph, even if all thresholds are bounded by 3, by presenting a reduction from
PSI. Let (G, H,1) be an instance of PSI. Our reduction follows the edge representation
strategy introduced by Fellows et al. [I7].

While designing the selection gadget (as well as in the proof of Lemma E[) we used an
important trick. One of the leaves of a guard path must receive both opinions, a and b, in
the same round of the activation process. We are going to utilize the same trick once again
when designing gadget for checking incidence.

The Construction (Sketch) For each edge {ww'}inE(H) we add a selection gadget for
vertices in V,, and for edges in

Eypw = {{u,v} | {u,v} € E(G),u € Viy,v € Vi };

it should be pointed out that the preselected vertices in the selection gadget for edges are
in Sy, while those of vertex selection gadget are in S,. Now, the idea is as follows. We

connect the selection parts of these gadgets using long paths with a special sentry vertex.

The length of a path encodes the selected vertex (the vertex incident to the selected edge,
respectively). The thresholds are set for the sentry vertex in such a way that it receives
both opinions if and only if the two “selected paths” are of the same length (i.e., the vertex
is in fact incident to the edge). Otherwise, the sentry vertex receives only one of the two
opinions.

» Theorem 10. 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION is W[1]-hard when parameterized by
[Sal+ |Ss| and the trecwidth of the input graph combined, even if the mazimum threshold fuax
is 3 and f1(v) < fo(v) for every verter v.

23:11
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3.2 Constant Duration of Activation Process

In this section we show how our “colored” selection gadgets and the ideas presented in the
WI(1]-hardness reduction (with respect to treewidth) of Ben-Zwi et al. [3] yield a hardness
result even if we assume that the length of an activation process is bounded by a constant.
The reduction is again from PSI, and again uses the edge representation strategy. Let
(G, H,v) be an instance of PSI.

The key idea behind the reduction of Ben-Zwi et al. is to assign two enumerations to every
vertex in V,, for w € V(H) with low: V,, — [|V,]|] and high: V,, — [|V4,|] such that for every
vertex v € V,, we have low(v) + high(v) = |V,,|; if the reader is familiar with the original
proof, we must admit that our use of their gadgets works in a somewhat simpler regime.
This time all our selection gadgets (i.e., vertex and edge selection gadgets) are the same as in
Figure [1] (i.e., we only use T} for the selection) and we set f1(v) = fao(v) = deg(v) for every
selection vertex v in these gadgets. Crucially for us their reduction is highly “compact” in
the sense that the result of their reduction has very low diameter which then yields a strong
bound on the number of rounds of a (successful) selection process. We set the budget B to
the number of selection gadgets, i.e., B = |V (H)| + |E(H)]|.

The Construction (Sketch) We introduce an incidence gadget for every edge {w,w’} €
E(H) and a node w. As usual, the purpose is to check that the selected vertex in the set V,,
is incident to the selected edge in the set F,.,. To that end we define the mappings low
and high for edges as well, however, now there are two such pairs of mappings for each
edge. That is, for an edge e € F,,,,s we have mappings low,,, high, ,low,, and high,,, where
low,,(e) = low(V,, Ne) and similarly for the other mappings.

We connect each vertex of a selection gadget to |V,,| new vertices we divide into groups
representing the numbers low and high. Then, we introduce two sentry vertices; one of
which checks if low(v) + high,,(e) > |V,,|, while the other checks high(v) + low,,(e) > |V4].
This happens for both the sentry vertices if and only if the selected vertex is incident to the
selected edge and we check this by some further auxiliary vertices.

» Theorem 11. 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION is W/[I]-hard when parameterized by
the treedepth of the input graph and the budget B combined, even if T = 4 rounds and
fi(v) < fa(v) for every vertex v.

4  Conclusions

We have initiated the study of the 20TSS problem from the computational complexity
perspective. Similarly to T'SS most combinations of natural parameters do not lead to
efficient algorithms, with the parameterized complexity with respect to the number of rounds
T and the maximum threshold of fax (and possibly the budget B) being an interesting open
problem. We also showed that there are promising algorithms for networks that are sparse
(which is often the case in practice). We believe that identifying and studying important
special cases of 20TSS (such as the majority version of the T'SS problem) is an interesting
research direction.

For our hardness results we heavily use that if both opinions pass the first threshold of
an agent at the same time, she receives both these opinions in the next round. What if, in
the activation process, the agent prefers one of the opinions; i.e., if both the opinions pass
the first threshold she only receives the preferred opinion. We believe that our hardness
reductions can be adapted to the case where the preferred opinion is agent-specific. What is
the complexity of the problem with one opinion preferred instance-wide?
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(a) The initial state of the net-
work. Agents va,vs are part of
the initial seed set S,, agents
v7,v9 are part of the initial seed
set Sp, and the agent vg is a
part of both seed sets S, and
Sp. The remaining agents have
neither opinion.

(d) In the third round, the agent
v obtains opinion b. This would
not be possible without acquir-
ing opinion a in the previous
round.

(b) In the first round of the ac-
tivation, agent vz acquires both
opinions a (blue) and b (red) at
the same time, since the value of
threshold function f; is 1, and
she has at least one neighbor
with opinion a and at least one
neighbor with opinion b. Note
that if the agent would gain only
one opinion in this round, she
would not gain the second opin-
ion at all, due to the value of
her threshold function fo.

fz:‘

(e) In the fourth round, there
are finally enough neighbors of
agent vy and he gets opinion
b. The same holds for agent v2
which has both opinions now.

(c) In the second round, agent
vo gains opinion a since he fi-
nally has at least fi(vo) neigh-
bors with opinion a. He cannot
obtain opinion b because there is
not enough neighbors with this
opinion.

(f) The activation process sta-

bilizes after 5 rounds. Agent
v1 has neither opinion due to
the value of her threshold func-
tions. Moreover, the opinion a is
blocked by agent v4, so there is
a need to add an agent into the
additional seed set T, to obtain
a balanced spread.

Figure 2 A running example of the selection process described by the model.

A Additional Material for Section Preliminaries

Pathwidth of a graph G (denoted pw(G)) is the minimum width of a tree decomposition
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(T, B,r) of G over all decompositions for which T is a path.
» Definition 12 (Vertex cover). Let G be a graph. A set of vertices C is a vertex cover of G
if each edge of G has at least one endvertex in C.

» Definition 13 (Feedback vertex number). Let G = (V, E) be a graph. A set U CV is a
feedback vertex set (fvs) of G if G — U s a forest, i.e., does not contain any cycle as a
subgraph. The feedback vertex number (fvn) of G is the minimum size of an fvsof G.

We observe that a vertex cover of the graph G as in fact a 2-pvc of G.
We use the following theorem for PSI. Exponential Time Hypothesis (ETH) introduced by
Impagliazzo and Paturi [20] states that every algorithm solving 3-SAT needs at least 2"
time in worstcase, where ¢ is some universal constant and n is the number of variables of the
input formula.

» Theorem 14 (Marx [27, Corollary 6.3]). If PARTITIONED SUBGRAPH ISOMORPHISM can be

solved in time f(H)n°®*/18k) “where f is an arbitrary function and k is the number of edges
of the smaller graph H, then ETH fails.

Since the problem can be solved for each connected component of H separately, we always
assume that |V (H)| < |E(H)| + 1.

B Additional Material for Section Positive Results

B.1 Additional Material for Section Vertex Cover

Safeness of Reduction Rule Pl Suppose that v € S, (the other case follows by a symmetric
argument). Since Reduction Rule (1] is not applicable, we get v ¢ S,. Observe that fa(v) >
deg(v) implies that if v ¢ Ty, then v ¢ P,/ — thus, T}, would not be a target set. Consequently,
v € Ty, holds for every solution of the given instance. Finally observe that it does not matter
whether we put v in T} or S,. We get that the two instances are equivalent. <

Safeness of Reduction Rule[d Suppose that v € V such that fi(v) > deg(v) + 1. Regardless
of the concrete value of f;(v) it holds that v will never gain the first opinion by the natural
process, because there are not enough neighbors. This property remains unchanged even
when value of f1(v) is decreased to deg(v) + 1. The same argument works for the second
opinion. <

Safeness of Reduction Rule[d Let B > |C'\ S,| + |C \ Sp|. Then we set additional seed sets
T, Ty to T, = C'\ S, and T, = C'\ S, respectively. After such initialization, every vertex
v € C has already both opinions. Remaining vertices have either one opinion or no opinion
at all.

We denote by u a vertex with a single opinion. It is clear that u ¢ C and v € S, or
u € Sp. Because we cannot apply Reduction Rule [2/on T it holds that fo(u) is at most deg(u).
But we know that all the neighbors of u have both opinions already and since that vertex u
gets second opinion in the next round by the natural process.

The last not yet discussed case is when vertex w has no opinion. For such vertices it
holds that w ¢ C and w ¢ S, U Sp. Since we cannot apply Reduction Rule 3| we know that
f1(w) < deg(w) + 1. On one hand, when the inequality is strict, then w gets both opinions
by a similar argument as in the previous case. On the other hand, when f;(w) = deg(w) + 1,
then w remains spotless by any opinion at all. <
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B.2 Additional Material for Section Treewidth

» Observation 15. Sets T,,T, C V form a solution if and only if they comply with the
solution pattern (0,0,0,0,0,0) at the root node r.

Proof. At first, we note that if a bag 5(z) or 7,,7, are empty sets, then the modified
activation process is equal to the standard activation process.

Suppose that sets T,,T, C V form a solution of an instance (G, Sy, S, f1, f2, T, B) of
20TSS. According to Definition [1] we know that S(r) = (). Since elements of a solution
pattern (74, 7y, ga, 9o, Pa, hp) are defined for every v € 5(z) it follows that the only solution
pattern compatible with the root node r has r, = 1, = g, = g» = hy = hy = () and sets
Ty, T, complies with this solution pattern.

On the other hand, let ﬁ(ac,ra,rb,T; ,I7) be a modified activation process viable for
SP = (0,0,0,0,0,0) in the root node r. Since the modified process is viable for SP the
activation process stabilizes at latest in the round 7 + 1, i.e., P = P7+1 c € {a,b}. As
stated before the modified process is equal to the standard process. Moreover, the graph
G, for which the sets T and 7} forming a solution is equal to graph G, and it implies that
T, =T, and Ty, =T} . <

» Lemma 16. Let © be a node introducing a vertex v with the child node y. If the DP, was
computed correctly, and DP, is computed using the algorithm for Introduce Vertex Node from
page[8, then DP, is also computed correctly.

Proof. Let p = (74,76, 9a, 96, Na, he) be a valid solution pattern for z. Note first that p|g(,)
is valid for y, as p is valid for all v € S(x). Further note that the validity does not depend
on the graph, only on the sextuple, S,, and Sp.

Now suppose that g,(v) > 1. This implies that r,(v) ¢ {0,000}, as otherwise p would not
be valid. Suppose for contradiction that there is a solution 77,7}’ C V, that complies with
p.- Then, as P(x Ta; Ty, To, T;7) is viable, we have 1 < gq(v) < [Ng, (v) N Py~ which
is a contradiction, since v is isolated in G,. Hence, if g,(v) > 1, then no solution complies
with p. By a similar argument this also holds if g,(v) > 1 and the answer of the algorithm is
correct in these cases.

Next we show that if there is a solution T, T C V,, of size s that complies with p|g(,),
then there is also a solution 77, ;¥ C V;, of size s + cost(a, p,v) + cost(b, p,v) that complies
with p. We let T2 =TY U {v} if ro(v) =0and v ¢ S, and T¥ = TY otherwise. Similarly, we
let T;F =T U{v} if rp(v) =0 and v ¢ Sy and T} = T}/ otherwise. By the definition of cost
we get that [T77| + |T7| = |TY| + |T}| + cost(a, p, v) + cost(b, p,v) as desired. We also have
that r_1(0) = (S. UT”) N B(z) for ¢ € {a, b}.

Now if we denote P! the sets obtained in the process P(y,7q|s y),rb|ﬁ(y TY,TY) and

P the sets obtained in the process ’P(aj Ta,Tv, 1o, Ty ), then we have PC = }32 for each

i < re(v) and P, = Pl U {v} for ¢ > r.(v) as v is isolated in G,. Note that since TY, T}

comphes with p|ﬂ(y), the process P(y, Talp(y), Tvlay), T2, T} ) is viable. Therefore we have

PT = P o Pb = PZ— 1 as PT = PT""1 ﬁbT = ﬁg+1 and r,(v) = oo if and only if
rp(v) = oo by the validity of p. Furthermore, for all v’ € B(y) with 1 < r.(v") < co we
P )71’ )72’ < he(v) for ¢ € {a,b} where

*Tc

have g.(v') < |Ng, (v')N P, and [Ng, (v')NP,

we set P, = P, =, and the same holds for v' = v as v is isolated in G, g.(v) = 0, and
he(v) > 0. Finally, for all o' € 8(y) with r.(v') = 0o we have L) O?Z— < he(v") for

¢ € {a,b} and, again, the same holds for v' = v, if applicable, as v is isolated in G, and
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h.(v) > 0. Hence, the process ’ﬁ(ajma,rb,Tj, Ty) is viable for p and the solution T77, T}
complies with p.

Finally, we show that if there is a solution T}7,T;7 C V, of size s that complies with p,
then there is also a solution 7Y, T} C Vj, of size s — cost(a, p,v) — cost(b, p,v) that complies
with p|g(y). Let TY = T7 \ {v} and T} = T;7 \ {v}. Since v € T if and only if r,(v) = 0
and v ¢ S, we have |TY| = |T¥| — cost(a, p,v) and similarly for 7, hence the size of T, T/
is as required. We also have that r_1(0) = (S. UTY) N B(y) for ¢ € {a,b}.

If we denote ﬁi the sets obtained in the process ﬁ(as7ra,rb,Tj,Tf) and 133 the sets
obtained in the process 73(y, Talg(y), Tvlay), T, T} ), then we have 13; = PZ for each i < r.(v)
and v € P, and P! = P, \ {v} for i > rc(v) as v is isolated in G,. Note that since
T7,Ty complies with p, the process 73(3(:, Ta, s, T, T;) is viable. Therefore we have FZ =
ﬁZ——H = ﬁbT = ?Z—H and, thus, 132— = ﬁaT‘*‘l = ]3177— = ﬁbTH as rq(v) = oo if and only if
rp(v) = 0o by the validity of p. Furthermore, for all v € f(y) with 1 < r.(v') < 0o we
have g.(v') < ‘NGZ Cala ]367"“(”/)_1} and |Ng, (v') N Pre=2| < he(v) for ¢ € {a,b} where

~

we set ﬁa_l = P, =0, as v is isolated in G,. Finally, for all v’ € B(y) with r.(v') = oo
Ng, (v")n Pl

we have < he(v') for ¢ € {a, b}, as v is isolated in G,. Hence, the process

Py, Talgy)> "ol (), T2, T} is viable for p|g(y) and the solution T, T, complies with p|g().

To sum up, if 77, T C V, is the minimum size solution which complies with p and it is
of size s, then the algorithm did not set DP,[p] to s’ with s’ < s. This could only happen
if DP,,[p|g(y)] = 8" — cost(a, p,v) — cost(b, p,v), which would imply existence of a solution
T,, T, C V, of size s, as we have shown and since DP,[p|g(,)] was computed correctly,
contradicting the minimality of T, T;*. Moreover, there is a solution TY,TY C V, of size
5 — cost(a, p,v) — cost(b, p,v) that complies with p|g(,). Thus, as DP,[p|s(,)] was computed
correctly, DPy[p|g(y)] < s —cost(a, p,v) — cost(b, p,v) and therefore DP,[p] is set to at most
s by the algorithm. Hence DP,[p] = s and it is computed correctly. <

» Lemma 17. Let x be a node introducing an edge {u,v} with the child node y. If the DP,
was computed correctly, and DP, is computed using the algorithm for Introduce Edge Node
from page[8, then DP, is also computed correctly.

Proof. Let p = (74, b, Ja, g6, P, hs) be a valid solution pattern for x. Suppose first, that
hl(u) = —1 for some ¢ € {a,b}. This implies that either r.(v) + 1 < r.(u) < T or ro(v) < T
and r.(u) = oo and h.(u) = 0. Assume for contradiction that there is a solution T7,T;" C V,
that complies with p. Consider the sets P obtained in process P(z, Ta, 7o, T, TiF). As u

and v are adjacent in G, we have v € Ng_(u) N Pre® 1t re(u) < 7T, then re(u) —2 > r.(v)
which implies that ‘Ngx (W) VP72 > 1 > ho(v). If ro(u) = oo, then this implies that

Ng, (w)NPT| > 1 > he(v). In both cases this contradicts the viability of the process

~

P(z,rq, 7m0, T2, TF). Hence, if hl(u) = —1, then no solution complies with p. By a similar
argument this also holds if A, (v) = —1 and the answer of the algorithm is correct in these
cases.

Note that otherwise p’ is a valid pattern as p is valid and the only way p’ could be invalid
is if g.(z) =0 or h.(z) = 0 and g¢.(x) # 0 or h.(x) # 0 for some x € {u, v}, which is handled
by the maximum in the definition and the previous case, respectively.

Next we show that if there is a solution TY, T} C V,, = V,, that complies with p’, then
it also complies with p. The condition that 7 1(0) = (S. UTZ®) N B(x) for ¢ € {a, b} is the
same, as f(z) = B(y). As the neighborhood of each vertex in V,, \ f(x) is the same in G,
and G, the sets 132 obtained in the process 73(y, Ta, 7y, TY,T}) are the same as in the process
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’ﬁ(x, Ta, b, TY, T} ). Note that since TY, T} complies with p’, the process 73(y7 Ta, 7o, TY, T} )
is viable. The condition P] = PJ*! = pPJ = PbT *1 remains valid. Furthermore, for all

v € B(y)\{u,v},alli € {0,...,T}, and each ¢ € {a, b} we have Ngz(v’)ﬂﬁg = Ng, (v’)ﬂﬁj.

As g.(v') = gL(v") and h.(v") = h.(v") for these vertices, the viability conditions remain valid
for these vertices.

For each ¢ € {a,b} if r.(v) < ro(u) and r.(v) # oo, then we have Ng_ (v) N ISC’ =
Ng, (W)NPE fori € {ro(v)—2,r.(v)—1}0{0,..., T}, ¢.(v) = ge(v) and h',(v) = he(v). Hence,
the viability condition remains valid for v in this case. Similarly, if r.(v) = r.(u) = oo, then
Ne, (v)ﬂﬁj = Ng, (v)ﬂ}gj If ro(v) = rc(u), then the argument also holds for u by symmetry
as g.(u) = go(u) and h.(u) = h.(u) in this case. If r.(v) + 1 = r.(u) < T, then we have
|Ne, (u )mp’“f“”‘ | = 1+|Ng, ()N P > 14 g/ (u) = 14+ max(0, g.(u) — 1) > g.(u) and
N, (u)NPre™ 72 = |Ng, (u)nPre™ =) < bl (u ) he(u). I ro(v)+1 < re(u) < T, then we
have [Ne, (u) NP ™ = 14 |Ng, ()N P71 > 14/ (u) = 14+max(0, go(u) —1) > go(u)
and [N, () N Pr™ 72 = 1 4 |Ng, (u) N Pre™ 72 < 14 Bl(u) = 14 he(u) — 1= he(u). If
re(v) < T and r¢(u) = oo, then we have |Ng, (u) N PT| =1+ |Ng, (u) N PT| <1+ h.(u) =

1+ he(u) —1 = he(u). Therefore, the viability condition also remains valid for u in this case.

The other cases follow by a symmetrical argument. Hence the process is viable and T, T}/
also complies with p.

Now we show that if there is a solution T}7,T;¥ C V, =V, that complies with p, then it
also complies with p’. As observed above, the only difference between the conditions imposed
are the viability conditions for u and v. Let again ﬁg be the sets obtained in the process
Py, ra,re, T2, TF) (or the other one, they are the same). For each ¢ € {a, b} if rc(v) < rc(u)
and r.(v) # oo, then we have Ng, (v) N Pi = Ng, (v) N P for i € {re(v) — 2,74(v) — 1} N
{0,...,T}, g.(v) = ge(v) and k. (v) = h.(v). Hence, the viability condition remains valid

for v in this case. Similarly, if 7.(v) = r.(u) = oo, then Ng, (v) N PT = Ng, (v)n PT.

If ro(v) = re(u), then the argument also holds for « by symmetry as g.(u) = g.(u) and
hi.(u) = he(u) in this case. If ro(v) + 1 = ro(u) < T, then we have |Ng, (u) N pre(=1t) =
|Ne, (u )mﬁ’“*“)*l\ 1> go(u)—1, hence |Ng, (u) NP~ | > max(0, g(u)—1) = ¢.(u) and

NG, (u)n Py~ |—|NG (u )ﬁP“(“ ?| < he(u) = hl(u). Ire(v)+1 < re(u) < T, then we
have |Ng, (u) N Pr™ ™Y = | Ng, (u) 0 Pre® 1 - 1>gc( ) —1, hence [N, (u)N P77 >
max (0, g.(u) — 1) = gl(u) and |Ng, (u) N Pr*™ 7% = |Ng, (u )mﬁZC(“)_2|—1§hc( )—1=

h.(u). If re(v) < T and re(u) = oo, then we have |Ng, (u) N PT| = |Ng, ()N PT| —1 <

he(u) — 1 = hl(u). Therefore, the viability condition also remains valid for u in this case.

The other cases follow a symmetrical argument. Hence, the process is viable and T, T}’ also
complies with p’.

To sum up, let T7, T} C V, be the minimum size solution which complies with p and it is
of size s. If we had DP,[p’] < s, then, since DP,[p’] was Computed correctly, there would be
a corresponding solution TY, T} C V,, which comphes with p’ and is of size strictly less than
s. But, as we have shown, thls solution would comply with p, contradicting the minimality
of T7,T{¥. Hence, we have DP,[p’] > s. Moreover, as T, 77 complies with p’, we have
DP,[p'] <'s, that is, DP,[p’] = s. Hence, DP,[p] = s and it is computed correctly. <

» Lemma 18. Let x be a node forgetting a vertex v with the child node y. If the DP, was
computed correctly, and DP,, is computed using the algorithm for Forget (Vertex) Node from
page[8, then DP, is also computed correctly.

Proof. Let p be a valid solution pattern for x. Let us first note, that for each q =
(TasTb> Gas Tp» ha, he) in Q the pattern p’ = p U (v — q) is valid. Indeed, p is valid for all
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v' € B(z) and for v we have the following. First, if r4(v) = 74 = 00, then q = Qgoo,00,
thus 7,(v) = T, = 00, and vice versa. Second, if v € S, for ¢ € {a,b}, then for each q =
(Tas P> Gus Tp» ha, he) in Q we have r.(v) =7, = 0. Third, for each q = (Fa, b, Gy, Gps Pras Pb)
in Q and each ¢ € {a,b}, if r.(v) = 7. € {0,00}, then g.(v) = g. = 0, whereas if r.(v) =7, €
{0,1}, then h(v) = h, = 0.

Now we show that if there is a solution T7,T¥ C V, = V, that complies with p, then
it also complies with p =puU (v — q) for some q = (ra,rb,ga,gb, ha,hy) in Q. Consider
the sets Pg obtained in process 73(37 Ta o, Lo, T} ) and let P_ = (). Let 7, be such that

(ch \ Pre— 1) or 0o if v ¢ PT. Note that we have v € S, UT® = P? if and only if
7. = 0. Thus g7, 7, € Q.

We want to show that also qr, 7, € Q and that 7.7, T;¥ complies with p’ = pU(v — gz, 7,)-
Assume that 7, < 7. If 7, € {1,..., T}, then, since v € (135‘1 \ﬁja_l) and v ¢ Ple~!,
we have f1(v) =7, < |Ng,(v)N PT:"'_l\. It 7, € {2,...,T}, then, as v ¢ 135"'_1, we have
fi(w) =1 = he > |Ng, (v) N PT==2|. Similarly, if 7, = oo, then, as v ¢ P7+! we have
fi(w) =1 =The > |Ne, (v) N PT|. If 7 = F,, then we have the same bounds for g, and hy. If
Tp = TFq+1, then, as v € (ﬁbﬁ \ﬁ:rl) and v € P71 we have fo(v) =g, < |NG$(v)ﬂfA’bﬂ’71|
and, as v ¢ P7*=2 that fy(v) — 1 = hy > |Ng, (v) N P72 If 7 > Ty + 2, then, as
vE (ﬁbﬂ \f’:rl) and v € PTo~1 we have fo(v) = g, < |Ne, (0)N PI*~| and, as v € PI*~2,
that fa(v) — 1 = hy > |Ng, (v) N ]3;*’_2|. In particular these inequalities imply that all
coordinates of gz, 7, are at least 0 and, hence, qra 7 € Q.

To show that T, T{¥ complies with p’ = (70,7}, g, g1, hly, h}) note that r/~1(0) = (S, U
Tw) N B(y) due to the way we defined 7. and consider the sets ?i obtained in process
P(y,ra,rb,Tm T7). Again, due to the way we defined 7. we have Fz = ]3; for every
i € {0,...,7} and each ¢ € {a,b}. Hence the condition PT = PT+! — 13})7’ = ﬁbTH
remains valid. Similarly, the viability conditions are satisfied for each vertex v’ € 3(z) as
P'|3(2) = Plg(z)- The viability conditions for the vertex v are given by the inequalities of the
previous paragraph. Hence 73(y7 rh. 1y, T, T;) is viable and T, T complies with p’.

Next we show that if there is a solution TY, T} C V, = V,, that complies with p’
pU (v — q) for some q = (ra,rb,ga,gb,ha,hb) in Q, then it also complies with p. Let
P’ = (v, 7, 90> Gy iy Iyy). Since 1o = 1| g(z), T L0) = (S. UTY) N B(y) implies r_1(0) =
(S.UTY)N B(xz). Our goal is to show the v1ab1hty of the process P(m Ta, s, TY, T}) based
on the viability of the process ’P(y, .1, TY,T}). To this end let PZ be the sets obtalned in
process P(y, Tas T 1o , 1)) and P! be the sets obtained in process P(x, a7y, TY,T}). We
claim that Pg = PC for each i € {0,...,7} and each ¢ € {a,b}. Once this is proven, the
viability of P(z, ra, s, TY,T)) follows, since p = p’|g(a)-

We prove the claim by induction on i. For ¢ = 0 we have 130 = PO =TV U (S.NV,),
constituting the base case of the induction. For i > 1 note that for each v’ e Ve \ {v} the
conditions for v" to be included in P7 and in P are the same, as Pl ! P . Assume that
To < Tp.

If i < 7,, then v ¢ (ﬁ; U 135) and, as the process 73(31, rl, 1y, TY, T}) is viable, we have
[Ne. (v) NPT < [N, (0) NP 72] < () = By = fav) = 1. As Pi7t = P by
induction hypothesis, this implies that v ¢ ﬁ; and ﬁ; = ﬁi. Similar argument works for
Pz, even for i =Tq <Tp. R

If i = 74, then v € P! and, as the process P(y,r rb,Ty TY) is viable, we have
|Ng, (v) N Pi=Y > g/ (v) =7, = f1(v). As Pi71 = ﬁa by induction hypothesis, this
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implies that v € ?2 and ﬁ; = ?i. Similar argument works for PZ if 7y =74

If 7y < i < Ty, then v € Pi=1 = Pi_l, v ¢ P} and, as the process P(y,r,, 15, TY,T)
is viable we have |Ng, (v) N B™'| < |Ng, (v) N B2 < hy(v) = hy = fo(v) — 1. As
135_1 by induction hypOtheblb this implies that v ¢ P, and P =P,.

Ifi =7, >7,, then v € P; 1= Pa , V€ Pb and, as the process P(y,rwrb,T TY) is
viable, we have |[Ng, (v) N ]3i_1| > gb( v) =Gp = fa(v). As PZ =P, by induction
hypothesis, this implies that v € Pb and P = Pb

If i > 7, then v € Pi~1 = P;‘ and v € P! =P, ' thusve P, veP

v E ﬁz. Therefore PZ P and PZ Pb.
The proof for the case 7, > 7} follows by a symmetric argument. This finishes the proof of
the induction step and the proof of the claim.

vE ]3;, and

a’

To sum up, let T7,T7 C V, be a minimum size solution which complies with p and let
it be of size s. If we had DPy[p’] < s for p’ = pU (v — q) for some q € @, then, since
DP,[p'] was computed correctly, there would be a corresponding solution TY, T} C V,, which
complies with p’ and is of size strictly less than s. But, as we have shown, this solution would
comply with p, contradicting the minimality of 7.7, T;’. Hence we have DP,[p’] > s for every
p =pU (v~ q),q € Q. Moreover, as T7, T complies with p’ for p’ = pU (v — q) for
suitable q € @), we have DP,[p’] < s for this p’, that is, DP,[p’] = s. Hence DP,[p] = s and
it is computed correctly. |

» Lemma 19. Let x be a join node with children y and z. If the DP, and DP, were computed
correctly, and DP,, is computed using the algorithm for Join Node from page[9, then DP, is
also computed correctly.

Proof. Note first that, since each edge is introduced only once, for each vertex v € 8(z) =
B(y) = B(z) we have Ng, (v) = Ng,(v) U Ng_ (v) and Ng, (v) N Ng, (v) = 0. Note also that
V, NV, = B(x) and for each vertex v € a(y) we have Ng, (v) = Ng,(v) C V,, and similarly
for v € a(z).

Let first p = (7a, 7, Yas 9o, has hy) be a valid pattern for z, p, = (r¥, 7}, g¥, 9., h¥, h}) be
a valid pattern for y, and p, = (vZ,r7, g2, 97, hZ, hi) be a valid pattern for z such that for
every v € B(z) and every ¢ € {a,b} we have r¥(v) = rZ(v) = r.(v), g¥(v) + g% (v) = g.(v),
and h¥(v) + hZ(v) = he(v). Let TY,TY C V, be a solution which complies with p, and
TZ,T¢ C V. be a solution which complies with p..

We want to show that 77 = TYUT? and T;F = T/ UT} form a solution which complies with
p and has size [T +|T) |+ |77 | + |15 | = X ccqap) 2oveps(x) cOSt(c, P, v). Since TY, T complies
with p, we have that v € §(y) is in T? for ¢ € {a,b} if and only if r¥(v) = 0 and v ¢ S..
However, this is exactly when cost(c, py,v) is 1. Similarly for T7,T}?. Since r¥ =rZ =r,,
it follows that T¢ N B(z) = T¢ N B(z) = T2 N B(z), [T NTE] = 32, cp(x) cost(c, p,v), and
[ TY UTE| = [T¥| + [TZ] — X pep(a) cost(c, P, v), giving the size bound.

We want to show the viability of the process 73(907 TasTh, T, T;7). To this end let 13(2)70
be the sets obtained in process 73(37 Tas T, Loy, T ), A(iy) . be the sets obtained in process
”ﬁ(y,ra,rmT TY), and P( )e be the sets obtained in process P(z Tas 7o, T2, T¢). We claim

that P(ixM = P(y)c U P(Z)C and P(m)c Nnp(z) = P(’y)c Nnp(z) = P(’Z)C N B(z) for each
i€{0,...,7} and each ¢ € {a, b}.

We prove the claim by induction on i. For ¢ = 0 we have P(Oy) .= (S.uTy) NV,
P(OZ)C (Se UTZ)ﬂVz,andP) = (S UTHNV, = (SeUTYUTAH) N (V,UV,) =
(S.AV,) U((TY OT2) AV,) U (S AV2) U((TY UTZ) A V) = (5.1 Vy) U (TY A V) U (S, N
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V.)U(TZ N VL) = ((S. uTy) Vi) U((Se UTZ) Vi) = P<°y>c

shown, ﬁ&) NPB) = ) NB(x) = (z) .NB(x)=7r1(0)\ Sc. This constitutes the base
case of the induction.

U P(OZ) .- Moreover, as we have

Assume ¢ > 1 and the claim holds for all lesser i. For v € () we have v € P, (y) . if and
only if r.(v) > 4, and, as r. = r¥ = rZ, the condition for inclusion in P(’ and P(lw)’c is exactly
the same. Hence P( e NB( ) = (y)’cﬂﬁ( x) = (Z),Cﬂﬁ( x). Forv e a(y) we have v € ﬁ(iy),c

if either v € P( ) OT U ¢ ( ) U P(’;)’lb) and |Ng,(v) N P(Z)lc| > fi(v), orv e P(y) _. and

|Ng, (v)N PZ ! ol = f2(v ) However, since Ng, (v) = Ng,(v) C V,, P(lgc)lC P(ly)1 P(Z )’1 and,

thus, PZ_ V ﬂP , We have |Ng, (v) N Pl "] =|Ng,(v)n NP |. Therefore, v € P

(2),c (y),c

if elther v e P(Z ),er OT U ¢ ( ' ng)lb) and |NGm( )N Pl y ol = fi(v),orve P(Z)lﬂc and

|Ng, (v) N P(ch)1 | > f2(v). However, this is exactly if v € P(x) . A completely analogous
argument shows, that for v € a(z) we have v € P(’z),c if and only if v € P&Lc. This finishes
the proof of the induction step and the proof of the claim.

Since the processes 73(y, Ta, Ty, TY, T} ) and 73(,2 e, Ty, T, T ) are viable, we have ]3(5)7@ =
Poya =Py = Bofy and BT, = PLYL = P, = P, 20 As Pl .= P, U R, and
P(Z = PT)“ U P(T e, it follows that Pl =P =P, = P(Z -

For each ¢ € {a,b} and all v € B(x) with 1 < r.(v) < co we have ‘NG n PrC(U) 1‘ =

(z),c
Ne, (v )mp(’"f)") !

Are(v)—2 rp(v) 2
N, () N P02 = ‘NG v) N B2+

Finally, for each ¢ € {a b} and all v € B(z) with r.(v) = co we have

ﬂP (v) 1‘>gc )+gc( )_gc() Ifrc( )>2 we also have
No.(0) 0 P72 < (o) + hi (0) = ho(v).

NG ( )ﬂP(z)c

NG()mPT mP(T)

is viable for p and T, Tm is a solution which complies with p.

Next we show that if p = (74, 75, 9a, gb, Pa, hp) is a valid pattern for x and T7, T;7 C Vy isa
solution which complies with p, then there is a valid pattern p, = (74,75, 9%, i, h¥, hY) for y,
a valid pattern p, = (74,75, 92, 95, hZ, hi) for z, a solution TY, T} C V,, which complies with
py and a solution T, T;7 C V, which complies with p, such that for every v € 8(z) and every
c € {a, b} we have g¥(v) +9Z(v) = gc(v), h¥(v) +hi(v) = he(v), and [TY|+|T) |+ | T | +|T; | =
TEN+ 1T+ Xoce ) 2ovepa) COSt(c; P, v).

Let TY = Ty NV, and T7? = T7 NV,. Since T, Ty complies with p we have that
v € B(z) is in T if and only if r.(v) =0 and v ¢ S, for ¢ € {a,b}. However, this is exactly
when cost(c, p,v) is 1. Furthermore, the same holds for T and T7, as 8(z) =V, NV,. It
follows that T¢ N B(x) = T¢ N B(x) = T N B(x), |TY NTE] = 3,ep() cost(c, p,v), and
[ TY UTE| = |TY| + [TZ] = Xopep(a) cost(c, P, v), giving the size bound.

Before we deﬁne py and p, we consider the modified processes corresponding to the
solutions. Let P(x) . be the sets obtained in process ﬁ(x,ra,rb,T(f,Tg”) (y) be the

sets obtained in process ﬁ(y,ra,rb,Ty TY), and ]3(1'2) . be the sets obtained in process
ﬁ(z,ra,rb,T;,sz). We claim that P(y) e = P(ix) . NV, for each i € {0,...,7} and each
c €{a,b}.

We prove the claim by induction on 4. For i = 0 we have P ( e = = (S.UTF¥) NV, while

PO =(S.uTY¥) NV, = P(z) . NV, This constitutes the base case of the induction.

(¥).e
Assume i > 1 and the claim holds for all lesser i. For v € 5(z) we have v € P( ), if and

only if r.(v) > 4, and the condition for inclusion in 13@) . is exactly the same. For v € a(y)

Y(v)+hZ(v) = he(v). Hence the process P(x, ra, rp, T, T7)
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we have v € P (), if either v € P(’w) or v ¢ (P (gﬂ) u sz)l ) and |Ng, (v) N ﬁ(Z;)U > fi(v),
and |Ng, (v )OP&)I\ > fa(v). However, since Ng,(v) = Ng,(v) C V,,

P(Z )1 = P(Zm)lc NVy, we have |NG (v)N ﬁ(’yf)u = |Ng,(v) N P(Zm)lc Therefore, v € ﬁ(im))c if

either v EP(Z)C, or v §Z( (9.0 UP(Zy)l) and |Ng, (v )ﬂPl 1| > fi(v), or v € ng)lﬁc and

|Ng, (v) N Pl | > fo(v). However, this is exactly if v € P( ). This finishes the proof of
the inductlon step and the proof of the claim.
A completely analogous argument shows, that P( Ve = P( 2)e ) V. for each i € {0,..., T}

and each ¢ € {a,b}. Since ()a—P(Z;”é P(Z)b—P(T)bvlt follows that P, , —P(Z;r;—

pi—1
orveP()

-c

P(Z; b= P(T )b and similarly for z.
Now we define the rest of p, and p.. Let ¢ € {a,b} and v € (). If r.(v) € {0,00} then
let g¥(v) = gZ(v) = 0 (note that g.(v) = 0 in this case by validity of p). Otherwise we let

g¥(v) = ‘NG (v)N P(:;)(”) 1‘ and gg( ) = gc(v) — g¥(v). Note that in this case, by viability
of ﬁ(:c,ra,rb,T(f7Tb) we have g.(v ‘NG ﬂP&”)(? and as Ng,(v) = Ng,(v) U
Ne. (v) and N, (v) N Ng. (v) = (2) we have ‘NG (v) N B~ ‘ - (NG )N B 1‘ -
[Na, (0) N B 2 gew) = g2(v) = g2 (v).

If ro(v) € {0,1} then let hg(v) = hZ(v ) = 0 (note that h.(v) = 0 in this case).
If ro(v) = oo, then we let h¥(v) = ’NG ﬁ(z;),c and hZ(v) = he(v) — h¥(v). In
this case ‘NG )ﬁP( » he(v) and, thus, |Ng, (v)N A(Z)c = ’NG A(Z)C -
’NG 0) N BT | < he(v) — h(v) = hi(v). Otherwise let AY(v ‘NG (v) N P~ 2’ and
hz(v) = he(v) — h(v). Tn this case [Ne, (v) N PV 7| < ho(v) and ’NG )N B~ 2’
‘NG yn B ‘ ’NG )N Bre- ‘<h (v) — hY(v) = hZ(v).

It follows directly from the deﬁnltlon and the notes therein that p, and p. are valid
and that the processes 73(y7 Ta, b, TY,T}) and ﬁ(z7 ra, Ty, T2, T{) are viable for them. Thus
TY, T} complies with p, and 77,7} complies with p..

To sum up, let T7,TY C V, be a minimum size solution which complies with p and
let it be of size s. On one hand, if we had DP,[p,] = s, and DP.[p.] = s, for some
pair of valid patterns p, = (r¥,r},¢¥, g7, kY, h) and p. = (rZ,7f,9%, 9%, hZ, hi) such that
Sy + 82 = Decab) 2ovep(x) COSt(e, P,v) < s and for every v € 5(z) and every ¢ € {a,b}
we have r(0) = 12(v) = 7e(v), g2(0) + g(v) = ge(v), and AL(v) + hZ(v) = ho(v), then,
since DP,[p,] and DP,[p.]| were computed correctly, there would be corresponding solutions
TY, T C V, which complies with p, and is of size s, and T, T} C V. which complies with
P- and is of size s,. But then, as we have shown, there would be a solution which complies
with p and is of size sy +s5, — Zce{a,b} Zveﬁ(z) cost(c, p,v) < s, contradicting the minimality
of T* T{. Hence DP,[p] >

On the other hand, there is pair of valid patterns p, = (r¥,7¢,9¥, g7, h¥,hy) and p, =
(rz,v¢,92,9¢,hZ, hi) such that for every v € B(x) and every ¢ € {a,b} we have r¥(v) =
rZ(v) = re(v), g¥(v) + gZ(v) = gc(v), and h¥(v) + hZ(v) = hc(v), a solution TY, T C V,
of size s, which complies with p, and a solution T}?,7T7 C V, of size s, which complies
with p. such that sy +s. — > .cr0p) 2vep( cost(c,p,v) = s. Thus DPy[p,] < s, and
DP.[p.] < s.. Therefore DP,[p] < DPy[py|+DP.[P.] =3 c (0} 2ovep() COSt(C P, v) = sy+
2= Dcefap} 2ovep(x) COSH(¢, P,v) = s Hence DP,[p] = s and it is computed correctly. <

Proof of Theorem [3 As already mentioned, we use bottom-up dynamic programming along
a nice tree decomposition of width w’ = O(w) which has w®™) - n nodes and can be found

23:23

CVIT 2016



23:24

Balancing the Spread of Two Opinions in Sparse Social Networks

in 20« . n time [12]. For each node there are at most (7 4 2)2('*D) . (foa + 14+
solution patterns and hence the table has at most (T + 2)2(w/+1) * (fimax + 1)4(°’/+1) entries
for each node. By the described algorithm, each entry can be computed by traversing all the
entries of the child or children, that is in O(7 + 2)4*« 1 . (fi. + )3+ time. Since the

decomposition has w@®)

-n nodes, the total running time follows.
The correctness of the algorithm follows by a bottom-up induction from the correctness

of the computation in leaf nodes, Lemmas [I6HI9] and Observation [T5] <

B.3 Additional Material for Section Treedepth

Proof of Lemma[Bl We prove by induction on the length h of the walk w that td(G) >
[log, 1 (h +2)].

If G contains a nonempty walk, then it must have at least one vertex and, thus, td(G) > 1.
Therefore the lemma is true whenever the length of the walk is h < r — 1.

Assume now that A > r and the lemma holds for all shorter walks. Note that the walk
contains at least two different vertices and hence |V (G)| > 1. If G is disconnected, then we
can limit ourselves to the component which contains the walk, since td(G) = max;e ) td(G:),
where G, ..., Gy are connected components of G. Hence, we assume that G is connected.
Let u be the vertex such that td(G) = 1+td(G\{u}) = 1+ min,cy (g) td(G\ {v}). If u is not
part of the walk, then the walk w must be contained in a single connected component C' of
G\ {u}, and we can apply the lemma to this component, as td(G) = 1+td(G \ {u}) > td(C).
Hence, we assume that u is a part of walk w.

As u appears ¢ < r times on w, its removal splits the walk into ¢ + 1 parts. Let w; be
a longest of these parts, its length is at least Zflq = % -2> ’:_ﬁ
not containing w, it must be contained in a single component C' of G \ {u} with loops added
on each vertex. As wi contains each vertex at most r times, the treedepth of C is at least
108, 41 (12 — 2+ 2)] = [(108,., (h+2)) — 10g, ., (r + 1)] = [l0g,..,(h+2)] — 1 by induction
hypothesis. Hence td(G) =1 +td(G \ {u}) > 1 +td(C) is at least [log, (A +2)] —1+1=
[log, 1 (h + 2)]. This finishes the proof. <

— 2. As wy is a walk

Proof of Lemma [l The claim is trivial for ¢ = 1, let us assume that ¢t > 2. Let ¢; € {a,b}
be such that P! \ P! # 0. Let v be an arbitrary vertex in P! \ P!'. For k=t—1,...,1,

note that for each vertex v € PE*1\ P*  we have N(v) N (Pk \Pk_l) #Dorve

Ck41 Chk41 Ck41 Chk41

Pt \ Pl Now, if N(v*+1)n (Pk \Pk_1> # 0, then let v* be an arbitrary vertex

TCk41 TCk41 " Ck+1 Ck+1
in N(v*+1) N (Pckk.ﬂ Pf};}) and ¢ = cpy1. Otherwise let v* = vF! and ¢ = —cpy1.
Finally we let v° be an arbitrary neighbor of v! in Pfl. Each vertex appears in the sequence
v0, ..., vt at most twice, once for each opinion. Moreover, v°, ..., vt is a walk of length ¢
in G with a loop added to each vertex. Hence, by Lemma [5] the treedepth of G is at least
[logs(t + 2)], as required. <

Proof of Corollary [6}] By Lemma [4] we get that by setting 7 := max(T, < 3°) we get an
equivalent instance. It is well known that tw(G) < td(G) for every graph G. Thus, we can
apply Theorem <

B.4 Additional Material for Section Three-Path Vertex Cover

Making the Constraints Linear First, we add an auxiliary binary variable za*—1

[22:t=1 4 2bt=1 = 0] — this requires the coefficient 2 and O(1) additional (local) variables
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and constraints; see, e.g., [24, Proof of Theorem 3.4]. Then, we add an auxiliary binary
variable ygtl holding the value of the right-hand side of using the following.

ypr < 20 (f1(0)) Yoy <2ttt yon > 2 () + 25 1

Equivalence of the two is rather straightforward to verify. Then (7)) translates to z5! > y5.

Proof of Theorem [Bl For each guess of activation rounds for the vertices in a 3-pvc U we
build an N-fold IP. Each N-fold IP can be solved in time k%" . n1+o() by the result of
Cslovjecsek et al. [I1], since we have already observed that we have r,s € O(k) for the
parameters of the N-fold IP. Since we generate k°®) such IPs, the upperbound on the total
running time of our algorithm follows.

Let us first assume (G, Sq, Sp, f1, f2, T, B) is a Yes-instance of 2-OPINION TARGET SET
SELECTION. Thus, there are sets T,, T, with |T,| + |Tp| < B and an activation process P.
Our aim is to show that at least one IP of the generated IPs is feasible and its optimum is at
most B. For every vertex v € V, ¢ € {a,b}, and t € {0,...,T + 1} we define
25t = [v e P and et =|N@w)NUNP,

v

; (12)

where we assume P/ 1 = P7. Note that this allows us to define variables z&*(f) for v € X
according to @ Now, our aim is to prove that under this assignment of variables all of the
constraints are fulfilled. First of all we observe that holds for all v € X, which follows
from the fact that v € PJ if and only if v € PbT . Verifying is rather straightforward,
since the left-hand sides of these constraints evaluate the number of neighbors a vertex v € U
has in P72 and P71 respectively. It remains to verify (M—(L0) which we do by a
case distinction.
Suppose v € P!71; thus 2571 = 25" = 1. Trivially we get that (7)—(9) are fulfilled.
Finally, holds, since &'~ = 1 and thus the right-hand side evaluates to (at least) 1.
Suppose v ¢ P! U P{. We immediately get that the right-hand sides of and @
evaluates to 0. The variable 22%'~! = 1, since v ¢ P~ U P! (ie., 20471 = 2%t~ = 0).
However, since v ¢ P!, we get that 25*(f1) = 0 by (). Thus, from (7)-(9) we get a (void)
constraint x5! > 0. Furthermore, since the right-hand side of is a sum of right-hand
sides of (7)—(9)), we get 25! < 0; which is fulfilled if (and only if) 25! = 0.
Suppose v ¢ P~ U P/ but v € P! (the case v € P} follows from symmetry); i.e.,
23171 = 28t~ = 0 and consequently z2**~! = 1. We get that z»* = 1 (which is if and
only if [PI=' N N(v)| > fi(v) by (6)). Thus, the right-hand side of (7)) evaluates to 1.
It is not hard to see that right-hand sides of and @D both evaluate to 0. Thus, the
right-hand side of is 1 and this collection of constraints is fulfilled if (and only if)
&t =1.
Suppose v € P and v € P71\ P{7Y e, 2%t = 1, 2871 = 0 and consequently
2a5t=1 = (. We immediately get that the right-hand sides of and @[) both evaluate
to 0. On the other hand, the right-hand side of evaluates to 1, since by @ 20t(fo) =1
if (and only if) |[P/"'NN(v)| > fa(v). It follows that the right-hand side of evaluates
to 1 as well and thus this collection of constraints is fulfilled if (and only if) z%? = 1.
The theorem now follows, since the mapping is revertible and all the above arguments
are equivalent.
We also claimed that the algorithm is also applicable to the TARGET SET SELECTION
problem. |
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C Additional Material for Section Hardness

Proof of Lemma[d Suppose for contradiction that 7, N X = (). Let P be a guard path with
vertex set {v1, v, v3}, where vy is the central vertex and vy € S,. Now, in the first round (of
the activation process) the vertex vy receives opinion a (from v1), i.e., v2 € PL. Note that
both I N P} and I N P} might be non-empty. Nevertheless, we get vs € P? and possibly
vy € P?. But, since fa(vs) = 2, we get that vs ¢ P} for any i € N. Thus 7}, is not a valid
target set.

We conclude that in order to have a valid target set one of the following must hold: | N (v2)N
Ty| > 1 or vy € T, and vy € Ty, (as otherwise v € P? and vg ¢ P?). Thus, if [T, N X| =1,
then we have T, N X =T, NI, since I = N(ve) N N(v}), where v} is the central vertex of the
other guard path. Now, v; € Pb2 (as it receives the opinion b from vy) as well as v3 € P2
and vz € P? (receiving both opinions at the same time from vs). <

Incidence Gadget. An incidence gadget connects two selection gadgets—one for selection
of a vertex in V,, = ¥ ~!(w) (as described above) and one for selection of an edge in
Eyw = {{u,v} | {u,v} € E(G),u € Vy,v € Vi } for w,w’ € V(H) with {w,w'} € E(H)
(with the preselected vertex in the set Sy, i.e., for an edge selection gadget we “switch” the
role of red vertices). We begin by enumerating vertices in V,, by numbers in {1,...,n};
let n: Vi — {1,...,n} be the enumeration. Now, the ww’-incidence check gadget consists
of three connector vertices (which we call vertex-connector, edge-connector, and super-
connector), a sentry vertex, and several paths as follows; refer to Figure |3 We connect the
vertex v € V,, to the vertex-connector vertex by a path containing exactly n + n(v) additional
vertices. We connect the vertex e € E,,, to the edge-connector vertex by a path containing
exactly n + n(v) additional vertices for v = e N V,. Finally we connect the sentry vertex and
vertex- and edge-connector to the super-connector vertex. We set f1(z) =1 and fa(z) =3
for the sentry vertex = and the super connector vertex . We set fi(z) =1 and fo(z) =1
for every vertex x in the paths connecting selection vertices to the connector vertex and for
the vertex and edge connector vertices x.

We denote the constructed underlying graph G. It remains to set the length of the
activation process and the budget for the reduced instance which we do by setting 7 = 2| V(§)|
and B = |V(H)|+ |E(H)|. This completes the description of the reduction; we denote the
resulting instance Z. Observe that one can produce the reduced instance in time polynomial
in the size of the given instance of PSI. Note that there are exactly B selection gadgets in Z.
Thus by Lemma [J] there has to be exactly one vertex in the set T} in each vertex selection
gadget and exactly one vertex in the set T, in each edge selection gadget. We call such a
pair of sets (T,,T}) good. It is not hard to see (using Lemma [J)) that if a pair of sets (T, Tp)
with T, Ty, C V(G) is not good, then the pair (T,,T}) is not a target set for Z.

» Lemma 20. Let (T,,Ty) be a good pair for G. It holds that PTuPp] = V(@)

Proof. Since (T,,T}) is good, it contains exactly one vertex in every selection gadget (in
a vertex selection gadget it is a vertex in T}, whereas in an edge selection gadget it is one
in T,). Now observe that in at most 2n rounds we have that every vertex-connector vertex
is in P, U P, as the activation process reaches it at latest by the path from the selected
vertex (since n(v) < n for the selected vertex v); similarly for the edge-connector vertex. To
see this recall that all vertices v introduced in the incidence gadget have fi(v) = 1. Note
that vertex-connector vertex may end up in P,, since the activation process from the edge
selection gadget might reach it sooner than the one described above (again, the same holds
for edge-connector vertex by symmetry). Then from a connector vertex the activation process
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hZi0—| fi=1h=3

f1—3’O

Figure 3 An overview of the incidence gadget with vertex selection gadget on top and edge
selection gadget in bottom. The curvy edge stands for a path of length n. The yellow vertices are
the connector vertices and the purple vertex is the sentry vertex.

continues to the rest of the paths connecting it with its selection gadget. Furthermore, the
super-connector vertex and the sentry vertex both receive at least one opinion. Thus, we
have shown (together with Lemma |§[) that each vertex is in P U P <

It follows from Lemmathat if a good pair (T, T}) is a target set, then P] = P = V(CA;)

» Lemma 21. Let (T,,Ty) be a good pair for G. Letv € Vi and let e € Ey, be such that v
is selected by Ty (i.e., v € T}) and e is selected by T,. For a sentry vertex s of the incidence
gadget for Vi, and Eyy it holds that s € P N PJ if and only if v € e.

Proof. Let ¢, and ¢, be the vertex- and edge-connector vertex respectively. Slightly abusing
the notation we define n(e) = n(V,, Ne). It is not hard to verify that if n(v) < n(e), then
Cy € Pn+n( ): similarly if n(e) < n(v), then ¢, € Pr ). Note that in first 2n rounds
there is no interference between any two incidence gadgets, since the “back propagation”
from a connector vertex to selection vertices uses at least two paths both of length at least
n + 1. Consequently, we get that for the super-connector vertex c it holds that ¢ € P/ U Plf
for £ = 1+ min{n + n(v),n + n(e)}. Furthermore, we have that ¢ € P/ N P{ if and
only if n(v) = n(e), as otherwise either ¢ € P! or ¢ € Pf depending on the minimizer of
min{n + n(v),n +n(e)}. It follows that s is in P+ N P as well as in P7 0 PJ if and
only if n(v) = n(e), since otherwise it receives only one of the opinions and cannot receive
the other due to fa(s) > deg5(s). <

We prove Theorem [I0] by showing the following, more general, version of it.

» Theorem 22. 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION is W/[1]-hard when parameterized by
|Sa| 4 |Ssl, the pathwidth, and the feedback vertex number of the input graph combined, even
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if the maximum threshold fmax 18 3 and fi1(v) < fa(v) for every vertex v. Moreover, unless
ETH fails, there is no algorithm for 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION with fuax = 3 and
f1(v) < fa(v) for every vertex v running in g(k)n°*/1°98k) “where k is the sum of |S,| + |Ss|,
the pathwidth, and the feedback vertex number of the input graph and g is an arbitrary
function.

Proof. Let us first verify the parameters of our reduction. It is straightforward to check
that the maximum threshold maxvev(a){fl (v), f2(v)} is 3. Next if we remove from G all
the connector vertices as well as the vertices of both guard paths in each selection gadget
(let us denote this set X), we obtain a forest, where each tree has at most one vertex
of degree more than 2 (the selection vertex). The pathwidth of such a tree is at most 2.
As | X|=2-3-|EH)|+6(|V(H)|+ |E(H)|) = O(|E(H)|), the pathwidth as well as the
feedback vertex number of @ is O(|E(H)]|). Furthermore, as S, U S, C X, we also have
B < |Sa| + |Sp] = O(|E(H)|). Hence, once we verify the correctness of the reduction, the
results will follow from Theorem [I4] and the discussion thereafter.

From Lemma [21| we conclude that a good pair of sets (T,,T}) is a target set for G if and
only if the selected vertices are incident to selected edges. However, this can only happen
when the original instance of PSI is a yes-instance.

Let (T,,Tp) be a good pair for G such that the selection it imposes yields a solution to
the given instance of PSI. We consider the incidence gadget for V,, and E,.; let v € V,,
and e € E,,, be the vertex and edge selected by (T,,T}), respectively. Since we have
v € e, we have n(v) = n(e). Furthermore, it follows from the proof of Lemma |21| that the
super-connector vertex c¢ receives both opinions in the round ¢ = 1 + n + n(v). Notice that
in the round £ — 1 both vertex- and edge-connector received opinion b and a, respectively.
Now, in the round ¢+ 1 the vertex- and edge-connector have both opinions. We observe that
in round ¢ the vertices adjacent to the vertex-connector receive the opinion b (similarly for
the vertices adjacent to the edge-connector). Since every vertex u on paths connecting the
vertex-connector to the V,, selection gadget has fi(u) = fa(u) = 1, we see that in the round
£ + 2 the vertices adjacent to the vertex-connector have both opinions. Now, if a vertex u
belongs to a path connecting the vertex-connector and u € P!\ Pél_l for some ¢ € N (note
that such a ¢ exists), then u € P9"2. Thus, in the round ¢ + 2n + 2 all vertices on all of
these paths have both opinions @ and b. Furthermore, in the round £ + n + n(x) the vertex
x € Vi, \ {v} receives opinion b and in the round £ + n + n(z) 4+ 2 a vertex z € V,, receives
the other opinion a. Thus, if v € e, then all vertices of the incidence gadget as well as the
selection gadgets in it have both opinions in the round ¢ + 2n + 3. A symmetric argument
holds for the edge selection gadget. Thus, the two instances are equivalent. <

C.1 Additional Material for Section Constant Duration of Activation
Process

The incidence gadget connects the selection gadget for V,, and E,, in the following
way; please refer to Figure 4, We introduce two new checking vertices c. ., and ¢2, , and set
their thresholds to fi(z) = |V,| and fa(z) = deg(z) (for = € {cl,/, %, }). For each vertex
v € Vi, we introduce |V,,| new vertices which we all connect to v and then connect low(v)
with ¢l . and we connect the rest (i.e., high(v)) to ¢2,,,. Similarly, we connect the selection
vertices in the set E,,, however, this time we “switch the roles” of ¢! . and ¢ ,. For each
edge e € B, we introduce |V,,| new vertices which we all connect to e and then connect
low,,(e) with ¢2,, and the rest (i.e., high,(e)) to & .. We set fi(z) = fo(z) =1 for all of
the just described vertices. The last group of vertices we add is formed by a special vertex



D. Knop, S. Schierreich, O. Suchy

=
E\

Figure 4 Illustration of the incidence gadget for the constant number of rounds.

Sww which is in the input set S, and a group A, of |V,,| vertices connected to the special
vertex as well as to the checking vertices ¢l , and ¢2,,. For the special vertex s we have
f2(s) = deg(s) and for the other vertices = we have f1(z) =1 and fao(z) = 2.

This finishes the description of our reduction. We denote the resulting graph G. It is
not hard to verify that the graph G can be constructed in time polynomial in the sizes of G
and H.

By Lemma [0 we get the following

T, = 0 in every target set of size B for G and

T, contains exactly one vertex in each selection gadget in every target set of size B for G.

» Lemma 23. Let (T,,Tp) be a good pair and let v € V,,, and e € E\,,y be the selected vertex
and edge respecti’uely Then we have

1. ¢l .. 2. €P2

2. ¢k, 2. € Pb2 if and only if v € e, and

3. for a special vertex sy we have s € P} if and only if v € e.

Proof. We begin with the first claim. Observe that we have N(cL )N P} = N(c2 )NP! =

A, since every vertex in A, neighbors the spemal vertex which is in S,. Furthermore,

since for ¢ € {c} ., 2.} we have |Ayu | = [V = fi(c) and since (T, T}) is good and thus
N(c)N P? =0, we get that c € P2.
In order to prove the second assertion we observe that

|N(cae) N Py | =low(v) + high,,(e)
and

|N(c2) N Py | = high(v) + low,(e) .
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Thus, we have ¢!, € P2 if and only if low(v) 4 high,,(e) > |V,,|. We get the following
set of equivalent expressions

low(v) + high, (€) > |V,
low(v) + |Vi| — lowy, (€) > |Vl

low(v) > low,,(e)
Similarly we get that ¢2,, € P2 if and only if
low(v) < lowy(e) .

Furthermore, we have N(c)NP? =0 for ¢ € {c},,/, 2, }- We conclude that ¢}, c2 ., € P?
if and only if low(v) = low,,(e) which is by the definition if and only if v € e N V.

The third claim follows from the previous ones. Since vertices in Ay C P, Ay N Pb1 =
0, and Ay NP = 0, we have that € P} if and only if |[N(z) N PZ| > fa(z) = 2
for x € A, . For the special vertex s we have s € S, and thus in order to have s € Plf“ for
any k we need A, C PPt We conclude that A, C P} if and only if ¢}, ,,c2 . € P?

which is if and only if v € e N V. <

We now observe that, irrespective of the selection, the special vertices have the ability to
spread their opinion a to every vertex within four rounds.

» Lemma 24. Let (T,,T,) be a good pair. Then we have that P} = V(G).

Proof. By Lemmas |§| and we have that Pf contains all vertices in A, all special
vertices, and all vertices in guard paths. Fix a node w € V(H) and {w,w'} € E(H). We get
that all low- and high-vertices (i.e., the vertices incident to ¢, not in A, for i = 1,2) are
in P32, since the checking vertices are in P2 by Lemma [23| and all of these vertices have their

respective thresholds set to 1. Thus, for a selection vertex x (either in V,, or in E,,) we
have that N(z) C P2. We get that P* = V(G) and the lemma follows. <

We prove Theorem [11] by showing the following, more general, version of it.

» Theorem 25. 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION is W/[1]-hard when parameterized by
the treedepth, the feedback vertex number, the 4-path vertex cover number of the input graph
and the budget B combined, even if any successful activation process is guaranteed to stabilize
in T =4 rounds and f1(v) < fo(v) for every vertex v. Moreover, unless ETH fails, there
is no algorithm for 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION running in g(k)n°k/1°8%) yhere
k is the sum of the budget B, the treedepth, the feedback vertex number, and the 4-path
vertex cover number of the input graph and g is an arbitrary function, even if any successful
activation process is guaranteed to stabilize in T = 4 rounds and f1(v) < fa(v) for every
vertex v.

Proof. Let us again first verify the parameters of our reduction. If we remove from G all
the checking vertices as well as the vertices of both guard paths in each selection gadget (let
us denote this set X), we obtain a forest, composed of stars of two kinds. Namely, the first
kind of stars is formed by a special vertex s, and leaves Ay, for some {w,w'} € E(H).
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The second kind is a selection vertex with several groups of adjacent vertices, one for each
incidence gadget it is a part of. As both of them are stars, their treedepth is 2 and they
contain no paths on 4 vertices. Since |X|=2-2-|E(H)|+6(|V(H)|+ |E(H)|) = O(|E(H))),
the treedepth, the feedback vertex number, and the 4-path vertex cover number of G are
O(|E(H)|). Furthermore, as S, U S, C X, we also have B < |S,|+ |Ss| = O(|E(H)|). Hence,
once we verify the correctness of the reduction, the results will follow from Theorem [14] and
the discussion thereafter.

Suppose that (T, Tp) is not good. Then, by Lemma |§| there exists a vertex in a guard
path with v € P7 \ PbT and thus such a pair cannot be a valid solution.

By Lemma we have P} = V(@), that is, the activation process for a stabilizes in
four rounds. By Lemma [23| we have that the checking vertices are in P? if and only if the
selected vertices are incident to the selected edges, i.e., if and only if the original instance of
PSI is a yes-instance. Note that if there exists a checking vertex ¢ with ¢ ¢ P2, then (by
Lemma we also have ¢ € P2. It follows from the proof of Lemma [23| that for the vertices
Ay adjacent to c it holds that A, ¢ P2. Since we have fa(c) = deg(c) and since no
vertex in N(Aywr) can be in PF\ P2, we get that if this is the case, then (T, T}) is not a
target set for G. Consequently, if there is no good (T,,T}) which is a target set for é, then
the original instance of PSI is a No-instance.

On the other hand, if all checking vertices are in PZ2, then by Lemma [23| we have that
A as well as all special vertices are in Pf. Furthermore, we get that all vertices incident
to the checking vertices are in PJ, as each such vertex v has f2(v) equal to the number of
checking vertices in N(v). Note that now we have the set V(G) \ P} consists only of the
selection vertices not in Tj; each such vertex has all its neighbors in P3 N P3. From this it
follows that P} = V(@) and the theorem follows. <

C.2 Constant Duration of Activation Process: Second Opinion Easier

Note that we proved Theorems [I0] and [[T] while using the assumption that for each vertex v
it holds that fi(v) < fa(v). However, this might not be always the case in applications.
Now, we argue that the 20TSS problem remains hard even if fi(v) > fa(v) holds for every
vertex v.

» Theorem 26. 2-OPINION TARGET SET SELECTION is W[1]-hard when parameterized by
treedepth of the underlying graph and the budget B combined even if T = 6 rounds and
f1(v) > fa(v) for every vertex v.

Proof. In this proof we once again take the advantage of the known proof of W[1]-hardness of
TSS for parameterization by treedepth. Let (G, f, k) be an instance of TSS where G = (V, E)
is an n-vertex graph. We may assume that f(v) < n for all v € V and that k < n, as
this is the case in the proof of Ben-Zwi et al. [3]. We construct an instance of 20TSS as
follows: We attach n new vertices v',...,v" to every vertex v in G and add all of these to
the set S,. We leave the set S, empty. Finally, we set f1(v) = n and fa(v) = f(v) for all
v €V and f1(v) =n and fa(v) =1 for all v ¢ V. This finishes the description of the 20TSS
instance (H, f1, fa, Sq, Sp, 4, k).

Let us first argue that if (G, f,k) is a yes-instance, then (H, f1, f2, Sa, Sp, 4, k) is a yes-
instance. Let T'C V be a target set for G of size k; it is worth pointing out that it follows
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from the proof in [3] that T activates G in 4 rounds of the activation process. We show that
T, =0 and T, = T is a solution to (H, f1, f2,Sa, Se, k). We observe the following.

> Claim 27. We have P} = V(H), since every vertex not in S, has exactly n neighbors in
S, = PY. Note that this holds independently of T}, and T5. <

It holds that Pb1 nv = Pl? =Ty, since k < n. Now, since T is a target set of G and since by
the above claim for all vertices v of H the function f2(v) applies after first round, we get
that V(G) C PY. Finally, since fo(v) =1 for all newly added vertices v, we get PS = V(H).

Let us now argue that if (H, f1, fa, Sa, Sk, 4, k) is a yes-instance, then so is (G, f, k). Let
(Tu, Tp) be a solution to (H, fi, f2, Sa, Sp, k). By Claimwe have P! = V(H) independently
of T,. Therefore Pb1 NV C T, UTy, since each vertex v € V' \ (T, U T}p) has at most
|Ty,| < k <n = fi1(v) neighbors in PY.

If T, # (), then consider sets T,=0and T, =T, U Ty, suppose that P} = V(H) and let
ﬁg, 15,?, ﬁ;, ﬁbl, ... be the activation process arising from T, and Tj. We still have ﬁal =V(H)
and we have ﬁbl nv = Tb =T,UT, D Pb1 N V. Therefore, we have Isg D Pg for every i and,
in particular, f’bt = V(H). Therefore we can assume that T, = 0.

Next we observe that we may assume T, C V(G). To see this suppose we have v’ € Tj,
for some v € V(G) and i € [n]. We claim that T, = (T, \ {v'}) U {v} is a solution to
(H, f1, f2,Sa, Sp, k) as well (we show this for a single vertex v, however, by a similar reasoning
one can do this for all such v* simultaneously). Let P2, P}, ..., Pf be the activation process
arising from Ty, i.e., P? = Ty, with Pf = V(H). Let 1319, ﬁbl, e ﬁb? be the activation process
arising from T},. We observe that v’ has v as a neighbor in ]3,? =T, and f2(v?) = 1, whereas
v is the only vertex for which v* is a neighbor in P? = T;. Therefore we have ]31)1 o Pl
Pi D Pj for every i and, thus, Pf = V(H).

Therefore we have P} NV = P) =T,. As PLNV =V, by setting T' = T}, we obtain a
solution for (G, f, k), finishing the proof. <
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