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Modern traceability technologies promise to improve supply chain management by simplifying recalls,
increasing demand visibility, or ascertaining sustainable supplier practices. Managers in the traceability initiatives developing such technologies face a difficult question: which companies should they target as early
adopters to ensure that their technology is broadly employed? To answer this question, managers must
consider that supply chains are interlinked in complex networks and that a supply chain effect is inherent to traceability technologies. More specifically, the benefits obtained from traceability are conditional on
technology adoption throughout a product’s supply chain.
We introduce a model of the dynamics of traceability technology adoption in supply chain networks to
tackle the problem of selecting the smallest set of early adopters guaranteeing broad dissemination. Our
model builds on extant diffusion models while incorporating that a firm’s adoption decision depends on
previous adoption decisions throughout its supply chains. We show that the problem is NP-hard and that
no approximation within a polylogarithmic factor can be guaranteed for any polynomial-time algorithm.
Nevertheless, we introduce an algorithm that identifies an exact solution in polynomial time under certain
assumptions on the network structure and provide evidence that it is tractable for real-world supply chain
networks. We further propose a random generative model that outputs networks consistent with real-world
supply chain networks. The networks obtained display, whp, structures that allow us to find the optimal
seed set in subexponential time using our algorithm. Our generative model also provides approximate seed
sets when information on the network is limited.
Key words : supply chain traceability; technology adoption; network diffusion; computational complexity

1.

Introduction

The supply chains of modern consumer goods are complex, spanning multiple countries and dozens
of firms. As a result, most companies are largely unable to trace the products that they produce
and source beyond one or two upstream and downstream tiers of their supply chain. This limited
traceability—or ability to trace the processing history, origin of materials and parts, as well as
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distribution and location of products (ISO 2005)—has numerous negative consequences. For example, firms lacking traceability have restricted visibility of end-customer demand, are incapable of
detecting supplier-related issues and disruptions, face coordination and agency problems, and find
it difficult to address quality and contamination concerns appropriately.
Many initiatives seek to deploy new traceability technologies and standards (henceforth technology) in response to this ubiquitous lack of traceability.1 However, the dissemination of traceability
technology faces unique barriers. Consider, for example, a coffee producer deciding whether or not
to adopt a traceability technology to track the origins of beans it uses to produce roasted coffee
products and the final destination of the beans (in the form of coffee products). On the supply side,
tracing the beans’ origins might help the coffee producer improve production planning and mitigate
supplier-related issues such as social or environmental malpractice. On the demand side, tracing
the beans’ destination can increase demand visibility, mitigate counterfeits, generate value from
sustainability certifications, and facilitate recalls and quality control. However, the producer only
fully realizes traceability benefits if it can source and sell enough beans that are traceable beyond
its direct suppliers and customers. In turn, supply and demand depend on upstream and downstream firms’ ability to generate, process, transmit and use traceability information. If even a single
firm does not adopt the technology, individual products may no longer be linked with certainty
to the available traceability information and the traceability benefits are drastically diminished.
Thus, the success of a traceability technology for a product depends on the technology’s adoption
by all the firms along the “flow” of the product’s supply chain. We call this specific type of network
effect the supply chain effect.
Companies and initiatives that develop and promote traceability technologies follow a typical
scaling strategy where they offer their technology at a discount to a set of early adopters. The
hope is that this “seed set” of companies will promote the diffusion of the technology. However,
due to the supply chain effect, nearly everyone in a supply chain would require such discounts for
successful technology adoption within that supply chain. As a result, the initiative must consider
economies of scale enabled by highly interlinked supply chains forming a “supply chain network”
to deploy its technology efficiently. While supply chain networks make traceability technology
dissemination profitable in the first place, they complicate the selection of a seed set. In fact,
selection strategies vary significantly across different initiatives. Some initiatives, such as IBM’s
food traceability initiative, encourage large companies at the center of many supply chains to be
1

Initiatives stem from supply chain participants (Morris 2018), third-party providers (Peters 2016), or industry
consortia (Haig 2020). We identify 41 new initiatives in the food industry in the last decade, where the global value
of traceability was nearly US$11 bn. in 2017 and is estimated to grow to US$23 bn. by 2025 (Bhandalkar and Das
2019). Appendix A contains a detailed discussion and examples.
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early adopters (Naidu and Irrera 2017). Others, such as the startup bext360, focus on companies
at the edges of supply chains (Youngdahl and Hunsaker 2018) hoping to create supply and demand
of traceable goods. Again other initiatives, such as one by supermarket chain Albert Heijn, are
product-focused and promote the early adoption of traceability technology by all the companies in
a specific set of supply chains (Morris 2018). In the absence of a formal model, it is unclear which
of these approaches should be taken and which lead to too large and ineffective a seed set, wasted
time, money, and ultimately, a failure to achieve widespread adoption.
In light of these issues, we propose a principled approach to seed set selection that considers
supply chain effects and the complex nature of modern highly interlinked supply chains. Our
approach involves developing a new technology adoption model, the Supply Chain Traceability
Model (SCTM), which accounts for supply chain effects. The SCTM incorporates that a company
will only benefit from adopting traceability technology for a product if there is enough traceable
supply and demand available for it. For this purpose, it builds on an existing technology adoption
model, the Linear Threshold Model (LTM), wherein a firm or individual adopts a technology if
enough of its direct neighbors adopt it (Kempe et al. 2003). In contrast, firms in the SCTM adopt
a traceability technology when there is sufficient demand for traceable products from its customers
and sufficient supply from its direct suppliers. In particular, the SCTM assumes a network of firms
wherein each path corresponds to the supply chain of a product or a component. Then, in each
discrete-time period, a firm decides whether to adopt a technology or not, based on the immediate
benefits ultimaltely implied by the adoption decisions of other firms in its supply chains. In a
nutshell, if the firm has enough supply and demand for a traceable product such that the benefit
of adopting the technology exceeds the adoption cost, the firm adopts.
With this new model in hand, we formalize the minimum seed set problem: What is the smallest
size of any seed set such that, if the firms within the seed set adopt the technology, all firms
within the supply chain network eventually adopt it? We prove that the problem is hard not just
to solve, but also to approximate. This is the case even when supply chains consist of few tiers and
traceability benefits largely outweigh adoption costs. As a result, an approach that does not exploit
the supply chain network’s structure is bound to be unusable if the network consists of hundreds or
even just dozens of firms. Consider the aforementioned coffee producer as an example. An average
producer is part of hundreds of end-product supply chains and deals directly or indirectly with
thousands of farmers and intermediaries. It has dozens of competitors whose supply chains likely
overlap both upstream and downstream with its own. As a result, coffee traceability initiatives
such as bext360 might have thousands of potential candidate companies for their seed set.
Thus, our next contribution is to show that, indeed, the minimum seed set problem can be
solved effectively under certain conditions on the supply chain network structure. To do so, we
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generalize optimization methods for other diffusion models (see Ben-Zwi et al. 2011) to the SCTM.
Specifically, we first build an auxiliary graph that is derived from the supply chain network. Then,
we show that if the treewidth of this auxiliary graph is bounded, the problem can be solved in
polynomial time.2 We provide evidence that such an algorithm could work well in practice. In
particular, we find that the treewidths derived from a data set of 38 real supply chain networks by
Willems (2008), some with multiple thousand nodes, are relatively small.
Our final contribution is a new random generative model of supply chain networks. The random
model’s dynamics assume that a tiered supply chain network outputs horizontally differentiated
types of products (or components). Each firm in the network specializes in processing a certain
type of product. A randomly sampled product’s supply chain consists of the firms in each of the
network’s tiers whose specialization is closest to the product. The networks generated by this model
are particularly realistic and exhibit several characteristics commonly observed in real-world supply
chains, such as v-shaped and diamond-shaped sub-tier networks, high modularity, and disassortativity (Ang et al. 2017, Perera et al. 2017, Wang et al. 2020). This random model, which may be
of independent interest, serves two purposes for the minimum seed set problem. First, it allows us
to explicitly prove an upper bound on the auxiliary graph’s treewidth for arbitrary network sizes.
For the vast majority of supply chain networks generated via this procedure, the treewidth of the
auxiliary graphs grows sublinearly in the network’s size, which implies subexponentiality of our
algorithm. This is the case also when the random model is tuned to output networks similar to
the ones in Willems (2008). Second, the random model enables us to obtain approximate seed sets
in the setting where information relating to the supply chain network is limited by providing a
“worst-case” supply chain network structure, which can be used as a replacement of the unknown
supply chain network.
The rest of the paper is structured as follows. We review extant literature on traceability and
technology adoption in Section 2. We then formally introduce the SCTM and the minimum seed
set problem in Section 3. In Section 4, we show the computational complexity of the minimum
seed set problem, before introducing an algorithm in Section 5 that allows us to solve the problem
under certain structural conditions. While data from real supply chain networks seems to indicate
that these structural conditions hold in practice, it is difficult to generalize such claims, especially
with regards to arbitrary network sizes. Hence, in Section 6, we introduce a random generative
model for supply chain networks and prove that our algorithm scales well for supply chain networks
generated by this model. We conclude in Section 7.
2

The existence of polynomial-time algorithms for NP-hard problems given that some graph related to the problem has
bounded treewidth is common in the combinatorial optimization community (e.g., Ben-Zwi et al. 2011, Jagabathula
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Literature Review

Our work relates to two different research streams: the literature on traceability and the technology
adoption literature. We review both in this section.
2.1.

Traceability and Supply Chain Effects

In our model, we presume quantifiable traceability benefits. We thus abstract away from the mechanisms underlying these benefits, some of which have been studied extensively in the operations
literature (e.g., Lee et al. 2000, Sodhi and Tang 2019). In comparison, we focus on the dissemination of technologies used to capture, share, and process traceability information. Recent studies
linking supply chain traceability with enabling technologies have focused on the underlying IT
infrastructure, particularly blockchain technology (Babich and Hilary 2020, Chod et al. 2020, Cui
et al. 2020). Previous work has also considered tracking tools like RFID that are required to gather
traceability information (Dutta et al. 2007, Heese 2007, Whang 2010). Our paper studies the adoption of traceability technology broadly, which includes IT infrastructures and tracking tools, as well
as standards. We add a new perspective by taking the point of view of the traceability technology
provider seeking to achieve widespread use. Moreover, we consider complex supply chain coordination issues in the multi-tiered and highly interconnected supply chains observed in practice.3 To
do so, we adapt tools from the study of diffusion in networks to the context of supply chains.
The supply chain effect complicates the diffusion of traceability technology. The literature on
traceability applications identifies this effect as a key barrier for broad adoption (e.g., Galliano and
Orozco 2011, Hackius and Petersen 2017, Behnke and Janssen 2020, Sternberg et al. 2021). We
contribute to this line of research, based on case studies and surveys, by formalizing the supply
chain effect and proposing an optimization approach to promoting traceability technology adoption.
2.2.

Adoption of Technologies with Network Effects

Traceability technology exhibits externalities because the benefit a firm obtains from technology
adoption depends directly on technology adoption by other firms in its supply chains. By taking the
perspective of a traceability initiative, our work adds to a growing body of literature that studies
firms’ strategic interactions when customers experience network externalities based on local interactions with other customers (e.g., Candogan et al. 2012, Cohen and Harsha 2020). Such interactions
play an important role, for example, when the perceived benefits of an innovation are influenced by
contacts that have experienced the innovation (Domingos and Richardson 2001, Kempe et al. 2003)
or when the benefits themselves are generated by interactions (Goldberg and Liu 2013, Goyal et al.
2019). In fact, Beaman et al. (2018) show empirically that companies promoting new technologies
3
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non-linear supply chain network structures observed in practice.
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can profit from considering local interactions when targeting early technology adopters. Unlike in
the existing literature, it is not final consumers who experience network externalities in our case,
but rather firms whose local interactions emerge from their supply chain relationships.
Local interaction effects are captured by modeling customers as nodes in a network with a
state (adopted/not adopted). The nodes are linked to each other with edges representing the
mutual impacts that customers have on each other (Jackson 2010).4 When an actor chooses to
adopt an innovation, they are likely to weigh the (static) costs of adoption against the perceived
benefits derived from the adoption by actors with whom they are connected. It is reasonable to
assume in such a case that actors have a threshold. If the innovation is adopted by a number of
connections exceeding this threshold, an actor decides to adopt it, as well. This model is called the
Linear Threshold Model (LTM) and was first proposed in the context of collective behaviors by
Granovetter (1978). The model we provide is not an LTM because benefits to actors do not stem
only from direct neighbors’ states. Instead, it reflects the linkages between firms in supply chain
networks where technology adoption may be subject to supply chain effects. As such, the model
allows us to relate observable supply chain structures to the diffusion process.5
Nonetheless, the SCTM builds on the LTM, and it can be shown that the LTM’s adoption process
can be replicated within the SCTM. As our objective is to identify a small seed set in the network
leading to broad adoption, we take algorithmic work on the LTM with similar objectives as a
starting point. In a seminal paper, Kempe et al. (2003) study the influence maximization problem,
which is the problem of choosing the set of early adopters of a fixed size leading to the broadest
diffusion. While NP-hard, a solution can be approximated greedily to within a constant factor when
thresholds are randomly distributed. Kempe et al. (2003) further show that any approximation
to within a non-trivial factor is NP-hard when thresholds are deterministic. Chen (2009) shows
a similarly strong inapproximability result for the minimum seed set problem—the problem of
selecting the smallest seed set that leads to adoption by the whole network. In particular, they
show that it is hard to approximate a solution to within a polylogarithmic factor, even if each
actor requires exactly two neighbors to adopt. Nevertheless, much progress has been made in
understanding the drivers of this complexity and relating structural parameters to the minimum
seed set problem’s tractability. Ben-Zwi et al. (2011), in particular, identify the treewidth of the
graph as a key parameter, showing that the problem is solvable in polynomial time when this is
bounded. Nichterlein et al. (2013), Chopin et al. (2014), and Hartmann (2018) identify a range of
4
5

We note that in the economics literature, such models are usually described as local interaction games (Morris 2000).

Goldberg and Liu (2013) also propose a model with underlying dynamics similar to the LTM but differently computed
benefits. The model is specific to communication network technologies, and an actor’s benefits are based on the largest
size of an adjacent connected component. It assumes an undirected graph and paths of arbitrary length, unnatural
assumptions in a supply chain setting.
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Figure 1

Example of a supply chain network with k = 4.

other parameters that, when bounded, indicate high tractability. Chiang et al. (2013) and Cicalese
et al. (2014), in turn, identify types of graphs for which the problem is easily solvable. We extend
key results regarding the tractability of the minimum seed set problem to the SCTM while using
supply-chain specific structures to simplify the search for a minimal seed set. Finally, we extend
our results to the case where supply chains are randomly generated. Namely, we propose a random
generative model that produces realistic supply chain networks of arbitrary sizes. We then prove
that our algorithm is subexponential on networks output by this model.

3.

The Supply Chain Traceability Model (SCTM)

We describe the SCTM in Section 3.1 before briefly discussing some of the assumptions we make
in Section 3.2.
3.1.

Model Description

We consider a graph G with nodes N = {1, . . . , n} and directed edges E over infinitely many
discrete time periods t ∈ {0, 1, . . .}. Nodes represent independent firms in a supply chain network
that process different products or product components (henceforth, we use the term products).
Each node belongs to exactly one of a fixed number of tiers k, representing the firm’s role in
the processing of the products (e.g., supplier, processor, retailer). Edges are only present between
firms of adjacent tiers and correspond to a possible flow of products between two firms. A supply
chain is represented by a path, that is, a vector of nodes pr = (i1 , i2 , . . . , ik ), where each il , l ∈
{1, . . . , k }, is a node at a distinct tier, and (il , il+1 ) ∈ E, for all l ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}. We denote by

P = {p1 , p2 , . . . , pm } the set of paths in the graph. Each path pr ∈ P is associated with a product
flow wr ≥ 0, corresponding to the standardized rate at which the supply chain processes a product.
Formally, we denote with Γ the set of graphs with the aforementioned specifications. An example
of a graph in Γ with four tiers is given in Figure 1. In this example, (1, 3, 6, 8) may be a path in
the graph representing a product’s supply chain, as may be (1, 3, 6, 9).
State of the Network. Each node i ∈ N has a state xi,t ∈ {0, 1} in any period t ∈ {0, 1, . . .}. A
node in state 1 is said to have activated or adopted the technology. Once activated, a node remains
in state 1 for all future periods. The state of the network is defined as the set of nodes that have
Def.

activated by the start of period t, that is St = {i ∈ N : xi,t = 1}.
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Adoption Process and State Equation. In all periods t ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}, a firm i ∈ N in state 0
decides whether to adopt the technology and switch to state 1. The firm switches states if the
benefits of technology adoption outweigh the cost. The cost of technology adoption is fixed and
firm-specific, and denoted with ci ≥ 0.
The benefits are linked to the spread of the technology within a firm’s supply chains. In particular,
we assume that a firm obtains traceability benefits from one of its supply chains whenever all
firms in the supply chain have adopted the technology. When this happens, we say that a supply
chain has activated. Thus, the benefit that a firm i in state 0 obtains from activating is the sum
of the benefits associated with each supply chain that i is a part of that is activated if i adopts
the technology. Formally, for a given non-activated node i at time t and state of the network St ,
let Bi (St ) be the set of indices of paths (i.e., supply chains) that become activated if i adopts the
technology. Specifically,
Def.

Bi (St ) = {r : i ∈ pr , |St ∩ pr | = k − 1}.

We further assume that supply chain r generates benefit wr to all its members if it is activated,
i.e., the benefit depends on the product flow through that supply chain. Thus, we define the benefit
that firm i obtains from adopting the technology as
Def.

bi (St ) =

X

wr .

r∈Bi (St )

Then, given an initial seed set S0 , the adoption decision results in the state equation
St+1 = St ∪ {i ∈ N \ St : bi (St ) ≥ ci }, ∀t = 0, 1, . . .
This process is well-defined, in the sense that the final set of adopters exists, can be attained in
a finite number of steps, and is unique for a given graph G ∈ Γ and an initial set of adopters S0 .
To illustrate, we provide an example of the adoption process in Figure 2: there, Node 9 is able to
complete both paths p1 = (1, 3, 6, 9) and p2 = (2, 4, 7, 9) if it activates, thus receiving a benefit of
w1 + w2 , and activating if w1 + w2 ≥ c9 .
Decision. At time 0, the decision-maker, a traceability initiative, chooses the initial set of
adopters, or seed set, S0 ⊆ N . All other nodes are in state 0 at the start of period 0.
Problem Formulation. The decision-maker chooses the smallest seed set S0 such that all nodes
i ∈ N eventually adopt:
OP T = min

S0 ⊆N

| S0 |

s.t. S∞ = N
St+1 = St ∪ {i ∈ N \ St : bi (St ) ≥ ci }, ∀t = 0, 1 . . .
We denote by M IN -SCT M the problem of identifying the size of the smallest seed set.

(1)

9
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Figure 2

Example of the adoption process on the supply chain network given in Figure 1 for some seed set.

The blue nodes are active. Node 9 adopts the technology if c9 is less than or equal to the combined flows of
paths (1, 3, 6, 9) and (2, 4, 7, 9).

3.2.

Model Discussion

We now discuss our modeling assumptions, starting with the underlying supply chain network. Our
model assumes that all paths are of the same length, which may seem restrictive. This assumption
can easily be circumvented, however, by introducing dummy nodes as necessary (see Section 5.3
for an example). This can be done without changing the nature of the problem we would like to
solve as adding the dummy nodes to the seed set at time 0 makes the M IN -SCT M problem
on the initial graph and on the transformed graph equivalent. Our model further assumes that
the product flow wr is identical for all firms processing the product. Our procedure can be easily
modified to take into account settings where we would want to allow for heterogeneity in product
benefits for each firm, though it may come at some complexity cost.
Regarding the nature of the costs of technology adoption, we make no specific assumptions. We
do, however, assume that ci ≥ 0 includes all (discounted) costs firm i ∈ N faces by operating the
traceability technology, net of any benefits the firm obtains from the technology independent of
other firms’ adoption decision. As path flows and resulting traceability benefits are standardized,
individual values of ci allow for adjustments due to differences in firm sizes or margins.
We make a few key assumptions related to the benefit computation. The first assumption we make
here is that benefits are path-specific (or supply chain-specific) and proportional to the product
flow. This assumption implies certain characteristics of the products produced within the supply
chain networks; we discuss this in more detail and give concrete examples of applications where
such an assumption would be satisfied in Appendix A.1.A second assumption we make is that bi (St )
includes all (discounted) future benefits to firm i of operating in a traceable manner, provided that
all firms j ∈ N with xj,t−1 = 1 continue to do so. Thus, no firm that adopts the technology has
an incentive to divest from it as benefits (net of variable costs) are always non-negative. This is
coherent with our observations from practice, which suggest that initial adoption is the foremost
hurdle to technology dissemination. A final assumption we make, which differentiates our model
from extant models, is that a firm obtains benefits from traceability of a certain product flow if and
only if the firms at all tiers of the product’s supply chain have adopted the traceability technology.

10
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This is in line with, e.g., Hardt et al. (2017), who state that sustainable supplier practices can only
be assured when traceability information is shared along the supply chain. Similarly, to quickly
react to contaminations and issue recalls, firms require traceability information from other supply
chain parties (Pearson et al. 2019). Our solution procedure can nevertheless easily be adapted to
the case in which traceability benefits are linked to adoption within parts of a supply chain. As
we discuss in Appendix A.1, this reduces the clarity of exposition, but it may also reduce the
procedure’s complexity.
Our model also entails a certain number of assumptions regarding the amount of information
available to both (i) firms when deciding to adopt and (ii) traceability initiatives when deciding
who to seed. We assume that firms have limited information regarding the supply chain network
or the future potential of the traceability technology. This leads them to behave in a myopic
fashion (which in turn leads to a conservative assumption on the adoptive process), where they
do not consider future adoption decisions but only the traceability benefits obtained based on the
current states. Note that this assumption does not impact the ability of an individual firm to
decide whether to adopt traceability technology. Indeed, it is enough for the firm to know whether
its direct upstream supplier can supply the product in a traceable manner and whether its direct
downstream customer has demand for a traceable version of the product to determine the benefit
associated with any of its products (i.e., supply chains). We assume, however, that traceability
initiatives possess complete knowledge of the supply chain network. This can be justified in practice
through the efforts made by the initiatives to map out their target industries. In the case where
this assumption fails to hold, we provide an approach to identify an approximate seed set in Section
6.3, based on a random generative model of supply chain networks.
Finally, we make three remarks regarding our definition of the M IN -SCT M problem. First,
we decide to focus in this paper on the minimum seed set problem6 as opposed to the influence
maximization problem, an equally prevalent problem in the literature, which involves finding a seed
set of a given size that leads to the broadest activation (Kempe et al. 2003). This is because the
former is more appealing in practice: network effects and economies of scale inherent to traceability
technology are likely to eventually lead to a single industry-wide traceability standard. For an
initiative to reap benefits in the long term, broad adoption is needed, even if this comes at high
current costs. Hence, it is more natural to define the required level of adoption rather than a seeding
budget. Second, we constrain ourselves to solutions that give rise to full adoption of the technology,
which leads to an upper bound on the seed set required for partial adoption. In Appendix A.2,
we discuss how our results can be extended directly to the case where the decision-maker aims to
6

The problem is also termed target set selection in the diffusion model literature.
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achieve adoption by a certain number of supply chains within the network. Third, as formulated,
the M IN -SCT M problem involves finding the size of the smallest seed set S0 , rather than finding
the seed set itself. Though it may seem that the former is easier to solve than the latter, they are in
fact equivalent. If the size OP T of the smallest seed set that fully activates the network is known,
then a corresponding seed set can be obtained in polynomial time by simply enumerating all sets
of size OP T , of which there are a polynomial number in n when OP T is fixed.7 Our preference
for stating the problem in this fashion is due to two reasons: (i) inapproximability results such as
Proposition 1 are easier to write; and (ii) it enables us to bypass any wording difficulties linked to
non-uniqueness of the seed set of minimum size.

4.

Computational Complexity Results

In this section, we turn our attention to the computational complexity of the M IN -SCT M problem
introduced in Section 3.1. A useful first step in understanding how hard the problem can be involves
the introduction of a subset Γ of the set Γ of graphs on which the adoption process unfolds. For
graphs within this subset, the costs of adoption are negligible compared to the product flows in the
graph. Formally, G belongs to Γ if G ∈ Γ and ci =  for all i ∈ N , with  > 0 satisfying wr ≥  for
all r = 1, . . . , m. We also assume, w.l.o.g. and for exposition purposes, that for any edge (i, j) ∈ E,
there exists a path pr ∈ P with wr > 0 such that nodes i and j are on pr . We refer to the case where
the underlying graph is in Γ as the -thresholds case. The reason the -thresholds case plays an
important role in the rest of the paper is because it leads to a much simplified adoption process,
as compared to the general case. Indeed, as wr ≥ ci for all i = 1, . . . , n and r = 1, . . . , m, a node will
automatically adopt if it is the only node on a path not yet to have adopted (see Figure 3 for an
example). Thus, only the network structure influences adoption, not the path flows or adoption
costs. This is useful for many reasons. First, it enables us to tease apart the effect of the network
structure on the adoption dynamics from the effects of prohibitive costs or insufficient benefits.
Secondly, the -thresholds case provides a more didactic setting in which to introduce the tools
and analysis for the general case. It also serves to produce a lower bound on the minimum seed
set, which can be useful in settings where the benefits, for example, are unknown. Finally, the threshold case can be a setting of interest in its own right, as it reflects scenarios where traceability
benefits are relatively large compared to adoption costs, and adoption is limited only by supply
chain coordination issues. For example, this may be an appropriate assumption for traceability
systems that aim to restrict counterfeit drugs (see, e.g., Lock 2019). With this in mind, we denote
with M IN -SCT M () the M IN -SCT M problem in the -thresholds case.
7

We remark that brute-force enumeration, which can be quite costly nevertheless, is not necessary here as our solution
algorithm provides us with a minimal seed set.
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Figure 3

Technology adoption in the -thresholds case. Assume that all connected sequences of nodes from

Tier 1 to Tier k form paths, and that S0 = {2, 4, 7}. Then, S1 = {2, 4, 7, 9} and S2 = {2, 4, 5, 7, 9}. Nodes 1, 3, 6,
and 8 never adopt as no node is active on Path (1, 3, 6, 8) and only one (Node 9) on Path (1, 3, 6, 9).

Our first computational complexity result, the proof of which can be found in Appendix B.2,
centers on M IN -SCT M () rather than M IN -SCT M in its full generality.
Theorem 1. M IN -SCT M () is NP-hard to solve, even when the number of tiers k = 3.
Theorem 1 thus states that M IN -SCT M remains hard even when two simplifying assumptions
are made on the underlying supply chain network; namely (i) the number k of tiers is small and
(ii) the costs are negligible compared to the benefits. Condition (i) implies that the number k of
tiers need not grow with n for M IN -SCT M to be hard: in fact, it is hard already when k = 3,
which is also the smallest number of tiers for which the problem can be hard (when k = 1 or k = 2,
the problem can be solved in polynomial time; see Appendix B.3). Condition (ii) indicates that
the network structure plays a key role in making the problem difficult, as when one removes all
difficulties arising from cost and benefit comparisons, the problem remains hard. This is in contrast
to the Linear Threshold Model (LTM), which becomes trivial to solve if (ii) is assumed to hold.
This contrast accentuates the role that the supply chain effects play in differentiating the SCTM
from extant diffusion models. It also points to the necessity of restricting ourselves to supply chain
networks of a specific structure to hope to obtain polynomial-time algorithms for M IN -SCT M :
this is what we do in Section 5.
One can in fact show a stronger result relating to the complexity of solving M IN -SCT M ()
under slightly stronger assumptions.
Proposition 1. There exists an α > 1 such that, unless N P ⊆ DT IM E(npolylog(n) ), the solution


1−ξ
OP T to the M IN -SCT M () problem cannot be approximated within the ratio of O αlog n for
any fixed constant ξ > 0. This is the case also when the number of tiers k = 3.
Thus, M IN -SCT M () is not only hard to solve, it is also hard to approximate to any reasonable
degree. NP-hardness and inapproximability of M IN -SCT M immediately follow as a corollary to
the -thresholds case.
Corollary 1. M IN -SCT M is NP-hard to solve, even when the number of tiers k = 3. Furthermore, there exists an α > 1 such that, unless N P ⊆ DT IM E(npolylog(n) ), the solution OP T
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1−ξ
to M IN -SCT M cannot be approximated within the ratio of O αlog n for any fixed constant
ξ > 0. This is the case also when the number of tiers k = 3.

5.

A Treewidth-Dependent Tractable Algorithm for M IN -SCT M

The previous computational complexity results indicate that one cannot hope to obtain a
polynomial-time algorithm that provides an exact solution (or a good-quality approximation of
one) for all supply chain networks. However, it could be the case that M IN -SCT M () (or indeed
M IN -SCT M ) is solvable in polynomial time when restricting ourselves to supply chain networks
of a particular structure.
In this section, we leverage results from the network diffusion literature to construct a procedure
to exactly solve M IN -SCT M . This procedure runs in polynomial-time provided that the treewidth
of a certain graph, constructed from the original graph G ∈ Γ, is bounded. For ease of exposition
and discussion, we first derive this procedure for the -thresholds case in Section 5.1. We then
extend it to the general case in Section 5.2. We show in Section 5.3 how the algorithm performs
on the real-world supply chain networks contained in Willems (2008).
5.1.

An Algorithm for Solving M IN -SCT M ()

We introduce a framework for solving the M IN -SCT M () problem exactly in polynomial time,
provided that the network adheres to certain structural conditions. Within this framework, we
construct an auxiliary graph that captures the interactions between paths and nodes. The auxiliary
graph, when activated using the dynamics of the LTM, can mimic the activation process of the
original (SCTM) graph. We can then adapt results from the LTM literature to derive an optimal
solution from the auxiliary graph. Using this framework, we show that M IN -SCT M () can be
solved exactly in time polynomial in n if the treewidth of the auxiliary graph is bounded.
5.1.1.

Construction of the Auxiliary Graph and Activation via a Modified LTM. Let

G ∈ Γ . We start by describing the construction of the (undirected) auxiliary graph G0 associated
to G and exemplified in Figure 4. The formal procedure is defined in Algorithm 1. First, for each
path pr ∈ P , the procedure creates a node in the auxiliary graph, termed “path-node” (Lines 2–3).
For example, the auxiliary graph in Figure 4b contains a path-node (in green), for each of the four
paths in the original graph in Figure 4a. The algorithm then assigns a set that contains all of a
path’s (original) nodes to the corresponding path-node. For example, for the path p1 = (1, 3, 6, 8),
a path-node with index i0 is generated and assigned the set conti0 = {1, 3, 6, 8}. The procedure also
assigns a threshold c0i0 = k − 1 to each path-node i0 .
Next, the procedure partitions the nodes in N into sets B ∈ B based on the paths they belong
to: If two nodes share the same paths, they belong to the same set. Consequently, we can associate
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(a) Original graph.

(b) Auxiliary graph. Path-nodes in green have threshold 3, node-nodes in grey (red) have threshold 1 (2).
Edge weights are 1 unless indicated. p1 = (1, 3, 6, 8), p2 =

Figure 4

(1, 3, 6, 9), p3 = (2, 4, 7, 9), p4 = (2, 5, 7, 9).
Constructing an auxiliary graph.

any set B with a set of paths pB (Lines 4–8). For example, the nodes 1, 3, and 6 all belong to the
same paths, p1 and p2 . Hence, there is a set B ∈ B with B = {1, 3, 6} associated to paths p1 and
p2 . For each set B, if its size is one, then one node is added to the auxiliary graph. If its size is two
or more, then two nodes are added (Lines 9–18). The added nodes are termed “node-nodes”. Each
node-node i0 created is once again associated to a set of original nodes, which we also denote by
conti0 , with a slight abuse of notation. If B only contains one node, e.g., node i, then conti0 = i. If B
contains two nodes or more, then the first node-node created by the procedure, say i0 , is associated
arbitrarily with the first of these nodes and the second node-node created, say i0 + 1, is associated
with the remaining nodes. Thus, in our previous example, conti0 = {1} and conti0 +1 = {3, 6}. As
a result, some node-nodes may be associated with more than one of the original nodes, marked
in red in Figure 4b, allowing to simplify the auxiliary graph. Each node-node i0 is then assigned
a threshold c0i0 = |conti0 |. In the case of B = {1, 3, 6}, the first node-node (with conti0 = {1}) is
assigned c0i0 = 1 and the second node-node (with conti0 +1 = {3, 6}) is assigned c0i0 +1 = 2.
When a node-node corresponding to a set B is generated, it is linked to all path-nodes corresponding to the paths in pB (Lines 14 & 16). For example, the path-node corresponding to p1 = (1, 3, 6, 8)
is linked to the node-nodes 1, 36, and 8, associated with {1}, {3, 6}, and {8}, respectively. Edges
only appear between path-nodes and node-nodes, and so the graph is bipartite. Moreover, each
edge has a weight of w0 , which is identical to the threshold of c0 of the associated node-node.
The LTM supposes that nodes activate when the number of their active neighbors exceeds their
threshold (see, e.g., Kempe et al. 2003). We assume that G0 activates following another version of
the LTM with weighted edges: in this setting, a node adopts if the sum of weights of the edges
it shares with active neighbors exceeds its threshold. Under this assumption, G0 can mimic the
activation process of G. Indeed, if k − 1 nodes in a path in G are active, the remaining node
necessarily activates. In G0 , this is reflected in the path-node, which activates when neighboring

Blaettchen, Calmon, and Hall: Traceability Technology Adoption

15

Algorithm 1: Construction of an auxiliary graph for the -thresholds case.
Data: A graph G ∈ Γ with paths P .
Result: An undirected graph G0 = (N 0 , E 0 ) with weights wi00 ,j 0 for each edge (i0 , j 0 ) ∈ E 0 and
thresholds c0i0 for each i0 ∈ N 0 .
1 Initialization: i0 ← 0; N 0 ← ∅; E 0 ← ∅; B ← ∅; c0 (·) ← k − 1; w 0 (·) ← k − 1; cont(·) ← ∅; p(·) ← ∅;
2 for pr ∈ P do
3
i0 ← i0 + 1; N 0 ← N 0 ∪ {i0 }; cont(i0 ) ← {i : i ∈ pr };
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

for i ∈ N do
if ∃B ∈ B with p(B) = {pr : i ∈ pr } then
B ← B ∪ {i};
else
B ← {i}; B ← B ∪ {B }; p(B) ← {pr : i ∈ pr };
for B ∈ B do
i0 ← i0 + 1; N 0 ← N 0 ∪ {i0 }; c0 (i0 ) ← 1; cont(i0 ) ← B {1};
if |B | > 1 then
N 0 ← N 0 ∪ {i0 + 1}; c0 (i0 + 1) ← |B | − 1; cont(i0 + 1) ← B {2 :};
for pr ∈ path(B) do
j 0 ← {j 00 ∈ N 0 : cont(j 00 ) = {i : i ∈ pr }} {1}; E 0 ← E 0 ∪ {(i0 , j 0 )}; w0 (i0 , j 0 ) ← 1;
if |B | > 1 then
E 0 ← E 0 ∪ {(i0 + 1, j 0 )}; w0 (i0 + 1, j 0 ) ← |B | − 1;
if |B | > 1 then
i0 ← i0 + 1;

node-nodes with a total weight of k − 1 are active, as its threshold is k − 1. Once the path-node
is active, any non-active neighboring node-node activates, as its threshold is equal to the weight
of the edge linking it to the path-node. Say, for example, that nodes 3, 6, and 8 in Figure 4a are
active. Then, node 1 necessarily activates next. Similarly, if the node-nodes {3, 6} and 8 are active
in Figure 4b, then the total weight of edges ({3, 6}, p1 ) and (8, p1 ) is k − 1 = 3. Hence, path-node
p1 activates. Next, because c01 equals the weight of the edge (1, p1 ), node-node 1 activates. The
existence of an equivalent activation process allows us to show (in the proof of Theorem 2) that
the minimal seed set of G can be recovered from G0 .
5.1.2.

Description of the Algorithm. As a result of the above, if we can obtain a minimal

seed set for G0 in polynomial time (following the LTM activation process) , we can solve M IN SCT M () in polynomial time as well. The algorithm introduced by Ben-Zwi et al. (2011) allows
deriving a minimal seed set for the LTM in polynomial time under broad conditions. We generalize
this algorithm based on three characteristics of our auxiliary graph: (i) edges are weighted, (ii)
only certain types of nodes (the node-nodes) can be part of the seed set, and (iii) the size of
the minimum seed set is based on the total number of associated original nodes, rather than the
number of node-nodes.
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Tree decomposition of the auxiliary graph in Figure 4b. Each node in the tree corresponds to a set of
nodes from the auxiliary graph.

The generalized algorithm relies on a tree decomposition of G0 . A tree decomposition is a tree
graph T with nodes Z. Each node z ∈ Z is associated with a set Xz of nodes from the auxiliary
graph. In particular, whenever two nodes i and j have an edge between them in the auxiliary
graph, there must be a set Xz with i, j ∈ Xz . Moreover, suppose a node i from the auxiliary graph
appears in two distinct sets, Xx and Xy . Let (x, . . . , y) be the (unique) path between x and y in
the tree T . Then, i must appear in Xz for z ∈ {x, . . . , y }. Formally, a tree decomposition is defined
as follows:
Definition 1 (Tree decomposition and treewidth based on Bodlaender (1994)).
Let G = (N, E) be a graph. A tree decomposition T of G is any tree graph with nodes Z and a
mapping from each node z ∈ Z to a set Xz ⊆ N that satisfies the following properties:
S
(a) z∈Z Xz = N ,
(b) for all edges (i, j) ∈ E, there exists z ∈ Z with i, j ∈ Xz ,
(c) for all x, y, z ∈ Z, if z is on the unique path from x to y in T , then Xx ∩ Xy ⊆ Xz .
For any tree decomposition T , maxz∈Z |Xz | − 1 is its treewidth. For a given G, there can be many
different tree decompositions: let T (G) be the set of all such decompositions. The treewidth of G
is then simply tw(G) = minT ∈T (G) maxz∈Z |Xz | − 1.
A tree decomposition always exists trivially by taking Z = {z } and letting Xz = N . It follows
that tw(G) ≤ |N | − 1. In Figure 5, we present a tree decomposition for the auxiliary graph G0 from
Figure 4b. For example, the uppermost node is associated with a set containing the node-node 9
and the path-nodes p3 and p4 . Other sets contain these elements as well. Importantly, the sets are
linked such that no element appears twice without appearing in the in-between sets. For example,
path-node p4 also appears in the set on the bottom right. It thus, necessarily, appears in the set
at the intermediate level on the right-hand side. The treewidth of this decomposition (and of the
auxiliary graph G0 ) is 2.
In Appendix C, we explain our extension to Ben-Zwi et al.’s (2011) algorithm in detail. We give a
high-level explanation of it here, assuming that we have a tree decomposition T of G0 with treewidth
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ω. First, the leaves of T are used to create (possibly overlapping) subgraphs of G0 containing at
most ω nodes. Moving up one level in the tree corresponds to growing the subgraphs constructed
at the previous level, either by adding nodes or merging two subgraphs. When we get to the root
node, the subgraph considered is the full graph G0 . The key property of the subgraphs constructed
via this process is that each one only interacts with its complement in G0 via a set of boundary
nodes, which is of size at most ω. In other words, if there exists an edge between node i in the
subgraph and a node outside of the subgraph, then it must be that i belongs to the boundary
nodes, and there cannot be more than ω such nodes. The minimum seed set for G0 is then obtained
recursively using these subgraphs. First, the minimum seed sets for the subgraphs corresponding to
the leaves are found through enumeration (this is exponential in ω but not necessarily in n, based
on how ω depends on n). Then, as we go up the tree, the algorithm uses the previously established
minimum seed set for smaller subgraphs to obtain that of the larger subgraph. The computational
effort is limited because nodes in the smaller subgraph that are not part of the boundary are not
affected by any nodes that may enter the subgraph. Thus, we can focus on nodes in the boundary.
As we reach the root node, the relevant subgraph is all of G0 , allowing us to derive a minimum seed
set for the full auxiliary graph, and, thus, the original graph G. This process gives us the following
result:
Theorem 2. Let G ∈ Γ and let G0 be its auxiliary graph created via Algorithm 1. Assume that
O(ω)

tw(G0 ) = ω − 1. Then, M IN -SCT M () can be solved exactly in nk+1 · [(k − 1) · ω]

time.

In other words, the algorithm we give returns the minimum seed set in the -thresholds case
in polynomial time if the treewidth of the auxiliary graph is bounded in n. We now show how to
adapt this algorithm to the general case.
5.2.

An Algorithm for Solving M IN -SCT M

As explained in Section 4, the additional difficulty of contending with thresholds and path flows is
introduced when we move from the -thresholds case to the general case. Thankfully, we can extend
our framework to the general case with small adaptations to the auxiliary graph and solution
algorithm. To make things more straightforward, we add two additional assumptions here:
Assumption 1. In the general thresholds case, we assume:
P
(a) For all i ∈ N , r:i∈pr wr ≥ ci .
(b) For all i ∈ N , and all pr ∈ P , ci , wr ∈ N0 .
These assumptions are both without loss of generality. The first assumption implies that all nodes
have the potential to adopt. If a node i does not satisfy this assumption, it would never adopt
the traceability technology. Thus, the node must be part of the initial seed set S0 to achieve full
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activation of the graph.8 The second assumption is required for the solution algorithm, but it is not
restrictive because both thresholds and flows can be scaled appropriately to obtain integer values.
We explain here the modifications to the auxiliary graph, but describe the modifications to
the solution algorithm in Appendix C.3. Recall that the auxiliary graph G0 in Section 5.1 is an
undirected bipartite graph where each node in N 0 corresponds either to a path pr ∈ P (path-nodes)
or to nodes i ∈ N (node-nodes). In the previous case, nodes in N which belonged to the same
set of paths were divided into a set of size one and a set with the remaining nodes, creating
two node-nodes. This division was done in an arbitrary fashion. Now, the node that is chosen to
belong to the set of size one is determined by the lowest threshold. We then replace each of the
previously undirected edges with two directed edges: we weight the edge pointing from the pathnode corresponding to pr to the node-node corresponding to i ∈ N with the flow wr of the path;
we weight the edge pointing from the node-node to the path-node with 1. We finally change the
thresholds of the nodes in N 0 : the threshold of the path-nodes remains the same (k − 1) whereas the
threshold of the node-nodes is changed to their threshold in G, i.e., ci if the node-node corresponds
to i ∈ N and maxi∈conti0 ci if multiple nodes are contained in the node-node i0 . It is easy to see
that the path-nodes activate if at least k − 1 node-node neighbors activate. Likewise, node-node i0
activates if the sum of the flows from its active path-node neighbors exceeds its threshold c0i0 .
Though not strictly necessary, we make further changes to the auxiliary graph to reduce the
solving time of M IN -SCT M . In the -thresholds case, the solving time scales in k − 1, while it
scales in max{c1 , . . . , cn , k − 1} with the auxiliary graph defined above. Thus, it is generally of
interest to reduce c1 , . . . , cn . This is done via a rescaling based on the greatest common denominator
of the thresholds and flows. Let i0 ∈ N 0 be a node-node in G0 and let gi0 = gcd(c0i0 , wr ∀r : i ∈
pr for some i ∈ conti0 ). We redefine the threshold of node i0 to be
weights to i0 to be

wj 0 ,i0/g

i0

c0i0/g

i0

and the incoming edge

where j 0 is a neighboring path-node. In this way, all edge weights and

thresholds in G0 remain integers and the activation condition for node-nodes remains the same,
while possibly reducing cmax = maxi0 ∈N 0 {c0i0 } considerably.
We give the rigorous procedure to construct G0 in Appendix C.3. under Algorithm 3. We also
describe there the minor modifications required to solve M IN -SCT M based on this modified
auxiliary graph. This allows us to show that the time it takes to solve M IN -SCT M depends
directly on the treewidth of the auxiliary graph as well, though the parameter cmax defined above
also intervenes. We formalize this in Theorem 3:
8

One can encode this in the original graph by simply setting the threshold of the nodes that do not have the potential
to adopt to 0, which will lead to their immediate activation, and add one to the size of the minimum seed set.
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Theorem 3. Let G ∈ Γ and let G0 be its auxiliary graph created via Algorithm 3, with
cmax = maxi0 ∈N 0 {c0i0 }. Assume that tw(G0 ) = ω − 1. Then, M IN -SCT M can be solved exactly in
nk+1 [max{cmax , k − 1} · ω]O(ω) time.
The problem is fixed-parameter tractable with respect to the treewidth9 if cmax is bounded.
Importantly, the treewidth remains the main driver of complexity.
We now investigate whether supply chain networks typically give rise to auxiliary graphs with
small treewidth ω, as compared to the number of nodes n in the graph. If this is the case, our
algorithm, which is exponential in ω, becomes quite valuable because the only alternative approach
to solving the minimum seed set problem that we know of is a brute-force enumeration approach,
which is exponential in n. If the treewidth is much smaller than n, then the computation time of
the minimum seed set will be much improved by using our algorithm. We present evidence that
this is the case through two different approaches: our first approach, given in Section 5.3, involves
studying the supply chain networks presented in Willems (2008). We show that the treewidth of
the auxiliary graphs of these networks is order of magnitudes smaller than the number of nodes
in the graph. Our second approach involves a random generative model of supply chain networks,
which we detail in Section 6.
5.3.

Numerical Examples

In this section, we consider a data set provided by Willems (2008). The data represent 38 acyclic
supply chain models gathered from companies in 22 industries and provided to test analytical
methods. We interpret any continuous sequence of directed edges as an individual supply chain and
assume that each of the 38 models represents a supply chain network. Because the supply chains
in the dataset are not always of equal length, we add “dummy” nodes to ensure consistency with
Γ, as mentioned in Section 3.2.
The procedure for adding dummy nodes has multiple steps. We first define the number of tiers k
as the length of the longest path in the graph. We then place all existing nodes in the supply chain
network along the k tiers in a recursive manner. To do this, we initialize l = k and place all nodes
without successors in Tier k. Then, in each iteration, any node that has all of its successors in a
tier greater or equal to l is placed in Tier l − 1. We lower l by one and repeat the process until no
nodes are left. The introduction of dummy nodes comes next: Whenever an edge spans more than
one tier in the graph, we add a dummy node and replace the edge, connecting the source to the
dummy and the dummy to the target. Similarly, if there is a path commencing at a tier greater
than 1, dummy nodes are added beforehand. For example, assume Node 1 supplies Node 2 and
9

A problem parameterized by some parameter θ is fixed-parameter tractable with respect to θ if it can be solved in
f (θ)nO(1) time, where f is a function that does not depend on n (Nichterlein et al. 2013).
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Table 1

Summary statistics (rounded) of the 38 supply chain networks adapted from Willems (2008).

number of tiers
number of nodes

mean

std

5
803

2
1036

min q0.25 median q0.75 max
2
8

4
70

5
390

6
10
1348 4997

both supply Node 3. Node 3 is placed in Tier 3, as the longest path is of length three. Because
Node 2 only has Node 3 as a successor, the node is placed in Tier 2. Finally, Node 1, which also has
Node 2 as a successor, cannot be placed in Tier 2, but in Tier 1. Then, a dummy node, 30 , is added
in Tier 2, as are the edges (1, 30 ) and (30 , 3). Because the supply chains are acyclic, this is always
possible. Moreover, the original nodes in the minimal seed set remain unchanged if the dummy
nodes are assumed to be part of S0 . Note that the addition of a dummy node may lead to a nominal
increase in the treewidth. However, because it is assumed part of S0 , the Algorithm from Section
5 can be adapted slightly such that the overall complexity remains unchanged. Table 1 presents
summary statistics of the supply chain networks used and adapted to fit the k-tier structure.
We display the number of nodes of the different supply chain networks in Figure 6 and contrast this with upper bounds on the treewidths of the auxiliary graphs.10 As no corresponding
information is available, we assume that all possible paths in the network reflect supply chains.
That is, if there is a simple path from a node at Tier 1 to a node at Tier k in the network, we
assume a supply chain exists with this path’s nodes. In practice, it is unlikely that a supply chain
exists for all possible path, as firms may be specialized or limited in their capacities. Nevertheless,
we proceed with this assumption as it corresponds to a worst-case scenario for our method — the
higher the number of paths, the higher the treewidth. Even in this adversarial set-up, our solution
algorithm provides a tractable approach in practically all cases, whereas the brute-force approach

Frequency
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is infeasible in most.

30%
15%
0%

50%
25%
0%

0
500 1000 1500 2000 2500
Number of nodes (removed outlier at 4997)
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Statistics of the supply chain networks in Willems (2008).

To compute a minimal tree decomposition, we use the heuristic developed by Ben Strasser and available at https:
//github.com/ben-strasser/flow-cutter-pace16, which showed the best performance in the First Parameterized
Algorithms and Computational Experiments Challenge (Dell et al. 2017).
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Treewidth in a Random Model for Supply Chain Networks

The analysis conducted in Section 5.3 indicates that the treewidth of the auxiliary graph of some
real-world supply chain networks is small compared to the number n of firms in the network.
While this is an encouraging observation in view of our algorithm, it is difficult to draw stronger
conclusions from an analysis that bases itself on a finite number of examples. One of the conclusions
that we are unable to obtain, for example, due to the size of the networks in the dataset being
capped, relates to how the treewidth scales with respect to n. This is limiting in our setting, as
we can only claim to outperform enumeration from a theoretical perspective if the treewidth is
sublinear in n.
This drawback, among others, motivates us to consider supply chain networks obtained through
a random generation process. As we were unable to identify a generative process of this type
in the existing operations management literature, we propose a new one here that could be of
independent interest. We give its description in Section 6.1, as well as providing evidence that it
produces supply chain networks in line with real-world supply chains, i.e., that the supply chains
generated are reflective of “average” supply chains. In Section 6.2, we prove that the treewidth of
the auxiliary graph of a randomly generated supply chain network is sublinear in the network’s
size, provided that the number of paths remains below a certain level, a criterion that is easily
met in practice. This implies, among other things, the competitiveness of our method compared
to brute-force enumeration as mentioned previously. Section 6.3 shows that the random model can
be useful beyond treewidth computations: it can be leveraged to tackle the important question of
how to solve the minimum seed set problem when knowledge of the supply chains (or associated
benefits) is incomplete. This involves the introduction of a “worst-case” graph, from which one can
obtain an approximate seed set.
6.1.

Description of the Random Model

Intuitively, our random model behaves as follows. Assume a supply chain network that outputs m
horizontally differentiated products. There are n companies distributed across k supply chain tiers
that produce these products. For simplicity, we assume each tier has exactly n/k companies (we
can also assume a constant fraction of companies in each tier and our results remain the same). We
further assume that the m products have different types. These types are drawn from a probability
distribution that has the unit interval as support (this is a common assumption in the marketing
and operations literature, see Lancaster 1990). The closer two products’ types are on the unit line,
the more similar they are.
Companies specialize in producing a certain type of product. Each company’s specialization is
drawn from a probability distribution over the type support, possibly with a unique distribution
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per tier. In the following, we assume that nodes at all tiers and the types of products follow a
uniform distribution for simplicity. However, our results can be extended to distributions that are
absolutely continuous with respect to the uniform distribution. In that case, the upper bound in
Theorem 4 remains asymptotically of the same order. In a given tier, we assume that the company
best at producing a product of a given type is the one whose specialization realization is closest to
that type.
Supply chain links are then formed in a “greedy” fashion: a product is produced in a supply chain
of k companies (one in each tier) and the company in each tier whose specialization is closest to
the product’s type produces it. Two companies in consecutive tiers that produce the same product
are linked by an edge representing a supplier-buyer relationship.
This simple procedure creates supply chain networks that bear an uncanny resemblance and
have similar characteristics to those in Willems (2008) and Perera et al. (2017). At the same time,
we show in Section 6.2 that the treewidth of the auxiliary graphs of these supply chain networks is
sublinear in n with high probability (whp),11 as long as the number of paths is small with respect to
n2 . This result provides a theoretical guarantee that our algorithm is subexponential in n, thereby
implying that it is the dominant approach in solving the minimum seed-set problem on “average”
supply chain networks, as the brute-force approach is exponential in n.
We can incorporate the simple logic of how supply chain networks form based on firms’ specializations and products’ types by directly generating auxiliary graphs instead of the original supply
chain networks. Recall that the auxiliary graph G0 is a graph on m + n nodes, where m nodes are
path-nodes representing paths in the original graph G, and n nodes are node-nodes representing
nodes in G. A necessary condition for all nodes in G to be on at least one path is that m should
be greater or equal to the maximum number of nodes on each tier. The n node-nodes in G0 are
split into k tiers, where k is fixed. As mentioned before, we assume for simplicity that each tier
Def.

contains n0 = n/k nodes. Each path-node connects to exactly one node-node in each tier. Thus, the
degree of any path-node in G0 is exactly k. Node-nodes do not have constraints on their degree.
Furthermore, node-nodes exclusively connect to path-nodes and vice-versa (in other words, G0 is
bipartite). Our random model builds graphs with this structure via the following steps:
(1) Sample m independent uniform random variables on the interval [0, 1]. This gives m points,
z1 , . . . , zm , which correspond to our path-nodes.
(2) Sample an additional n0 × k independent uniform random variables on the interval [0, 1], independently of the previous step. This gives y1l , y2l , . . . , ynl 0 points for l = 1, . . . , k. These correspond
to the n = n0 × k node-nodes in G0 . More specifically, the points y1l , y2l , . . . , ynl 0 can be viewed as
the nodes in G present at Tier l.
11

We remind the reader that an event En is true with high probability if P (En ) → 1 when n → ∞.
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(a) Auxiliary graph G0 . Eight path-nodes that have identical connec-

(b) Supply chain network G.

tions to existing ones have been removed for clarity.
Figure 7
Example of a randomly generated supply chain network. Parameters n = 12, k = 4, and α = 1.2; nodes
equally spread amongst tiers. One node without any paths attached has been dropped for clarity.

(3) Now consider point z1 . Connect this point to exactly one point yi11 in (y11 , . . . , yn1 0 ) at Tier 1. In
particular, choose the one that is closest to z1 , i.e.,
i1 ∈ arg min 0 |z1 − yi1 |.
i=1,...,n

Then, repeat this process for Tier 2, all the way up to Tier k.
(4) Proceed similarly with z2 up to zm .
An auxiliary graph G0 thus generated has exactly the structure described above. It is straightforward to construct a graph G from G0 and Figure 7 provides an example.
Interestingly, we note that the networks output by the random model have characteristics that
are commonly observed in real-world supply chains. First, as the above example shows, the network
generation dynamics naturally create v-shaped and diamond-shaped connections between buyers,
first-tier suppliers, and second-tier suppliers that have been extensively examined both empirically
and theoretically (see, e.g., Ang et al. 2017, Wang et al. 2020). Simulating 88 different combinations
of supply chain network structures and values of m, 100 times each,12 we analyze the “diamond
scale”, which measures the degree to which a focal firm’s tier two suppliers (its direct suppliers’
suppliers) are shared among its direct suppliers. The mean value is slightly higher than what is
reported in Wang et al. (2020) for a sample of 2,258 focal firms (1.32 vs. 1.12), while the standard
deviation is nearly identical (0.19 vs. 0.18). We note that the diamond scale shows a clear increasing
and concave relationship with α, and the statistics in our simulation are nearly identical to those
reported in Wang et al. (2020) for low values of α around 1. Moreover, the diamond scale tends to
be lower and less variable for firms at the penultimate or third-to-last tier.
Second, the output networks exhibit significant modularity and disassortativity, two characteristics found in real supply chain networks according to a recent survey by Perera et al. (2017).
Modularity describes the degree to which nodes in a graph can be subdivided into communities
12

We let m = nα with α ∈ {0.8, 1.2, 1.6, 2} and define a number of nodes n ∈ {50, 150, 500} and tiers k = {3, 6}. To
build different structures, for each tier, with a probability in {0, 1/4}, we remove either 50% or 90% of the nodes from
the tier. All nodes removed are then reassigned randomly and uniformly to the different tiers.
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with dense connections within but sparse connections in-between. Given a proposed subdivision
into communities, modularity is measured as the number of edges within each community, minus
the number of edges that should be expected under a configuration model in which nodes are
randomly connected. Adapting the approach for identifying the optimal subdivision of a directed
graph from Leicht and Newman (2008) to our tiered graph structure, we find a high degree of
modularity, with 7.37[5.41; 10.45] nodes per group at the median[IQR]. The number of nodes per
group seems to be increasing and concave as a function of the total number of nodes. Finally,
assortativity describes nodes’ tendency to connect to “similar” nodes and is quantified with the
correlation coefficient between the degrees of connected nodes. Networks with a negative assortativity coefficient are termed disassortative. Following, Foster et al. (2010), there are four measures
of assortativity to consider when studying directed networks, based on whether we compare the
in-degree or out-degree of the outgoing neighbor and the in-degree or out-degree of the incoming
neighbor. They all indicate varying degrees of disassortativity.13 We also define a new measure of
assortativity, based on similarity in the number of paths, that is the correlation coefficient between
the number of paths the incoming node connects to and the number of paths the outgoing node
connects to. Again, we find a tendency of mixing between dissimilar nodes, with disassortativity
of −0.18[−0.29; −0.10] at the median[IQR].
6.2.

Treewidth Bounds

With the random model in hand, we now upper-bound the treewidth of the auxiliary graphs
produced by it. A crucial observation is that our model has commonalities with random geometric
graphs, more specifically random interval graphs. Random interval graphs are chordal, which implies
that their treewidth is easier to compute as it is equal to their clique number. These observations,
combined with existing results in the literature, enable us to show the theorem below. Recall
(n)|
that, for two functions f (n) and g(n), we say that f (n) = ω(g(n)) if limn→∞ |f
= ∞ and that
|g(n)|
(n)|
f (n) = o(g(n)) if limn→∞ |f
= 0.
|g(n)|

Theorem 4. Let G0 be the auxiliary graph constructed via the random process described in
Section 6.2 with m = ω(n). We have
tw(G0 ) ≤ k ·

m
log(n) · (1 + o(1)) whp.
n

In particular, if m = o(n2 ), then the Algorithm described in Section 5 can be solved in subexponential time. If m = o(n1+ ) for any  > 0 (e.g., m = n log(n)) then it can be solved in quasipolynomial time.
13

in/in: median[IQR] = −0.07[−0.14; 0.06], in/out: median[IQR] = −0.42[−0.68; −0.10], out/in: median[IQR] =
−0.51[−0.57; −0.42], out/out: median[IQR] = −0.06[−0.14; 0.03]
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(a) In-degree distributions.
(b) Out-degree distributions.
Histogram of α̂ leading to the best fit between in-degree distributions (resp. out-degree distributions)
in our simulations and in Willems (2008).

The proof of this result is given in Appendix D.1. We can assume w.l.o.g. that m is at most
of order n2 log n as it can be shown that graphs generated with m = ω(n2 log n) are equal with
high probability to those generated with m of order n2 log n (the proof of this statement involves
the notion of a worst-case graph introduced in Section 6.3). Hence, as a brute-force algorithm
is exponential in n, our algorithm outperforms it for nearly all values of m. Experimentally, we
observe that m is typically closer in orders of magnitude to n than it is to n2 when fitting our
random model to real-world supply chain networks. This suggests that m = o(n2 ) (which is the
regime in which our algorithm outperforms a brute-force algorithm) is not a restrictive assumption
in practice. We next detail the experimental set-up that enables us to reach this conclusion.
We consider the dataset from Willems (2008) and assume that the supply chains networks are
realizations of our random model. In particular, we let m = nα , where α is a parameter, which we
pick to fit the model. As we only have information on the individual links between nodes, but not
the actual paths (i.e., supply chains), we select the α which best recreates the degree distribution
of a network. In particular, for each network in the dataset and each of a set of values of α, we
create 30 instances of our random model with the same nodes at each tier. We then compare
the empirical in- and out-degree distributions of our randomly generated supply chain networks
with the original networks’ empirical degree distributions. For comparisons between distributions,
we use the Wasserstein distance. Figure 8a (resp. 8b) displays a histogram of the values of α for
which the distance for the in-degree (resp. out-degree) distributions is minimized. The Wasserstein
distances are 0.38[0.20; 1.03] (resp. 0.40[0.22; 0.69]) at the median[IQR].
As the figures show, and assuming the correct specification of our generative model, supply chain
networks in practice seem to consist of relatively low numbers of paths, i.e., α is close to 1.14 As
mentioned above, this is a positive result for us as the algorithm is increasingly competitive as m
approaches n.
14

Notice the frequent occurrence of α̂ < 1. As n → ∞, this would imply that an arbitrary node, with high probability,
is not connected to any path. However, for finite n, most nodes are connected because paths contain multiple nodes.
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6.3.

The Role of the Random Model in the Absence of Structural Supply Chain
Information

The random generative model plays another very important role: it allows us to deal with settings
where the firms’ positions in each tier are known, but the existing paths and benefits are not. The
key observation to handle such settings is that if both nodes and types are fixed in our random
model, one can produce a deterministic worst-case graph with a finite number of paths. Any other
random graph G ∈ Γ generated via our model (with the same nodes and types) is a subgraph of
this worst-case graph.
Definition 2. Fix nodes and types y11 , . . . , ynk0 on the [0, 1] segments corresponding to each of
the k tiers. Assume a continuum of path-nodes on the [0, 1] interval and let G0wc denote the auxiliary
graph thus obtained. We refer to the graph Gwc associated with G0wc as the worst-case graph.
Any random graph G0 generated via our model is a subgraph of G0wc . It then follows that
the corresponding original graph G is a subgraph of Gwc . As it turns out, despite G0wc having a
continuum of path nodes, Gwc has a finite number of distinct paths.
Proposition 2. The graph Gwc has exactly n − k + 1 distinct paths.
The proof of Proposition 2 gives an explicit construction of Gwc . Thus, if nodes and types are
known, but paths and benefits are not, one can work with Gwc instead of the unknown underlying
graph G, leveraging the fact that G would be a subgraph of Gwc to obtain approximate seed sets.
0
,
In practice, instead of working with G0wc as an auxiliary graph, we work with the graph Hwc

constructed from Gwc where each path only gives rise to one path-node (unlike G0wc which has
0
has a
infinitely many copies of each path-node). The advantage of proceeding this way is that Hwc

finite number of path-nodes, namely m = n − k + 1, making computations easier, while not changing
the seed set obtained.15
This graph can be used in multiple ways to compute an approximate seed set for G when
0
information about paths and benefits is unavailable. First, as the tree decomposition of Hwc
is also

a (not necessarily minimal) tree decomposition of the auxiliary graph with known path-nodes, it
allows performing the tree decomposition offline. Once supply chains (and the associated benefits)
become known, the optimal seed set can be computed from this decomposition. Moreover, this
approach can be refined when information about supply chains is partially available. In particular,
the largest computational burden of the procedure occurs in the leaves of the tree decomposition.
By rearranging the tree such that path-nodes with known benefits are towards the bottom, the seed
0
The small number of path-nodes in Hwc
does not enable us to conclude, following Theorem 4, that its treewidth is
small. Indeed, the m path-nodes are chosen deterministically here. To use Theorem 4, one would have to generate m
path-nodes uniformly at random on the [0, 1] segment: a graph generated thus, with m = n − k + 1 random path-nodes,
0
would most likely not be Hwc
.
15
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set can be partially computed. As additional information about paths is acquired, the procedure
can be performed with a warm-start from that partial seed set, leading to reduced complexity.
Second, suppose it is reasonable to assume that traceability benefits are the same in all paths.
Moreover, suppose individual node thresholds express the number of fully traceable supply chains
required for a given node to adopt. In that case, the worst-case graph can be used directly to return
an approximate seed set without information about any particular path. The minimum seed set
size is a lower bound for the seed set size of any realization of the random generative model. A
possible approach in this scenario is to generate a seed set based on the worst-case graph and then
add additional seed nodes greedily to keep the activation process going.

7.

Conclusion

Modern traceability technologies can alleviate a range of supply chain risks and enhance demand
in expansive and complex supply chain networks. However, to profit fully from traceability, all
firms along a product’s supply chain need to adopt compatible technology. This supply chain effect
has profound implications for traceability initiatives that seek to solve a difficult problem: What
companies should they target as early adopters to guarantee the adoption of their technology
throughout a supply chain network?
We introduce the Supply Chain Traceability Model (SCTM) as a new framework to tackle this
problem. To the best of our knowledge, ours is the first model that highlights the network externalities imposed by overlapping supply chain structures in the broader context of firm-level innovation
diffusion. It builds on the Linear Threshold Model (LTM), widely employed in the network diffusion literature. Based on the SCTM, we define M IN -SCT M , the problem of finding the minimum
size of a seed set of nodes that guarantees technology diffusion throughout the network. We prove
that the problem is not just NP-hard; it is impossible to compute an approximation in polynomial
time with a reasonable performance guarantee.
Fortunately, we show that M IN -SCT M can be solved exactly in polynomial time if the supply
chain network follows certain conditions that seem prevalent in practice. Our proof involves introducing a procedure that leverages and extends optimization methods for the LTM. In one step of
the procedure, an auxiliary graph is constructed. As we show, M IN -SCT M is polynomial-time
solvable if this auxiliary graph’s treewidth is bounded. We observe empirically from 38 publicly
available networks that the treewidth is, in fact, small in practical cases.
To generalize our findings to networks of arbitrary scale, we propose a new random generative
model of supply chain networks. The generation process is intuitive and leads to the output of
realistic supply chain networks. Moreover, we prove that the treewidth of these randomly generated
networks grows sublinearly in the number of nodes as long as the (relative) number of paths is
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not too large. When we fit our model to the networks in Willems (2008) we find that, indeed,
the number of paths is not too large relative to the number of nodes. In summary, we show that
our approach scales better in practically relevant cases than an approach based on enumeration.
Our random generative model further allows us to define a worst-case supply chain network. An
initiative may use this network to derive an approximate seed set in the absence of complete
information about paths and their traceability benefits. This seed set can be complemented as
more information becomes available.
Relaxing some of our assumptions opens promising new research directions. For example, there
may be multiple competing traceability technologies that a firm might choose. Examining how
supply chain effects influence the diffusion of competing technologies is an interesting research
question. More broadly, the tool-set and analysis we develop might be useful for other problems
that require the coordination of multiple players in supply chains. For example, many critical
sustainability issues (such as building a circular business model) can only be solved by aligning all
the companies in a supply chain. Similarly, the introduction of shared communication or automated
logistics systems necessitates alignment. We speculate that considering supply chain effects in such
cases might lead to new and interesting strategies for tackling these issues.
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Faenza Y, Muñoz G, Pokutta S (2020) New limits of treewidth-based tractability in optimization. Mathematical Programming 1–36.
Foster JG, Foster DV, Grassberger P, Paczuski M (2010) Edge direction and the structure of networks.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 107(24):10815–10820.
Galliano D, Orozco L (2011) The determinants of electronic traceability adoption: A firm-level analysis of
French agribusiness. Agribusiness 27(3):379–397.
Goldberg S, Liu Z (2013) Technology diffusion in communication networks. Proceedings of ACM-SIAM
Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), 233–240.
Goyal S, Heidari H, Kearns M (2019) Competitive contagion in networks. Games and Economic Behavior
113:58–79.
Granovetter M (1978) Threshold models of collective behavior. American Journal of Sociology 83(6):1420–
1443.

30

Blaettchen, Calmon, and Hall: Traceability Technology Adoption

Hackius N, Petersen M (2017) Blockchain in logistics and supply chain: Trick or treat? Digitalization in
Supply Chain Management and Logistics: Smart and Digital Solutions for an Industry 4.0 Environment.
Proceedings of the Hamburg International Conference of Logistics (HICL), Vol. 23, 3–18 (Berlin: epubli
GmbH).
Haig S (2020) Walmart joins Hyperledger alongside 7 other companies. Accessed March 31, 2021, https:
//tinyurl.com/s796l3k.
Hardt MJ, Flett K, Howell CJ (2017) Current barriers to large-scale interoperability of traceability technology
in the seafood sector. Journal of Food Science 82(S1):A3–A12.
Hartmann TA (2018) Target set selection parameterized by clique-width and maximum threshold. International Conference on Current Trends in Theory and Practice of Informatics, 137–149 (Springer).
Heese HS (2007) Inventory record inaccuracy, double marginalization, and RFID adoption. Production and
Operations Management 16(5):542–553.
ISO (2005) ISO 9000:2005 Quality management systems—Fundamentals and vocabulary. Accessed March
31, 2021, https://tinyurl.com/y6dudvml.
Jackson MO (2010) Social and economic networks (Princeton University Press).
Jagabathula S, Rusmevichientong P (2019) The limit of rationality in choice modeling: Formulation, computation, and implications. Management Science 65(5):2196–2215.
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Appendix A:

Formalizing Traceability Adoption

While a lack of traceability affects many industries (e.g., Lenzing 2019, Lock 2019), nowhere is it more
readily apparent than in the food industry, which we use as a leading example throughout. Mny companies
have experienced recalls following contamination events with significant costs from recall operations and
demand losses (Grocery Manufactuerers Associations et al. 2011). A lack of effective traceability systems and
protocols makes it difficult to locate contamination sources and exclude cross-contamination, thus amplifying
the costs (Wowak et al. 2016). Traceability initiatives specifically include recall management solutions, for
example, Safefood 360 (2020) and FoodLogiQ (2020).
At the other side of the supply chain, food companies struggle with verifying stated origins (Wilson 2014)
and adherence to processing standards (Baggini 2015). An inability to verify origins and standards may
reduce consumer demand (Retail Leader 2016) and put firms at large legal and reputational risks. Traceability
initiatives like Provenance (2020) focus on verifying origins and histories of raw materials and intermediate
inputs. Some, like Wholechain, directly work with standard-setting bodies in this quest (Orlowski 2019).
We next review some key modeling assumptions in light of practical applications of traceability, as well as
the possibility of removing them.
A.1.

Traceability Benefits

Path-Specific Benefits of Traceability. Benefits are assumed to be specific to supply chains and proportional to the (standardized) flow of products. This predicates that product flows cannot be redirected
along other supply chains after traceability adoption. Such redirection may not be possible in the short term
because adjustments to product flows take time. Even in the long-term, the cost of adjusting product flows
may exceed the benefits. Moreover, product flow adjustments may be impossible in several cases. First, when
each supply chain carries differentiated products, as when a packaging firm processes both premium and nonpremium meats from the same slaughterhouse but sells them to different supermarkets. Second, when supply
chains are specific to components that realize traceability benefits by themselves, as in the cases of “Made
with Organic” labeling and “Specific Ingredient Listings”. Third, when benefits are linked to specific firms
processing the traceable product. This is the case, for example, when large chocolate producers guarantee
that products stem from farms adhering to worker rights and sustainable deforestation practices (Thorlakson
2018). When producers are concerned with validating good supplier practices, they do not merely exchange
their suppliers but rather work with their suppliers such that they achieve the standards (e.g., Unilever 2020).
Finally, when benefits are linked to general firm interactions rather than individual products, for example,
when traceability systems are used for digitized document management or to make existing supply chain
interactions more efficient (e.g., IBM 2020).
When products are thoroughly commoditized and indistinguishable, the assumption may not apply. A firm
may then maximize the use of traceability, reallocating flows whenever there is an imbalance in adoption
between buyers and suppliers. We exclude this because many current traceability initiatives specifically target
more complex products or highly differentiated high-price product segments (e.g., of coffee, cocoa, meat,
fish, or wine). One way to, nevertheless, address this case is to assume that the traceable product flows are
maximized in each period. This raises two issues, however. First, it is unclear how to decide between different
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suppliers or buyers who may be willing to adopt traceability technology, but only if they receive most of the
product flow. Second, this can cause non-monotonicities, wherein a higher degree of adoption in the supply
chain network leads to a lower benefit of adoption for an individual company.
We further assume that firms can simultaneously process traceable and non-traceable products. This may
be difficult to uphold in continuous processes. In fact, most traceability initiatives we identify focus on solids,
which are easier to differentiate. Alternatively, when differentiation between traceable and non-traceable
products is impossible, one may assume that a firm can only benefit from traceability when all its supply
chains are traceable and adapt the solution procedure accordingly.

Equivalence of Benefits Along Supply Chains. The benefits obtained from a traceable supply chain are
assumed equivalent for all firms of that supply chain. This assumption simplifies notation, and the solution
procedure can be adapted easily to accommodate benefits specific to firm-path combinations. However, nodes
may no longer be pooled together in node-nodes, potentially leading to a small increase of the treewidth.

Benefits from Partial Adoption. We assume that entire supply chains need to be traceable for firms to
obtain traceability benefits. However, a subset of firms may be able to obtain traceability benefits already,
for example, when benefits stem from tracing (and recalling) products from a certain tier downwards. Our
method can easily be extended to alternative assumptions by adapting the concept of path-nodes and integrating “partial-path-nodes” into the auxiliary graph. Naturally, the treewidth may be affected by this — in a
way that depends on the exact assumptions. For example, paths may be subdivided into mutually exclusive
benefit groups. All nodes in a path obtain traceability benefits when the nodes in their group have adopted
traceability technology. By replacing the original path-nodes with the corresponding partial-path-nodes in
the auxiliary graph, one can show that the treewidth decreases, at least weakly. This is, again, barring any
reductions from pooling nodes into node-nodes.
A.2.

Objective of the Traceability Initiative

Finally, we assume that a traceability initiative’s ultimate objective is adoption by all firms in the network.
If the initiative desires a certain fraction of supply chains to adopt the technology instead, we can add k − 1
nodes to the graph that form a path together with each existing node at tier k. The benefits and thresholds
can be chosen such that the so-created paths activate only if enough of the original nodes at tier k have
activated to account for the desired fraction of paths. We proceed identically for all tiers. When all supporting
structures are active, additional paths are activated, leading to the whole network’s activation. The solution
algorithm only needs to be adjusted such that the new nodes cannot be added to the seed set. Alternatively,
if the initiative desires a certain fraction of nodes to adopt the technology, we can create a similar structure
within the auxiliary graph. For this purpose, we add a node, and each existing node corresponding to a node
from the SCTM is connected to the new node. Thresholds are again such that the new node activates when
the desired fraction is reached and, upon activation, leads to all other nodes activating. This approach comes
with a slight loss of generality, as nodes cannot be summarized within the auxiliary graph construction.
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Figure 9
Construction of building blocks.

Appendix B:
B.1.

Computational Complexity Results

Definition of Some Concepts Used in the Proofs

The proofs in Sections B.2 and B.3 require similar graph structures on 3 tiers, which we refer to as “building
blocks”. Before tackling the proofs, we first describe these building blocks:
(i) Let BU be a “line” block of three nodes {1U , 2U , 3U } and two edges {(1U , 2U ), (2U , 3U )}.
(ii) Let CU,V be a block of five nodes {1U,V , 2U,V , 3U,V , 4U,V , 5U,V } and five edges {(1U,V , 2U,V ), (1U,V , 5U,V ),
(2U,V , 3U,V ), (4U,V , 5U,V ), (5U,V , 3U,V )}.
These blocks are given in Figure 9 in gray, respectively blue. We assume that any path within the blocks
has positive flow. Moreover, we denote connections between the blocks as follows:
(i) Let BU ↔ CU,V if complete activation of BU leads to complete activation of CU,V (in the -thresholds
case) and vice versa. This is achieved by introducing edges (1U,V , 2U ) and (2U , 3U,V ), see Figure 9a.
L

(ii) Let CU,V −
→ BV if the complete activation of CU,V leads to the activation of exactly node 2V within
BV , and the activation of BV does not lead to the complete activation of CU,V . This is achieved by
introducing the edge (4U,V , 2V ), see Figure 9b.
R

(iii) Let CU,V −
→ BV if the complete activation of CU,V leads to the activation of exactly node 3V within
BV , and the activation of BV does not lead to the complete activation of CU,V . This is achieved by
introducing the edge (2U,V , 3V ), see Figure 9c.
L,R

L

R

L,R

(iv) Let CU,V −−→ BV if both the links CU,V −
→ BV and CU,V −
→ BV exist. We observe that CU,V −−→ BV
implies that, if CU,V is fully activated, then BV is. However, if BV is fully activated, CU,V is not: only
nodes 2U,V and 4U,V in CU,V activate and as these are not on a path together, no other node activates.
L

R

If CU,V −
→ BV and CT,V −
→ BV , activating CU,V and CT,V leads to the activation of BV . However, activating
CU,V (resp. CT,V ) and BV does not lead to the activation of CT,V (resp. CU,V ).
B.2.

NP-Hardness of M IN -SCT M () (Theorem 1)

Proof of Theorem 1.

Let DEC-LT M be the following decision problem: given a weighted directed graph

G = (N, E) with weights wi,j for (i, j) ∈ E, and thresholds ci for node i ∈ N , as well as an integer h, decide
whether there is an initial active set of nodes of size less than or equal to h that leads to complete activation
(in the Linear Threshold Model sense) of the graph. Recall that a node activates in the LTM if the sum of
the weights of the edges it shares with active incoming neighbors exceeds its threshold.
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Linkage of building blocks for incoming edges.

It is known that DEC-LT M is NP-hard, even in the case where wi,j = 1 ∀(i, j) ∈ E and a node i requires
all its incoming neighbors Ni to be active in order to activate, that is ci = |Ni | for i ∈ N (see Kempe et al.
2003, Proof of Theorem 2.7). Further note that, w.l.o.g., we can assume that all nodes in N have incoming
edges (i.e., |Ni | > 0 for i ∈ N ). Indeed, if a node does not, its benefit is equal to 0, as is its threshold. It will
thus always activate by itself and would never be part of a minimal seed set. Moving forward, our inputs to
DEC-LT M will thus be a graph G with ci = 1 for all i ∈ N , |Ni | > 0 for all i ∈ N , and wi,j ∀(i, j) ∈ E.
We now construct a reduction from DEC-LT M to the decision version of M IN -SCT M (), which is the
problem of deciding, given a graph G0 in Γ and an integer h0 , whether there exists an initial active set of
nodes of size less than or equal to h0 which lead to the complete activation (in the SCTM sense) of G0 .

Construction of the reduction. Let G = (N, E) and h be inputs to DEC-LT M . We construct G0 and
h0 , inputs to the decision version of M IN -SCT M () using the building blocks defined in Appendix B.1.
For ease of notation, we index the blocks BU and CU,V that we generate using sets of nodes in N , i.e.,
U, V ⊆ N . We take h0 = h + 1 and we proceed thus to construct G0 from G: For any node i in N , add
a block Bi to G0 . Next, for each node i ∈ N , recursively split its set of incoming neighbors Ni into two
sets of equal size (if |Ni | is even), or into two sets of size differing by one (if |Ni | is odd). In other words,
generate the decomposition Ni = Ni0 ∪ Ni1 = {Ni0,0 ∪ Ni0,1 } ∪ {Ni1,0 ∪ Ni1,1 } = . . ., stopping when the sets
in the decomposition contain one element. Add the corresponding blocks BNi0 , BNi1 , BN 0,0 , BN 0,1 , BN 1,0 ,
i

i

i

BN 1,1 , . . . to G0 , except when |Nix | = 1 (the corresponding block already exists as Nix = {j} with j ∈ N ).
i

Further add blocks CNi0 ,{i} , CNi1 ,{i} , CN 0,0 ,N 0 , CN 0,1 ,N 0 , CN 1,0 ,N 1 , CN 1,1 ,N 1 . . . to G0 and link the blocks as
i

L

i

i

i

i

i

i

i

R

follows: CNi0 ,{i} −
→ B{i} , CNi1 ,{i} −
→ B{i} , BNi0 ↔ CNi0 ,{i} , BNi1 ↔ CNi1 ,{i} , . . .. This is illustrated in Figure 10.
As we proceed through the nodes in N , it may be the case that we are called upon to generate blocks BNjx
and CNjx ,Njy which have already been constructed (e.g., if the incoming neighbors of two nodes overlap). In
that case, we simply use the existing blocks without generating additional blocks. Finally, add a block B0 ,
L,R

as well as the blocks C{i},0 for all i ∈ N . We connect the blocks as follows: B{i} ↔ C{i},0 and C{i},0 −−→ B0 .
Thus constructed, G0 is a graph in Γ on k = 3 tiers.
The construction described is polynomial in n = |N |. Indeed, each node i ∈ N has at most n − 1 incoming
edges and so the number of times the recursive splitting on Ni has to occur is upper bounded by dlog2 (n − 1)e.
It follows that the number of sets Ni0 , Ni1 , . . . generated for node i is at most equal to 21 + 22 + . . . +
2dlog2 (n−1)e ≤ 8(n − 1): from this, we deduce that at most n + 4(n − 1) + 1 blocks B (including the n blocks
Bi and block B0 ) and at most 4(n − 1) + n blocks C (including the n blocks C{i},0 and noting that each
block C can be associated to one block B, e.g., CNi0 ,{i} with BNi0 ) are built per node i. As the number of
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nodes in the B and C blocks is constant and there are n nodes i, we obtain that G0 contains a polynomial
number p(n) of nodes and so the number of edges in G0 must also be polynomial in n as it is upper bounded
by (p(n))2 . Hence, the construction is polynomial in n.
An important feature of G0 is that we are able to replicate any LTM-activation process in G in G0 via
the SCTM. This is done by equating active nodes i in G with corresponding active blocks B{i} in G0 and
assuming that no other nodes are initially active in G0 . We can then show that a node ia activates in G if
and only if block B{ia } activates in its entirety in G0 . To see this latter point, note that by construction,
each block B{i} only appears in two places in G0 : exactly once at the root of a tree such as the one given
in Figure 10 and possibly many times as a leaf of trees of this type, associated to other blocks B{j} . When
B{i} is at the root of a tree, it activates if all of the leaves of the tree (corresponding to blocks B{j} , j ∈ Ni )
activate. If it is a leaf, it will not activate through this particular tree if the root of the tree activates, nor
if any other leaves activate. From this, we prove the statement: if node ia is active in G, then all incoming
neighbors j ∈ Nia of ia are active. This implies that blocks B{j} , j ∈ Nia are fully active, which leads from our
previous discussion, to activation of B{ia } . Conversely, if B{ia } activates with only blocks B{i} , i ∈ N having
initially been activated, then it must be the case that all blocks in the tree rooted at B{ia } became active at
some point, which can only happen if all of its leaves B{j} , j ∈ Nia were fully activated. By equivalence, this
means that in G, nodes j ∈ Nia are active, and so ia would activate.

Equivalence of YES answers between DEC-LT M and DEC-SCT M (). We show that the answer
to DEC-LT M on graph G with integer h is yes if and only if the answer to DEC-SCT M () on graph G0
with integer h0 is yes, for h0 = h + 1.
For the “only if” direction, take a seed set S0 in the LTM of size h leading to full activation. For each
i ∈ S0 , add the corresponding node 5{i},0 to the seed set S00 of the SCTM. Finally, take any one of the nodes
in S0 , say j, and add the node 1{j},0 to S00 , such that |S00 | = h + 1. Clearly, the block C{j},0 fully activates, as
does, then, block B0 . In consequence, each block C{i},0 with i ∈ S0 eventually activates. This is followed by
the activation of B{i} for all i ∈ S0 . Each other block B{j} with j ∈
/ S0 only activates if all incoming nodes
are fully activated. Hence, activation proceeds exactly as under the LTM. Because the seed set S0 eventually
leads to full activation under the LTM, full activation also occurs under the SCTM in the graph G0 .
For the “if” direction, assume that there is no seed set S0 of size h fully activating G, but that there is a
seed set of size h0 = h + 1 fully activating G0 , say S00 . We show that, if such a seed set exists, there must be
another fully activating seed set S000 with |S000 | ≤ |S00 | that contains only nodes of the type 5{i},0 , i ∈ N and a
single node 1{j},0 , with j such that 5{j},0 ∈ S000 . But we know from before that the seed set S0 = {i|5{i},0 ∈ S000 }
in the LTM leads to the same activation (with size ≤ h0 − 1 = h). This implies a contradiction.


First, note that if there is any node j ∈ S00 ∩ CNix ,Niy ∪ BNix for some block Nix that is not a singleton,
then there is another seed set S000 without this node, but instead with 2{i} (or 3{i} , depending whether the
L

R

incoming set ends on a −
→ or −
→ connection), that also leads to full activation. Second, consider any block
associated with i ∈ N (either of the B or the C type) that contains a node j ∈ S000 and assume that there
are l such blocks. Once one of those blocks is active, the block B0 fully activates, which in turn implies that
any other of the block can be activated with only the node 5{i},0 in it. Finally, exactly one of the l block
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needs to have two nodes for any activation to occur and for the seed set to be minimal. Assume this block
is associated with node j ∈ N (note that one node could be in a C block and another in a B block, but they
would have to be associated to the same node in N ). We can replace the seed nodes in this block with the
nodes 4{j},0 and 5{j},0 without loss of generality, and the proof is complete.

Note on the number of tiers, k. We have proceeded by reducing the DEC-LT M problem to the
DEC-SCT M () problem with a graph of three tiers. To show that the DEC-SCT M () problem with k > 3
tiers is NP-hard as well, we reduce the problem of solving DEC-SCT M () with parameter h and a graph
G = (N, E) with k = 3 to the problem of solving DEC-SCT M () with parameter h0 and a graph G0 = (N 0 , E 0 )
with k 0 ≥ 4. For this purpose, we simply add to G, for all l = 4, . . . , k 0 , a tier with a single node. Then, for
all nodes i in Tier 3, we add an edge (i, j), where j is the singular node at Tier 4. We further add an edge
between the single nodes of adjacent tiers thus constructed. For the first node to activate, an additional
k 0 − 3 nodes are required to be in the seed set. However, once the first path is fully activated, all the nodes
at tiers 4, . . . , k 0 must be active. At that point, activation of other paths proceeds as in the graph G. Hence,
all that is required is to adapt h0 = h + k 0 − 3 in order to reduce the problem with k tiers to the one with k 0
tiers.
If k = 1, there are no edges, so each node is also a one-node path (thus, it necessarily adopts) or no path
exists containing the node (thus, it requires seeding). If k = 2, it is easy to see that exactly one (arbitrary)
seed node is needed within any connected sub-graph. It follows that the minimum number of nodes needed
corresponds to the number of connected subgraphs, which can be found in polynomial time.



Hardness of Approximation of M IN -SCT M () (Proposition 1)

B.3.

We prove by reduction from the linear threshold model, where all nodes have

Proof of Proposition 1.

a threshold ci ≤ 2 and all edges have weight wi,j = 1. The result then follows from Corollary 4.1 in Chen
(2009).
Below, we will show that for any such instance of the LTM with n nodes, we can create an instance of
the SCTM with -thresholds in polynomial time with the following properties: (i) the number of nodes is
n0 ≤ (n)β for a constant 1 ≤ β < ∞; (ii) if OP TLT M is the size of the minimum seed set for the linear threshold
model, and S0∗ is a minimum size seed set of the SCTM with OP T = |S0∗ | , then OP T = OP TLT M + 1.
Given this construction, assume that for all α > 1 there is an algorithm approximating M IN -SCT M ()
with result OP T 0 such that OP T 0 = OP T · O(αlog

1−ξ

n0

) for some ξ > 0. Clearly, OP T 0 is an upper-bound on
1−ξ

0

1−ξ

0

OP TLT M . But we then have thatOP T 0 = (OP TLTM + 1) · O(αlog n ) < OP TLT M · O(αlog n ) < OP TLT M ·
 1−ξ log1−ξ n
1
1−ξ
1−ξ
O(αβ log n ) = OP TLT M · O
αβ
. As α is arbitrary greater 1, simply let α = 2 β1−ξ . We
then have a direct contradiction to the result that there is no polynomial-time approximation algorithm with
output OP T 0 and OP T 0 < OP TLT M · O(2log

1−ξ

n

) for any ξ > 0.

A note on the complexity class. Assume instead that OP T 0 = OP T · O(2log


OP TLT M · O 2β
M ·2

β 1−ξ log1−ξ n

1−ξ

log1−ξ n

log1−ξ n

≤2

1−ξ

n0

). Then, OP T 0 <



. To establish a contradiction, we require that there is a constant M > 0 such that
1−ξ
1−ξ
. This is equivalent to M ≤ 2log n(1−β ) . However, unless β = 1, 1 − β 1−ξ < 0,

and the right-hand side tends to zero as n goes to infinity. But because M > 0, this does not hold. The same
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issue arises in the sequence of proofs leading up to Corollary 4.1 in Chen (2009), where a reduction is created
to a graph with a higher number of nodes at each step (that is, β > 1). This is of no consequence for the
complexity class that we apply here, however, as we can replace 2 by some α ∈ (1, 2) in each step.

Construction of the reduction. We assume a directed graph G = (N, E) with |N | = n, weights wi,j = 1
for each edge (i, j) ∈ E, and thresholds ci ∈ {1, 2} for all i ∈ N , to which the problem M IN -LT M is applied.
We can ignore the case of ci = 0 — any such node would adopt immediately and will thus never be part of
the minimal seed set. We proceed with a similar construction of a three-tiered graph G0 = (N 0 , E 0 ) ∈ Γ as in
the proof of Theorem 1, using the building blocks defined in Appendix B.1, and let |N 0 | = n0 .
For each element i ∈ N , define a block B{i} . There are two cases: either (i) node i has a threshold of 1
(i.e. it activates when one of its neighbors is active), or (ii) it has a threshold of 2 (i.e. it activates when two
of its neighbors are active). Take case (i). For each (directed) edge (j, i) ∈ E, construct a block C{j},{i} , as
L,R

well as the following linkages: B{j} ↔ C{j},{i} −−→ B{i} . Now take case (ii). Say the set of incoming neighbors


1
of i is Ni . Then, construct a block B{j,j 0 } for any pair (j, j 0 ) ∈ Ni2 . There are |N2i | ≤ n−
≤ n2 such
2
pairs. For each pair, construct blocks C{j},{j,j 0 } , C{j 0 },{j,j 0 } , and C{j,j 0 },{i} , as well as the following linkages:
L

R

L,R

B{j} ↔ C{j},{j,j 0 } −
→ B{j,j 0 } , B{j 0 } ↔ C{j},{j,j 0 } −
→ B{j,j 0 } , and B{j,j 0 } ↔ C{j,j 0 },{i} −−→ B{i} .
The construction so far is polynomial in n: For each node in N , a number of blocks polynomial in n is
created and linked. Each block has a constant number of nodes, as does each linkage.
As in the previous case, we add a block B0 , as well as (n) blocks C{i},0 for all i ∈ N , with the connections
L,R

B{i} ↔ C{i},0 −−→ B0 . The construction is, again, polynomial in n and allows us to activate all but one block
with only the node 5{i},0 in the seed set.

Equivalence of optimal values. The solution to M IN -LT M on graph G is OP TLT M if and only if the
solution to M IN -SCT M () on graph G0 is OP T = OP TLT M + 1. This can be shown following the same
steps as when showing the equivalence of YES answers in the proof of Theorem 1.

Appendix C:
C.1.



Algorithm for Solving M IN -SCT M

Description of the Algorithm for M IN -SCT M ()

Stricto senso, the algorithm by Ben-Zwi et al. (2011) runs on a specific tree decomposition of G0 , referred to
as a nice tree decomposition. We define this now:
Definition 3 (Nice tree decomposition based on Ben-Zwi et al. (2011)). Let G = (N, E) be a
graph. A tree decomposition T of G with treewidth ω − 1 and nodes Z, mapping to Xz , z ∈ Z, is nice if and
only if T is rooted, |Xz | = ω ∀z ∈ Z, and all nodes in Z are of exactly one of the following types: (a) leaf
nodes, (b) replace nodes, and (c) join nodes, where z is a
(b) replace node if it has exactly one child, z0 and there are two nodes u, v ∈ N , u 6= v, such that Xz \ Xz0 =
{u} and Xz0 \ Xz = {v};
(c) join node if it has exactly two children, say z0 and z1 , and Xz = Xz0 = Xz1 .
Given an arbitrary tree decomposition, one can always construct a a nice tree decomposition of the same
width in linear time. An example of a nice tree decomposition is given in Figure 11.
Some concepts and notation relating to tree decompositions will come in useful in the description of the
algorithm. The boundary of a node z is the associated set Xz . For example, the boundary of node {p3 , p4 , 7}
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(a) Auxiliary graph G0 repeated from Figure 4b.
(b) Nice tree decomposition T of G0 .
Figure 11
Example of a nice tree decomposition.

is exactly p3 , p4 , and 7. The name “boundary” is a consequence of the following: consider a subtree in T
S
rooted at a node z0 . We define with Gz0 = (N z0 , E z0 ) the subgraph of G0 induced by z∈subtree(z0 ) Xz . For
example, in Figures 11b (resp. 11a), the dashed line indicates the subtree rooted at {p3 , p4 , 7} (resp. the
associated subgraph). The nodes in Xz0 constitute the boundary because they may be connected to nodes
in G0 outside of this associated subgraph. Other nodes in the subgraph that are not in the boundary cannot
be connected with nodes outside the subgraph. In Figure 11a, nodes p3 and p4 , which are in the boundary,
connect to nodes 2 and 3 outside of the dashed line. The boundary may include additional nodes, due to the
requirement |Xz | = ω. In this example, 7 is such a node. Node 4, on the other hand, is not in the boundary
and cannot connect to nodes outside of the dashed line. When we move upwards in the tree from a node z0 to
a replace node zR , a node v ∈ Xz0 is replaced by a node u to arrive at the new boundary XzR . A consequence
of the definition of a tree decomposition is that the node leaving the boundary cannot share edges with any
of the nodes that are not part of GzR . Say, we move from {p3 , p4 , 7} to {p3 , p4 , 2}. In the boundary, Node 7
is replaced by Node 2, and Node 7 does indeed not share edges with nodes outside of the subgraph induced
by p3 , p4 , 2, 4, and 5.
Next, let c̃ ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}ω and ã ∈ {0, . . . , ω}ω be two vectors, referred to as threshold (resp. activation)
vector. All boundaries are of size ω, so we can arbitrarily assign a one-to-one mapping from the boundary at
the root node to these vectors. We denote with c̃(i0 ) (resp. ã(i0 )) the mapping from node i0 in the boundary
to the threshold (resp. activation) vector. We define the mapping for any other boundary recursively: (i) if
node v in the current boundary replaces node u in the previous one, v is mapped to the same index as u was
and the mapping remains unchanged otherwise; and (ii) if a node has two children, the boundary remains
unchanged, and so does the mapping.
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Finally, for any z ∈ Z, we define a matrix S0z with rows indexed by the vectors c̃ and columns indexed by
the vectors ã. The size of the matrix is therefore [k · (ω + 1)]ω = [(k − 1) · ω]O(ω) . Each entry of the matrix is a
set of nodes in G0 . If z is a leaf node, each entry is computed individually, as described below. For all other
nodes z, the entries are defined recursively bottom up as outlined below. The last matrix to be computed
(corresponding to the root node z̃) gives us the minimum seed set of G0 , (S00 )∗ . To obtain (S00 )∗ , we restrict
ourselves to the row c̃ of S0z̃ such that c̃(i0 ) = c0i0 ∀i0 ∈ Xz̃ . Among all entries of this row, we then select the
P
one that corresponds to the smallest set. For any set S0z [c̃, ã], we define its size by i0 ∈S z [c̃,ã] |conti0 |. For
0

example, if S0z [c̃, ã] = {1, 36, 9}, then its size is |cont1 | + |cont36 | + |cont9 | = 1 + 2 + 1 = 4.
We now define Algorithm 2 to solve M IN -SCT M (): this algorithm is based on Ben-Zwi et al. (2011) but
it is adapted to reflect the specificities of the auxiliary graph G0 , as mentioned in Section 5.1. We assume
that a nice tree decomposition T of G0 is available.
The first step in Algorithm 2 is the following: For each node z ∈ Z which is a leaf, for each threshold
vector c̃, and for each activation vector ã, we compute a “minimum seed set” (Lines 2–5). To do this, we
just consider the subgraph Gz and compute the minimum seed set for Gz assuming that a node i0 ∈ Xz (i)
has the threshold c̃(i0 ); (ii) can activate only if all nodes j 0 ∈ Xz with ã(j 0 ) < ã(i0 ) are already active and
if all j 0 ∈ Xz with ã(j 0 ) = ã(i0 ) activate at the same time; and (iii) can only be part of the seed set if it is
a node-node. For example, let z0 = {p3 , 4, 7}, c̃ = (1, 1, 0), and ã = (1, 2, 0). Node 7 has a threshold of 0. It
also has the lowest value in the activation vector. Hence, Node 7 activates for any seed set. Node p3 has a
threshold of 1. However, there is an edge (7, p3 ) with w7,p3 = 1 and Node p3 has a lower value in the activation
vector than Node 4. Once Node 7 is active, Node p3 also activates. Thereafter, Node 4 can also activate. It
follows that the minimum seed set is ∅. Assume, instead, that c̃ = (1, 1, 3), and ã = (1, 2, 0). Node 7 still has
to activate first. However, its threshold is 4, so it must be part of the seed set. With Node 7 in the seed set,
the remainder of the activation process is unchanged, so the minimum seed set is {7}. Finally, assume that
c̃ = (1, 1, 3), and ã = (0, 2, 1). Node p3 has to activate first, but path-nodes cannot be added to the seed set.
Hence, no such minimum seed set exists, and we adopt the convention of equating the minimum seed set to
the entire set of node-nodes. That is, S0z0 [(1, 1, 4), (0, 2, 1)] = {i0 ∈ N 0 : |conti0 | < k}.
Next, we generate S0z for all other nodes z ∈ Z, recursively from bottom to top. For this purpose, we
consider two different cases corresponding to whether z is a replace node or a join node. If z is a replace
node (Lines 7–19) with child z0 , then the subgraph Gz of G0 has exactly one more node than Gz0 , node u.
Moreover, node u replaces a node v in the boundary, which is mapped to entry iv in both the activation and
threshold vectors. For each activation vector ã, we then define a set Ã = {a ∈ {0, . . . , ω}ω : a(i0 ) = ã(i0 ) ∀i0 6= v}
which groups together all activation vectors that differ only in entry iv . For example, if z0 = {p3 , 4, 7},
z = {p3 , p4 , 7}, then u = p4 and v = 4. Moreover, if ã = (1, 2, 0), then Ã = {(1, 0, 0), (1, 1, 0), (1, 2, 0), (1, 3, 0)}.
Then, for each threshold vector c̃, we temporarily construct intermediary sets S0z [c̃, ã] which serve the purpose
of removing dependencies on v and introducing the node u (Lines 9–13). We define them thus: (i) if c̃(u) = 0,
then S0z [c̃, ã] = S0z0 [c, a] where c(i0 ) = c̃(i0 ), i0 6= v, c(v) = c0v , and a = arg mina∈Ã |S0z0 [c, a]|, (ii) if c̃(u) > 0 and
u is a node-node, then S0z [c̃, ã] = S0z0 [c, a] ∪ {u} with a and c as before, (iii) if c̃(u) > 0 and u is a path-node,
then S0z = {i0 ∈ N 0 : |conti0 | < k}. In the previous example, if ã = (1, 2, 0) and c̃ = (1, 0, 3), then c = (1, 1, 3)
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and S0z [(1, 2, 0), (1, 0, 3)] is the smallest of the following seed sets: {4, 7} (corresponding to a = (1, 0, 0)), {4, 7}
(corresponding to a = (1, 1, 0)), {7} (corresponding to a = (1, 2, 0)), {7} (corresponding to a = (1, 3, 0)). As
c̃(p4 ) = 0, it follows that S0z [(1, 2, 0), (1, 0, 3)] = {7}.
Given a threshold vector c̃ and an activation vector ã, the intermediary set S0z [c̃, ã] reflects the minimum
seed set needed to activate the subgraph Gz minus any edges between node u and the other nodes in the
boundary. We iteratively refine the intermediary sets to reflect adding these edges to the subgraph (Lines
14–19). Arbitrarily choose one such edge, say (u, i0 ) and copy the entries of matrix S0z to a new matrix
0

0

S0z . The matrix S0z will be the one we update using the copies in S0z . Consider each value of c̃ and ã.
For any ã, there are three options: (i) if ã(u) < ã(i0 ), node u has to activate before node i0 . Once node u
0

0

is active, it contributes a benefit of wi00 ,u towards activation of i0 . Hence, we update S0z [c̃, ã] = S0z [c̃i , ã],
0

0

0
where c̃i is identical to c̃, except that the entry of i0 is adjusted accordingly: c̃i (i0 ) = max{c̃(i0 ) − wu,i
0 , 0}.

(ii) if ã(u) > ã(i0 ), node u has to activate after node i0 . Once node i0 is active, it contributes a benefit of
0

wi00 ,u towards activation of u. Hence, we update S0z [c̃, ã] = S0z [c̃u , ã], where c̃u is identical to c̃, except that
0
0
the entry of u is adjusted accordingly: c̃u (u) = max{c̃(u) − wu,i
0 , 0}. (iii) if ã(u) = ã(i ), the nodes have to
0

activate simultaneously, so they cannot influence each other. In this case, S0z [c̃, ã] = S0z [c̃, ã]. In the previous
example, add the edge (p4 , 7) with wp0 4 ,7 = 1, and assume again that ã = (1, 2, 0) and c̃ = (1, 0, 3). Then,
ã(p4 ) = 2 > 0 = ã(7) and we consider c̃p4 = (1, 0, 3). The latter vector is unchanged because the threshold in
0

the second entry is already 0, so S0z [(1, 0, 3), (1, 2, 0)] = S0z [(1, 0, 3), (1, 2, 0)]. If, however, ã = (1, 0, 2), then we
need to consider the threshold vector c̃7 = (1, 0, 2) to account for the fact that 7 always activates after p4 . In
0

0

this case, S0z [(1, 0, 3), (1, 0, 2)] = S0z [(1, 0, 2), (1, 0, 2)]. We revise S0z = S0z and repeat the above process until
no edges remain.
If z is instead a join node (Lines 20–26) with children z0 and z1 , then the subgraph Gz is exactly the
union of the subgraphs Gz0 and Gz1 . In particular, there are no edges between nodes of the two subgraphs,
unless they belong to the boundary. We again fix ã and c̃. Note that the minimum seed set for Gz , S0z [c̃, ã],
is not necessarily equal to the union of the minimum seed sets S0z0 [c̃, ã] and S0z1 [c̃, ã], though such a set is
guaranteed to be a seed set for Gz . Indeed, it can be the case that a node i0 ∈ Xz benefits from activations
in both subgraphs Gz0 and Gz1 . For example, consider the join node with z = (p2 , p3 , 9) in Figure 11 and
take ã = (0, 2, 1) (i.e., p3 has to activate first, followed by 9, then p2 ) and c̃ = (1, 0, 2) (i.e., cp2 = 1, cp3 = 0,
c9 = 2). In this case, the minimum seed set for the subgraph in G0 associated with the left-hand subtree is
{9}: p3 activates due to its threshold, p2 activates as 9 is active and then 36 and 1 activate, followed by
p1 and finally 8. Following a similar reasoning, the minimum seed set for the subgraph in G0 associated to
the right-hand subtree is {5}. However, while G0 does activate if {9, 5} is active, this is not the smallest
seed set, which is given by {9}. This forces us to construct S0z [c̃, ã] in a different manner that accounts for
synergies. To do this, for each i0 ∈ Xz , we define the following weight reduction which avoids double-counting:
P
red(i0 ) = {j 0 ∈Xz : (j 0 ,i0 )∈E 0 and ã(j 0 )<ã(i0 )} wi00 ,j 0 . We then take S0z [c̃, ã] = S0z0 [c̃z0 , ã] ∪ S0z1 [c̃z1 , ã], where
(c̃z0 , c̃z1 ) = arg

min

f,g∈{0,...,k−1}ω

|S0z0 [f, ã] ∪ S0z1 [g, ã]|

s.t. f (i0 ) + g(i0 ) = c̃(i0 ) + red(i0 ) for all i0 ∈ Xz .
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For example, if Xz0 = Xz1 = {p3 , p4 , 7}, ã = (1, 2, 0), and c̃ = (1, 0, 3), then red(p3 ) = 1, red(p4 ) = 1, and
red(7) = 0. It follows that S0z [(1, 0, 3), (1, 2, 0)] is based on the union of seed sets corresponding to the threshold
vectors (c̃z0 , c̃z1 ) = arg min{f,g

z0

: f +g =(2,1,3)} |S0

[f, (1, 2, 0)] ∪ S0z1 [g, (1, 2, 0)]|.

We proceed in this way until we reach the root note z̃. To obtain (S00 )∗ , we consider the threshold vector
that corresponds to the actual thresholds of the boundary nodes. Noting that the optimal seed set necessarily
induces one of the activation sequences ã, we have that (S00 )∗ = S0z̃ [c, a], with c(i0 ) = c0i ∀i0 ∈ Xz̃ and a =
arg minã S0z̃ [c̃, ã].
In total, the number of entries of any S0z is bounded by [(k − 1) · ω]O(ω) . In the worst case, there are
nk+1 nodes in the auxiliary graph (one for each path, as well as one per node). As a result, a nice tree
decomposition exists with at most ω · nk+1 nodes. The number of computations for each entry of a leaf node
is 2ω (Lines 2–5). The number of computations for each entry of a replace node is determined by comparing
all ω + 1 activation options of v (Lines 8–13) and iterating through each of at most ω − 1 edges that u shares
with other elements of the boundary (Lines 14–19). The number of computations for each entry of a join
node is determined by comparing combinations of thresholds of the boundaries, which is upper-bounded by
a constant factor of (k − 1)ω . It follows that the maximum number of computations required for Algorithm
O (ω )

2 is in nk+1 · [(k − 1) · ω]
C.2.

.

Using the Algorithm for M IN -SCT M () (Theorem 2)

Proof of Theorem 2

Consider a graph G0 output by Algorithm 1 applied to graph G, and assume the

following activation process: Only nodes i0 ∈ N 0 with |conti0 | ≤ k − 1 can be part of the seed set S00 . Then, for
each node i0 ∈ N 0 and each time step t ∈ {0, 1, . . .}, we define the benefit to be the sum of edge weights of the
edges between node i0 and the activated neighbors (the graph is undirected, so that incoming and outgoing
P
neighbors are identical). Formally, b0i0 (St ) = j 0 ∈N 0 ∩S 0 wi0 ,j 0 , where Ni0 = {j 0 ∈ N 0 : (i0 , j 0 ) ∈ E 0 }. Node i0 is
i

t

active at time t ≥ 1 (xi0 ,t = 1) if and only if one of the following two hold: (i) node i0 was active at time t − 1
(xi0 ,t−1 = 1), or (ii) node i0 was not active at time t − 1, but its benefit at time t exceeds its threshold c0i ,
i.e. xi0 ,t−1 = 0 and b0i0 (St ) ≥ c0i0 . Hence, we are assuming an activation process on the auxiliary graph that
is similar to the case of the linear threshold model. However, edges are undirected and weighted, and only
certain types of nodes can be part of the seed set — in particular, the “node-nodes” representing individual
nodes from the original graph G. Finally, the cardinality of S00 is defined as the number of original nodes in
S00 , i.e. |S00 | = |{i ∈ conti0 : i0 ∈ S00 }| (the definition of the cardinality of S0 is unchanged).
We will show that any minimum seed set in graph G has a corresponding minimum seed set in graph G0
of the same cardinality, and vice versa. We can then apply Algorithm 2, which finds a minimum seed set
of graph G0 in a maximum number of steps in nk+1 · [(k − 1) · ω]

O (ω )

, given a tree decomposition of G0 with

width ω − 1. Because the construction of graph G0 requires at most a constant factor of nk operations, and
the decomposition into a minimal tree requires linear time when ω is bounded and grows exponentially in ω
otherwise (Bodlaender 1996), the result follows.
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Algorithm 2: Algorithmic solution to minimum seed set problem.
Data: A nice tree decomposition T of graph G0 , with nodes Z, subsets Xz , z ∈ Z, and
width ω − 1, rooted at z̃.
Result: A minimum seed set (S00 )∗ of G0 .
1 Initialization: red ← 0ω ;
2 for z ∈ Z where z is a leaf node do
3
for c̃ ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}ω do
4
for ã ∈ {0, . . . , ω }ω do
5
S0z [c̃, ã] ← compute seed set through enumeration;
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

13

14
15
16
17
18

19

20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

while z ∈ Z has not been traversed, but all its child nodes have do
if z is a replace node with child z0 then
Gz0 = (Gz0 , E0z ) ← Gz ; E0z ← E0z \ {(u, i0 ) : i0 ∈ Xz };
for c̃ ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}ω do
c ← c̃; c(v) ← c0v ;
for ã ∈ {0, . . . , ω }ω do
Ã ← {a ∈ {
0, . . . , ω }ω : a(i0 ) = ã(i0 ) ∀i0 6= v }; a∗ ← arg mina∈Ã |S0z0 [c, a]|;
z0
∗

if c̃(u) = 0
S0 [c, a ]
z0
z
S0 [c̃, ã] ← S0 [c, a∗ ] ∪ {u}
if c̃(u) 6= 0, |cont(u)| < k ;

{i0 ∈ N 0 : |cont(i0 )| < k } otherwise.
for e = (u, i0 ) ∈ {(u, i0 ) : i0 ∈ Xz } do
0
E0z ← E0z ∪ {e}; S0z ← S0z ;
for c̃ ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}ω do
0
0
0
c̃u ← c̃; c̃i ← c̃; c̃u (u) ← max{c̃(u) − wi00 ,u , 0}; c̃i (i0 ) ← max{c̃(i0 ) − wu,i
0 , 0};
ω
for ã ∈ {0, . . . 
, ω } do
z0

if ã(i0 ) = ã(u)
S0 [c̃, ã]
0
S0z [c̃, ã] ← S0z [c̃u , ã] if ã(i0 ) < ã(u) ;

S z0 [c̃i0 , ã] if ã(i0 ) > ã(u)
0
if z is a join node with children z0 and z1 then
for ã ∈ {0, . . . , ω }ω do
for i0 ∈ Xz doP
red(i0 ) ← {j 0 ∈Xz : (j 0 ,i0 )∈E 0 and ã(j 0 )<ã(i0 )} wj0 0 ,i0 ;
for c̃ ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}ω do
(c̃z0 , c̃z1 ) ← arg min z0
S0z [c̃, ã] ←

0
0
 |S z0 [c̃z0 , ã] ∪ S z1 [c̃z1 , ã]|;
0
0
z0
z0
z0
c̃ 0 ,c̃ 1 : c̃ 0 +c̃ 1 =c̃+red
S0z0 [c̃z0 , ã] ∪ S0z1 [c̃z1 , ã];

(S00 )∗ ← S0z̃ [c, a], with c(i0 ) = c0i ∀i0 ∈ Xz̃ and a = arg minã S0z̃ [c̃, ã];
Equivalence of optimal seed sets. We start by showing that, for any minimal seed set that activates G,

we can find a seed set of the same cardinality that activates G0 .
Assume a minimal seed set S̃0 of G. We show that there is a seed set of the same size S0 where, for
any node-node i0 in G0 with |conti0 | > 1, all nodes in conti0 are part of S0 . Take some path pr = (i1 , . . . , ik )
and, without loss of generality, assume that there is a l ∈ {1, . . . , k}, and nodes i01 , . . . , i0l−1 , i0l ∈ N 0 with
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conti01 = {i1 }, . . . , conti0l−1 = {il−1 }, and conti0l = {il , . . . , ik }. By definition, {il , . . . , ik } are part of the same
paths. Call the set of paths P 0 and note that, by construction, il−1 is also part of exactly these paths. The
path pr ∈ P 0 and we assume, without loss of generality, that pr is the path in P 0 that activates first. But
this means that there is a time t at which all but one node of pr are active (from being part of the seed set
or because they are also part of previously activated paths). As none of the other paths in P 0 are active,
none of the nodes il−1 , . . . , ik is active due to other paths’ activation. Hence, of the nodes il−1 , il , . . . , ik , all
but one are part of the seed set. Now assume that il−1 , il , . . . , ik−1 ∈ S̃0 , but ik ∈
/ S̃0 . Clearly, the seed set
S0 = S̃0 \ {il−1 } ∪ {ik } is of the same size and leads to the same activation process.
We now construct a seed set S00 based on S0 with the same cardinality that fully activates G0 . Let S00 = {i0 ∈
N 0 : conti0 = {i1 , . . . , il } with i1 , . . . , il ∈ S0 and |conti0 | ≤ k − 1}. To see that S00 fully activates G0 , assume
a node i ∈ N that corresponds to some node i0 ∈ N 0 (i.e. conti0 = {i}) activates at time t (i.e. xi0 ,t−1 = 0,
P
xi0 ,t = 1). Then, there must be a path pr with i ∈ pr and
x
= k − 1. The threshold of the
j∈pr ,j6=i j,t−1
corresponding path-node is k − 1, while the total weight of the node-nodes must be at least k − 1 (this clearly
holds when t = 0 by construction of the seed set, and it holds for t > 0 by induction). Hence, the path-node
activates and, then, so do the connected node-nodes. The result follows by induction.
Next, we show that for any seed set that activates G0 , there is a seed set of the same cardinality that
activates G. Say S00 is the seed set of G0 . It can contain only nodes i0 ∈ N 0 where |conti0 | ≤ k − 1. We
claim that S0 = {i ∈ N : i ∈ conti0 for some i0 ∈ S00 } fully activates G. To see this, consider the first node
in G0 to activate. As no node i0 with |conti0 | = k is part of the seed set, this must be path-node. Say the
P
node is j 0 and the corresponding path is pr . We have that that {i0 :(i0 ,j 0 )∈E 0 and |cont 0 |≤k−1 }xi0 ,0 ≥ k − 1.
i
P
But by definition of the seed set S0 , we also have xi,0 = xi0 ,0 whenever i ∈ conti0 . Hence, {i:i∈pr } xi,0 =
P
x 0 ≥ k − 1. It follows that the path pr activates in G. In G0 after the corre{i0 :(i0 ,j 0 )∈E 0 and |cont 0 |≤k−1} i ,0
i

sponding node j 0 is active, all node-nodes corresponding to nodes on the path activate before some time
t0 < ∞. Similarly, in G, all nodes within the paths activate. By repeated application of the same argument,
we see that all paths in G (and their nodes) must activate.
C.3.



Extending the Algorithm to the General Thresholds Case (Theorem 3)

Generalizing the auxiliary graph. Algorithm 3 generates an auxiliary graph from G ∈ Γ to solve the
M IN -SCT M problem in the general case. With gcd(x, y, . . .) we mean the greatest common divisor of all
values x, y, . . .. Using this algorithm, we can prove Theorem 3.

Generalizing the solution algorithm. Note that a tree decomposition of G0 is unaffected by the modifications introduced in the general case because for any edge (i0 , j 0 ) a corresponding edge (j 0 , i0 ) exists. Based
on a tree decomposition, the minimum seed set problem on G0 can again be solved using Algorithm 2. The
only change we need to make to the solution algorithm is that in Lines 8 and 14, we consider pairs of edges
0

(u, i0 ) and (i0 , u) simultaneously. To define c̃u (u) and c̃i (i0 ), we use the edge that corresponds to the direction
in which the indices have been defined already.
Proof of Theorem 3.

The proof follows the same lines as the proof of Theorem 3. Regarding the equiv-

alence of the auxiliary graph solution with the original solution, we note that a node-node i0 ∈ N 0 with
P
conti0 = {i} that is not part of the seed set activates if and only if {j 0 : cont 0 ={j : j∈pr } and i∈pr } wj0 0 ,i0 ≥ c0i0 ⇔
j
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Algorithm 3: Construction of an auxiliary graph for the general case.
Data: A graph G ∈ Γ with paths P .
Result: A directed graph G0 = (N 0 , E 0 ) with weights wi00 ,j 0 for each edge (i0 , j 0 ) ∈ E 0 and
thresholds c0i0 for each i0 ∈ N 0 .
1 Initialization: i0 ← 0; N 0 ← ∅; E 0 ← ∅; B ← ∅; c0 (·) ← k − 1; w 0 (·) ← k − 1; cont(·) ← ∅; p(·) ← ∅;
2 Run Lines 2–8 of Algorithm 1;
3 for B ∈ B do
4
t ← minj∈B cj ; i ← {j ∈ B : cj = t} {1}; g1 ← gcd(t, wr ∀r : pr ∈ p(B));
5
i0 ← i0 + 1; N 0 ← N 0 ∪ {i0 }; cont(i0 ) ← {i}; c0 (i0 ) ← gt1 ;
6
if |B | > 1 then
7
t0 ← maxj∈B\{i} cj ; g2 ← gcd(t0 , wr ∀r : pr ∈ p(B));
0
8
N 0 ← N 0 ∪ {i0 + 1}; cont(i0 + 1) ← B \ {i}; c0 (i0 + 1) ← gt2 ;
for pr ∈ p(B) do
j 0 ← {j 00 ∈ N 0 : cont(j 00 ) = {i : i ∈ pr }} {1};
E 0 ← E 0 ∪ {(i0 , j 0 ), (j 0 , i0 )}; w0 (i0 , j 0 ) ← 1; w0 (j 0 , i0 ) ← wg1r ;
if |B | > 1 then
E 0 ← E 0 ∪ {(i0 + 1, j 0 ), (j 0 , i0 + 1)}; w0 (i0 + 1, j 0 ) ← |B | − 1; w0 (j 0 , i0 + 1) ←

9
10
11
12
13

wr
;
g2

if |B | > 1 then
i0 ← i0 + 1;

14
15

P
wr ≥ c0i0 gcdi ⇔ {pr : i∈pr } wr ≥ ci . Similarly, a path-node j 0 corresponding to path pr activates
P
P
if and only if {i0 : (i0 ,j 0 )∈E xi0 ,t wi0 ,j 0 ≥ c0j 0 ⇔ {i0 : (i0 ,j 0 )∈E 0 } xi0 ,t |conti0 | ≥ k − 1. Because i ∈ conti0 for any
P

{pr : i∈pr }

such node i0 implies that i ∈ pr , this is the case whenever k − 1 of its nodes are active. This indicates that
the remaining node has the potential to receive the path’s benefit.

Appendix D:
D.1.



Results Relating to the Random Generative Model

Treewidth of Randomly Constructed Graphs (Theorem 4)

Preliminaries. We use the following standard Landau notation. Let f (n) and g(n) be two functions. We
say that f and g are equivalent and write f (n) ∼ g(n) if limn→∞
and write f (n)  g(n) if lim
f (n)  g(n) if lim

f (n)
n→∞ g (n)

f (n)
n→∞ g (n)

f (n)
g (n)

→ 1. We say that f (n) dominates g(n)

= ∞. On the contrary, we say that f (n) is dominated by g(n) and write

= 0. We sometimes also write f (n) = ω(g(n)) for f (n)  g(n) and f (n) = o(g(n))

for f (n)  g(n). Finally, we say that an event En occurs with high probability (whp) if limn→∞ P (En ) = 1.
The proof further necessitates the introduction of random geometric graphs:
Definition 4. Let d ≥ 1 and consider n points (y1 , . . . , yn ) sampled uniformly from [0, 1]d . A random
geometric graph G in dimension d and with radius r := r(n) is a graph with (y1 , . . . , yn ) as vertices and edges
between yi and yj if ||yi − yj || ≤ r, where || · || is some norm over Rd .
Note that r conditions how connected the graph is: the higher r, the more connected, the lower, the less.
When d = 1, we call random geometric graphs random interval graphs.
It is well-known that random interval graphs are chordal graphs. The following results on random interval
graphs are also known (see, e.g., McDiarmid and Müller (2011, Theorem 1.2) for part (i) and Godehardt
and Jaworski (1996, Theorem 12) for (ii)).
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Proposition 3. Let G be a random interval graph on n nodes and ζ(G) its clique number.
(i) If r ≥

log(n)+log(log(n))
n

, then G is connected with high probability.

(ii) If nr  log(n) (but still r → 0) then ζ(Gn ) ∼ nr whp.
In fact, a slightly stronger result holds for (i) under this condition, but (i) is sufficient for our purposes. We
also use two results known in the treewidth literature (see, e.g., Eppstein 2002).
Proposition 4. For a graph G, we let tw(G) be its treewidth. The following properties hold:
(i) Let G and H be two graphs such that H is a subgraph of G. Then, tw(H) ≤ tw(G).
(ii) Let G be a chordal graph and let ζ(G) be its clique number, then tw(G) = ζ(G) + 1.
With these results in hand, we can now prove Theorem 4.
Proof of Theorem 4.

The main difficulty of the proof is showing that there exists a random interval graph

I on n + m nodes with radius
r=k·

log(n) + log(log(n))
n

(2)

such that G0 is a subgraph of I whp. If this is true, using Proposition 4 part (i), we obtain that tw(G0 ) ≤ tw(I).
As I is a random interval graph and so chordal, we deduce that tw(I) = ζ(I) + 1 using Proposition 4 (ii),
and, then, tw(G0 ) ≤ ζ(I) + 1. As m = ω(n), we have


log(n) + log(log(n))
(n + m)r = k · (n + m)
 log(n + m),
n
though r → 0. This enables us to use Proposition 3 (ii) to conclude that


log(n) + log(log(n))
0
tw(G ) ≤ (n + m)r = k · (n + m)
n

m
=k· 1+
(log(n) + log(log(n)))
n
m
= k · log(n) · (1 + o(1)).
n
It only remains to construct a random interval graph I with radius r as given in (2) that contains G0 as a
subgraph to be done. The construction of I is straightforward: its vertices are taken to be those of G0 which
are distributed uniformly at random on [0, 1] and we connect two vertices of I if their distance is less than
equal to r as given in (2). Thus defined, I is a random interval graph with n + m vertices and radius r as
given in (2). To ensure that G0 is a subgraph of I, we need to take r large enough so that any point zj is
k
connected whp to at least one point out of (y1k , . . . , yN
) for k = 1, . . . , K, and this for any j = 1, . . . , m. Note

that if this is true, then it will automatically follow that, whp, there is an edge between zj and yik0 for all
k = 1, . . . , K, as yik0 is situated at minimum distance, which will imply that G is a subgraph of I whp.
k
To see why r as defined in (2) is indeed large enough, fix j and k, and consider only the points zj , y1k , . . . , yN

on the [0, 1] interval. They are uniformly distributed: we can thus build a random interval graph by joining
any two points out of the N + 1 distant by r. From Proposition 3(i), as r given in (2) satisfies the following
inequality:
log(n/k) + log(log(n/k))
,
n/k
k
the graph is connected whp. Thus, zj has at least one neighbor in (y1k , . . . , yN
) and the result holds.
r≥
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D.2.

Illustration of the proof of Proposition 2

Worst-Case Graph (Proposition 2)

Proof of Proposition 2.

Without loss of generality, we assume that for a given Tier l, 0 ≤ y1l ≤ . . . ≤ ynl 0 .

For any segment [yil , yil+1 ] with i = 1, . . . , n0 − 1, let Nil be its midpoint which we refer to as a switch point (see
Figure 12 for an illustration). We also let N0l = 0 and Nnl 0 = 1. Create these switch points for all tiers. Per tier,
there are n0 − 1 switch points which are not simultaneously end points. Then consolidate the switch points
of every tier on the path-node segment (again, see Figure 12 for an illustration). We claim the following:
the number of distinct paths in Gwc correspond to the number of intervals thus created on the path-node
segment by the switch points. As there are n0 − 1 switch points (apart from the end points) per tier, there
will be k · (n0 − 1) = n − k switch points on the path-node segment. This will lead to a number n − k + 1 of
intervals, and our result follows.
We now show the claim. To do this, we argue that two path-nodes in G0wc give rise to two distinct paths in
Gwc if and only if the two path-nodes are in distinct intervals. First, assume that path-nodes p1 and p2 are
in the same interval (as depicted in Figure 12). For each tier l, p1 has a switch point Nil closest on its left,
and a switch point Nil+1 closest on its right. By assumption, p2 shares these closest switch points on both
the right-hand and left-hand side for all tiers. Thus, if we consider tier l, as both p1 and p2 are sandwiched
between Nil and Nil+1 , node-node yil+1 will be the closest node-node for both p1 and p2 on tier l, and p1 and
p2 will connect to yil+1 on tier l. This will be the case for all tiers and so p1 and p2 describe the same path in
Gwc . Now assume that path-nodes p2 and p3 are not in the same interval (as depicted in Figure 12). There
is then a tier l such that the closest switch point either on the left-hand side or on the right-hand side differs
between p2 and p3 : assume that p2 ∈ [Nil ; Nil+1 ] whereas p3 ∈ [Njl ; Njl+1 ] with j 6= i. Then when connecting
p2 to a node-node in tier l, we would pick yil+1 , whereas we would connect p3 to yjl +1 , a different node-node.
Thus the corresponding paths in Gwc will differ on the nodes in tier l.
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